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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study was prepared to give some economic perspective to the issue of video poker in
South Carolina. The data reveal that video poker is a significant component of the leisure
and entertainment industry in the state. Substantial income is generated, significant taxes
are levied, and considerable employment results. In addition, using traditional methods of
welfare analysis, the industry provides meaningful pleasure to a considerable portion of
the state.

Video poker establishments are found in every county of South Carolina to varying
degrees. The industry is prominent in the tourist centers in the state. Importantly, there is
considerable potential for additional tax revenues to support state programs. Video poker
taxes are low in South Carolina compared to other states that offer this form of
amusement. Raising taxes to levels akin to rates in other states could raise, for instance,
education expenditures by as much as $200-500 per pupil or as much as $2,700-6,800 per
teacher per year.

Video poker generates net state income of approximately $609