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Over the past three years, a remarkable transformation has taken place in California tribal gaming.  During that time, representatives of the state’s gaming tribes and the two state regulatory agencies have met, battled, and compromised over one regulation CGCC8.  As Chairman of the two taskforces that were formed during this period, I had a unique perspective of the ever-evolving relationship between tribal and state regulators.  This relationship was very contentious in the early days of gaming in California but has now developed into a still spirited but well developed and professional process.  The following is a hybrid of the task force reports, personal observations, and input from other attorney’s and regulators, especially Jane Zerbi, Tuari Bigknife, Glen Feldman, Jerry Levine,( attorneys representing various tribes), and Jacob Appelsmith, Director of the California Bureau of Gambling Control, and many others, who toiled over this regulation with, at times, no end in sight. 


In October 2006, a federal appeals court upheld two lower court rulings that declared the National Indian Gaming Commission, the federal agency under the Department of Interior that regulates aspects of tribal gaming nationwide, did not have the authority to regulate class III gaming (table games and Vegas style slot machines) in tribal casinos.  This case was brought by the Colorado River Indian Tribes and is known as the CRIT decision, Colorado River Indian Tribes v. National Indian Gaming Commission, 05-5402 (D.C. Cir. 2006). This decision created an issue in California as the California Gambling Control Commission, one of the two state agencies overseeing tribal gaming, declared it would fill the “void” in regulatory oversight created by the CRIT decision. This “void” left the state, according to the CGCC, in the position of establishing MICS for the tribes. This was important for California because earlier tribal-state compacts cited the federal MICS, (Minimum Internal Control Standards) not a state MICS.  A March 2, 2007 letter from Gambling Control Commission Chairman Dean Shelton to tribal gaming leaders stated - The CRIT decision,  "altered the regulatory landscape for tribal gaming in California. “ Subsequently the CGCC put forth a proposed set of regulations known as CGCC 8. The debate that raged in California gaming centered on CGCC 8, which attempted in its initial form to put the state in the position formerly held by NIGC as related to the oversight of tribal gaming regulation. 
 
The California Gambling Control Commission (the “CGCC”) submitted a proposed regulatory standard, CGCC-8, to the Tribal-State Association (the “Association”) on July 11, 2007, prior to its adoption by the CGCC.    Any proposed tribal gaming regulations must be approved by the Association, which is comprised of two delegates from each gaming tribe and two representatives each from the CGCC and the Bureau of Gambling Control of the California Department of Justice. The association meets at least quarterly and at present, 34 tribes represent a quorum. There are approximately 62 tribes operating casinos in California at present.

The Association, in accordance with its adopted Protocol for Submission of Proposed State Regulatory Standards to the Association (the “Protocol”), created an Association Regulatory Standards Taskforce (the “Taskforce”) to review CGCC-8. 
 
The Taskforce had its first meeting on Wednesday, August 8, 2007.  The CGCC then submitted a revised proposed regulation to the Taskforce on September 7, 2007.  Subsequent meetings were held on September 11, 2007, November 7, 2007, January 9, 2008, and February 13, 2008.  The State submitted two slightly modified versions of CGCC-8 in March of 2008.  These meetings were attended by a majority of the tribal regulators and representatives from the State of California (the “State”).
 
The purpose of the Taskforce meetings was to discuss proposed criteria and information to analyze and review the proposed regulation.  Pursuant to the Protocol, the Taskforce is charged with providing a Statement of Need for the proposed regulation, including the rationale for the need based upon fact or policy.  The Taskforce in developing the Statement of Need may consider the following: (i) economic impact on gaming operations, including whether the proposed regulatory standards impact small operations differently than large operations; (ii) whether the standard or policy embodied by these proposed regulatory standards is or will be applied to gaming facilities other than Indian casinos, such as card rooms and race tracks; if not whether there is any disparate impact or discriminatory effect created by the proposed regulatory standards; (iii) whether the proposed regulatory standards fosters uniformity; and (iv) alternatives to the proposed regulatory standards; (v) provide a statement of legal authority; (vi) if basis for regulatory standards is factual rather than policy based, address whether the proposed regulatory standards are duplicative.  See Protocol for Submission of Proposed State Regulatory Standards to the Association, Amended January 21, 2004, Section (B)(2)(b).
 
 
STATEMENT OF NEED 
 
The CGCC cited different rationales for CGCC-8.  One rationale cited in the regulation was that the CRIT decision “changed the contours” of a basic Tribal-State Compact premise, that regulatory jurisdiction lies with federal, state and tribal governments, when it held that the National Indian Gaming Commission (the “NIGC”) does not have the authority to promulgate or enforce its adopted federal Minimum Internal Control Standards (“MICS”) for Class III gaming.  (Section (a) of CGCC-8.)
 
However, in the opinion of the majority of tribal regulators, the CRIT decision does not and cannot change the terms of the Compact.  The State could have expressly addressed the inclusion of the federal MICS in the original 1999 Compacts, but did not do so.  Nor was this done in subsequent amendments, as the State of Arizona did when it negotiated new Compacts with Arizona tribes in 2003.  The 2003 Arizona Compacts expressly require gaming tribes in that state to implement the NIGC MICS, as amended from time to time.  
 
The CGCC also contended that its proposed regulation was needed “to preserve the benefits of independent oversight of Tribal MICS compliance” and “serve to increase public confidence that Tribal gaming meets the highest regulatory standards.”  CGCC-8, subd. (a).  However, the results of the Tribal Regulator Networking Group’s survey demonstrated that the NIGC MICS remains the applicable standards for tribal gaming operations in California, notwithstanding the CRIT decision.  
 
Economic Impact
 
The provisions of CGCC-8 authorizing the CGCC to conduct undefined “on-site compliance reviews” and requiring tribes to work with the CGCC to resolve any disputed findings of the CGCC’s compliance review would pose a significant economic impact on tribal gaming operations, particularly for smaller tribal gaming operations.  Costs include the staff time dedicated to producing records and escorting CGCC staff in conducting comprehensive reviews/audits in addition to the cost of audits already being performed.  The unrestricted compliance reviews contemplated by CGCC-8 could require a tribe to devote a great deal of staff time to responding to the state auditors and their findings.
 
 
Application to Card Rooms
 
The CGCC acknowledged that there were no MICS in place for non-tribal gaming facilities in California.  Beginning in 2003, the State spent the better part of a year drafting MICS for the card rooms, eventually presenting them to representatives of the card rooms during a meeting in 2004.  The reaction was not favorable as the State had not consulted with the advisory group of card room executives and attorneys, established for this very type of endeavor, during the yearlong drafting period and the final product revealed a perceived lack of understanding of MICS in general and how they should be applied to the card rooms.  The State’s MICS were a conglomeration of the NIGC' MICS and various statutes from Nevada and New Jersey.  
Although the card rooms and tribal gaming facilities have in common, some internal operations that inarguably require oversight – such as table games operations, currency drop and count and surveillance – the State did not require card rooms to implement MICS. During the three-year battle over CGCC8, the Commission did finally submit MICS for the card rooms, although they differ significantly from those the tribes follow.
 
Uniformity
 
CGCC-8 initially was felt by most tribal regulators as unnecessary to foster uniformity because uniformity already exists.  As noted above, a Tribal Regulator Networking Group survey shows that the NIGC MICS remain the minimum standards for California tribes despite the CRIT decision. 
 
It may be a little known fact that it was primarily Indian Tribes, including California Tribes, not the States that first supported the adoption of MICS to protect the integrity of Indian Gaming as well as the assets of the Indian Tribes in a uniform manner.  Those Tribes who were members of the National Indian Gaming Association (NIGA) in the 1990s initiated what was termed a “MICS Work Group,” and Tribes voluntarily offered the services of their professionals including internal auditors, accountants, gaming commissioners, gaming managers, attorneys, etc. to develop a model MICS to be used by any gaming Tribes, especially those Tribes  who did not have the expertise and/or resources to develop their own MICS, so that those Tribes which were just starting out  would have the ability to protect the integrity of their gaming operations.  This NIGA MICS were used voluntarily by Tribes for many years, until the NIGC decided that they wanted to promulgate a Federal MICS.  It is a well-established fact that a large portion of the first MICS promulgated as a regulation by the NIGC was based primarily upon the product of that MICS Work Group.
 
 
Alternatives to CGCC-8
Since circulating its first draft of CGCC-8 in late March 2007, the CGCC met with opposition from tribal gaming regulators on a number of fronts.  Most, if not all, Taskforce members questioned the need for the regulation because they felt the State had failed to show any deficiency with the status quo.  Many Taskforce members also viewed the regulation as a wholesale amendment of the 1999 Compact – and thus the proper subject of renegotiations with the State – rather than an elaboration or clarification of what the Compact already permitted.  Nonetheless, in the spirit of good faith, and in response to repeated requests by the CGCC, tribal gaming regulators and tribal attorneys proposed alternatives language to the objectionable portions of CGCC-8 as well as viable alternatives to the regulation itself.  The proponents of these alternatives did not purport to speak on behalf of all or even most of the other members of the Taskforce, but hoped to spur discussions that would result in a compromise approach that most of the parties could live with.  
The CGCC initially rejected the proposed alternative language but later drafts of CGCC-8 attempted to incorporate some of the language proposed by some of the tribes. 
 
Legal Authority
 
California does not have civil regulatory jurisdiction on Indian land absent a federal statute expressly conferring jurisdiction on the state.  Public Law 280 did not confer such jurisdiction. The only state civil regulatory jurisdiction that exists over a California Indian casino is through a Tribal-State Gaming Compact negotiated pursuant to IGRA.  The Compact, at Section 8.2, expressly provides nothing therein affects the civil or criminal jurisdiction of the state under Public Law 280.  
 
The CGCC cites to Compact Sections 8.4.1, 8.1.8, and 7.4 as the legal authority for CGCC-8.  (See CGCC “Statement of Need for adoption of Regulation regarding Minimum Internal Control Standards (CGCC-8),” dated April 6, 2007).  However, in the opinion of most tribal regulators, none of these Compact Sections provide legal authority for the requirements the CGCC sought to impose on Tribes and Tribal Gaming Agencies through CGCC-8, which would require adoption of internal control standards at least as stringent as the federal MICS, submission of the financial audit to the CGCC, and submission to financial and MICS compliance reviews/audits by the CGCC.
 
[bookmark: _DV_C1]The Compact at Section 8.4 provides for “regulations adopted by the State Gaming Agency in accordance with Section 8.4.1,” which require Association approval.  The purpose of such regulations is to “foster statewide uniformity of regulation of Class III gaming operations throughout the state” so that “rules, regulations, standards, specifications, and procedures of the Tribal Gaming Agency in respect to any matter encompassed by Sections 6.0, 7.0, and 8.0 shall be consistent” with that regulation adopted by the state pursuant to Section 8.4.1.  Further, neither the State Gaming Agency nor the Association may adopt regulations that materially alter express provisions of the Compact or render any such provisions void or a nullity.
 
Section 8.1 states that the Tribal Gaming Agency is vested with the authority to, and must, promulgate rules, regulations or specifications (“rules”) governing a series of topics, which do not include a requirement to adopt or enforce the MICS.  There is no Compact provision that refers to the MICS.  Simply put, Section 8.4.1 does not authorize a uniform state regulation on the MICS because it is not a matter encompassed by Section 6, 7, or 8 of the Compact.
 
 
 Section 7.4 and its subsections do not authorize the CGCC to establish minimum internal control standards for tribal gaming operations, do not authorize the CGCC to mandate that Tribal Gaming Agencies submit copies of tribal internal control standards and annual audits (financial or MICS-related) to the CGCC, and do not authorize the CGCC to conduct the comprehensive and unrestricted compliance reviews contemplated CGCC-8, or require Tribes to engage in steps to address the CGCC’s review findings.
 
Finally, Section 8.1.8 requires the Tribal Gaming Agency to adopt a rule requiring an independent CPA to conduct a financial audit at least annually and to ensure enforcement in an effective manner.  Since these sections clearly establish the Tribal Gaming Agency as the responsible authority for regulating the annual independent financial audit of the tribal gaming operation, Section 8.1.8 does not provide legal authority for the CGCC to require submission of the financial audit report or to conduct compliance reviews/audits of the financials or of audited financial statements.  In fact, the Compacts contain specific audit provisions for the State to verify revenue share, which clearly would have been unnecessary if the financial compliance review/audit proposed by CGCC-8 was authorized under the Compact.
 
In sum, CGCC-8 cannot confer civil regulatory jurisdiction to the state that was not conveyed by the Compact.  As such, the early drafts of CGCC-8 were viewed by most tribal regulators as an unauthorized extension of the state’s authority under the Compact.  In the absence of legal authority, the provisions of CGCC-8 amounted to material amendments of the Tribal-State Compacts.  As such, they would have to be negotiated between the State and the Tribe pursuant to section 12.1 of the Compact.  Indeed, the fact that the 1999 and 2004 Compacts do not authorize the state to require MICS adoption, submission of financial audits, or to conduct MICS and financial compliance reviews/audits is evidenced by new compacts (four in 2006) and new memorandum of agreements specifically including these provisions. 
 
Duplicative
 
With respect to its MICS-related provisions, CGCC-8 was viewed as duplicative in that tribes already have in place standards at least as stringent as the NIGC MICS, and these standards are enforced by Tribal Gaming Agencies.  In addition, over the past 2 years a number of California gaming tribes have amended their Tribal Gaming Ordinances to expressly incorporate the NIGC MICS.  By so doing, those tribes have granted the NIGC authority to monitor and enforce tribal compliance with those standards, up to and including the authority to close non-conforming facilities, under 25 U.S.C. § 2713 and 25 CFR pt. 542.3(g).  The first of these ordinance amendments were approved by the Chairman of the NIGC, and went into effect, in January 2008.  A number of additional tribes have announced their intention to similarly amend their Gaming Ordinances in the near future. Not all tribes are in favor of this approach, viewing it as an end around the federal courts decisions.
  
At its March 28, 2008 meeting, the CGCC voted to adopt CGCC-8 with minor revisions.  The proposed regulation was forwarded to the Association for a first read at its May 7, 2008 meeting.
 
As an aside, one of the benefits of the numerous Taskforce meetings was the establishment over time of better communication among tribal regulators and subsequently with State regulators. While the parties did not agree on the language and intent of CGCC-8, they all agreed that effective regulation of tribal gaming is the overriding concern of all parties.  That is the most important issue to agree upon.  

After the initial read on May 7, 2008, further discussions and meetings were held by tribal regulators to discuss in depth the relative pros and cons of the latest draft.

The Tribal and State Gaming Regulators Association disapproved CGCC-8 in its
original form on September 4, 2008. However, the Commission re-adopted CGCC-8 on October 14, 2008 pursuant to Compact section 8.4.1(b)1 in its amended form dated October 1, 2008 with a detailed Response to Tribal-State Association Objections dated October 9, 2008. On October 20, 2008, the Commission sent notice to the Tribes pursuant to Compact section 8.4.1(c) to submit comments on CGCC-8 before November 20, 2008 to the Commission with the statement that comments would be reviewed and considered in accordance with Compact section 8.4.1(c). The Commission received numerous comments on CGCC-8 before and soon after November 20, 2008. On November 24, 2008, the Commission sent out notice to the tribes that the December 18, 2008 Commission hearing date for final adoption of CGCC-8 had been removed from the calendar. The Compact process does not specifically mandate a time period for the Commission to adopt a regulation as final other than waiting for the expiration of 30 days after submission to the Tribe for comment. As a result, the Commission spent the intervening five months to consider the comments, interact with Tribal representatives, and to fully reconsider the goals of CGCC-8.

During late 2008 and early 2009, various tribal attorneys and gaming regulators held a series of meetings with the Commission to discuss viable alternatives to end the stalemate that existed at that time.  

Revisions to CGCC-8:
In light of the numerous comments and in an effort to be more responsive to the Tribe's many concerns, the Commission undertook substantial revisions of the previous version of CGCC-8 re-adopted by the Commission on October 14, 2008. The Commission also worked extensively with several tribal representatives to modify CGCC-8 in a number of critical areas.

First, the Commission endeavored to make CGCC-8 more considerate of the Tribe's role as the primary regulator of the Tribe's gaming operation while still seeking uniformity in regulations on Compact internal control standards and Commission practices in regards to Compact compliance activities related to internal controls.

Second, the Commission attempted to incorporate two very important and different concepts brought forth by prominent Tribal regulators and attorneys.

Concept 1: The first concept involves a principle of a "Safe Harbor" which clearly establishes a standard of compliance related to internal control standards required under the Compact which CGCC-8 now refers to as "Tribal MICS." The new version of CGCC-8, in the Commission’s view removed any ambiguity as to what constitutes Compact compliant. Tribes that have adopted as a final regulation in respect to the Tribe's Gaming Operation before the expiration of 30 days after submission of the proposed regulation to the Tribe for comment as a proposed regulation, and after consideration of the Tribe's comments, if any. adopted federal minimum internal control standards located at 25 CFR Part 542 (as in effect on October 19, 2006 or as it may be amended) ("Federal MICS") will be Compact compliant in regards to their Tribal MICS regulations. The Commission also wanted to respect all the tremendous efforts the Tribe's have performed in drafting their own "Tribal MICS" by acknowledging that some tribes have adopted internal controls which even exceed the Federal MICS requirements. These Tribal MICS will also be Compact compliant. Finally, the Commission wanted to make it clear that Tribes that have not
adopted the Federal MICS or Tribal MICS stricter than the Federal MICS, may still have Compact compliant Tribal MICS. However, such a Tribe would simply need to work with the Commission to show that its Tribal MICS materially comply.




Concept 2:

A second concept establishes a process by which the Commission respects the NIGC's' long standing relationship with the Tribes and allows the NIGC to function as the primary reviewer of internal control standards and Tribal MICS under certain circumstances. The Commission wanted to acknowledge this relationship by respecting the fact that some Tribes have voluntarily adopted gaming ordinances which give the NIGC authority to review various aspects of the Tribe's Class III gaming operation without delegating its authority to the NIGC. The Commission stated they have no desire to interfere with this relationship or to create multiple simultaneous or duplicative obligations on those Tribes. The Commission worked with Tribal Representatives extensively and ultimately added an "NIGC Alternative Compliance" section which incorporates this concept in lieu of portions of CGCC-8. The requirements and obligations for this section to apply and to continue to apply are clearly delineated because the NIGC is a non-party to the Compact. The wording of the section also alleviates a concern about the voluntary nature of the relationship by providing for Commission compliance review should the ordinance be amended to eliminate NIGC review. The Commission believes the requirements are necessary to allow the Tribe's to continue their relationship with the NIGC while still allowing the Commission to fulfill its Compact obligations. The CGCC felt this Alternative Compliance Section would foster uniformity in accord with the Tribal-State Association Protocol for Submission of Regulations (Amended January 21, 2004),section B.2.b.

There were a number of other changes throughout CGCC-8. One specific example was the removal of the Financial Statements Audit section. While the Commission said they never had any desire to audit the Tribes' financial statements, there was a belief among the tribes that this was the ultimate purpose of this section. As CGCC-8 is focused on Minimum Internal Control Standards, the Commission omitted this section to remove the confusion and tension it caused, leaving the requirements and availability of financial audits under other Compact compliance activities.

The Commission by letter to the tribes advised they had not adopted the draft version dated April 15, 2009 as final. To that end, the Commission calendared June 19, 2009 for a public hearing where it planned to adopt CGCC-8 as a final regulation pursuant to Compact section 8.4.1(c). While the Compacts do not speak to any further comment opportunities from the Tribes during this period, the Commission in advance of this hearing respectfully requested comments regarding CGCC-8 in its April 15, 2009 form from all Tribes in an effort to find a mutually agreeable uniform regulation which both addresses Tribes' concerns and yet meets the Commission's obligations under the Compacts.

These developments led to the formation of a second Association Taskforce that had a 60-day mandate to construct language acceptable to the tribes and the state.  The Taskforce Final report stated:




ASSOCIATION REGULATORY STANDARDS TASK FORCE
FINAL REPORT REGARDING DRAFT CGCC-8


AUGUST 7, 2009
I. INTRODUCTION
By letter dated April 16, 2009, the California Gambling Control Commission (the
"CGCC") circulated draft "Uniform Tribal Gaming Regulation CGCC-8 (Minimum Internal Control Standards)" dated April 15, 2009 to tribal chairpersons and Tribal-State Association (the"Association") Delegates. The CGCC solicited comments from Tribes by May 29, 2009 and advised the Tribes that the CGCC had calendared a public hearing for June 19, 2009 at which the CGCC intended to adopt CGCC-8 as a final regulation. 

Thereafter, on June 4, 2009, at its regular quarterly meeting, the Association, in
accordance with Section B of the Protocol for Submission of Proposed State Regulatory
Standards to the Association (the "Protocol"), created an Association Regulatory Standards Task Force (the "Task Force") to review and address the April 15, 2009 draft of CGCC-8. By motion, the Association directed the Task Force to report its findings by August 7, 2009, and to hold a meeting on September 17, 2009 to "...vote on CGCC-8 as then drafted." The motion further provided "...that to the extent that the Association Protocol require it, that [the June 4, 2009] meeting be deemed to be the initial meeting on present CGCC-8 and the September 17, 2009 meeting be deemed to be the subsequent meeting."

The Task Force held its first meeting on Wednesday, June 17, 2009, in Sacramento.
Subsequent meetings were held on: June 30, 2009, in San Diego; July 8, 2009, in Sacramento; July 16, 2009, in Sacramento; July 21, 2009 at Cabazon's Fantasy Springs Resort & Casino; July 29, 2009, in San Diego; and August 6, 2009, in Sacramento. All meetings were attended by numerous tribal regulators and representatives from both the CGCC and the Bureau of Gambling Control, with the exception of the meeting on July 21, 2009, at which no representative of the CGCC was present. In addition, representatives of the National Indian Gaming Commission ("NIGC") attended and participated in the Task Force meeting on July 8, 2009, to discuss current
NIGC MICS auditing processes. In accordance with the Association's June 4, 2009 motion and the Task Force's authority under section B(2)(b)(iv) of the Protocol to address alternatives to proposed regulatory standards, the Task Force Chairman respectfully submits this Final Report to the Association.

II. REVIEW OF CGCC-8 DATED APRIL 15, 2009
Although the April 15, 2009 version was an improvement over prior versions of CGCC-
8, the Task Force, with the exception of the CGCC representatives, objects to the April 15, 2009, draft of CGCC-8 for a variety of reasons. These objections include, but are not limited to, some of the objections identified in the Association of Regulatory Standards Task Force Final Report Statement of Need re CGCC-8, dated February 13, 2008, which addressed a prior version of CGCC-8. This Final Report does not supersede or modify the February 13, 2008 Final Report. *(see above)

III. ALTERNATIVE TO APRIL 15, 2009 DRAFT CGCC-8
All members of the Task Force agree that efficient and effective regulation of tribal
gaming in California is of primary importance. Certain subsections of section 8.1 of the various Compacts between the State of California and the tribes (the "Compacts") outline matters that Tribal Gaming Agency (the "TGA") rules, regulations, and specifications must address ("Tribal MICS"). To that end, the Task Force focused on the manner in which the State Gaming Agency ("SGA") plays a role in verifying that the TGA is ensuring the enforcement of the Tribal MICS, consistent with the SGA's role and responsibilities under the Compacts.

To accomplish this, the Task Force engaged in a thorough, section-by-section analysis of
CGCC-8. That review, in turn, resulted in numerous revisions to CGCC-8.
Many but not all Association Delegates participating in the Task Force process believe
this alternative draft of CGCC-8 strikes a more appropriate balance between the tribes' role as the primary gaming regulator under the Compacts and the SGA's authority to inspect tribal gaming facilities to verify tribal compliance with the Compacts.

 In August 2009, after reviewing the Task Force Final Report, the CGCC provided notice of a September 24, 2009 hearing to consider adoption of a final version of CGCC-8.

 On September 17, 2009 – The Association voted to approve the Taskforce report on CGCC-8 and requested that the CGCC adopt the August 6 draft of CGCC-8 as a proposed regulation.   On September 24, 2009, the CGCC astounded everyone by adopting the August 6 draft of CGCC-8, as drafted by the Taskforce, as a proposed regulation.  This pleasant, unexpected development signaled to most tribes a significant, positive shift in position by the CGCC.


The current draft of CGCC 8 reaffirms the role of Tribal Gaming Agencies as “primary regulators” of Tribal gaming operations and reaffirms the right and responsibility of Tribes to adopt and enforce regulations and minimum standards governing Tribal gaming operations.  It also fills an interpretive void in the Compacts by creating a logical set of protocols governing the process by which the State verifies that Tribal gaming operations comply with the Compacts

				Conclusion

The process initially chosen by the State in 2007 to force its version of CGCC-8 upon the Tribes was viewed by some tribes as an insult to the sovereignty of all California Tribes. The Taskforce formed by the Tribes and State through the Association fixed the process by implementing a collaborative process for creating regulation contemplated by the Compacts.  Approving the Taskforce version of CGCC-8 sends a clear message that the State understands that Tribes expect and support negotiated regulation.  

A final vote will be taken in accordance with the Protocol on February 4, 2010. Preliminary indications are that it will be approved by a majority of the Association.


John N. Roberts is an attorney and the Executive Director of the San Pasqual Gaming Commission in Valley Center, California.  He may be reached at johnrobertsjd@earthlink.net  and 858-603-5309.



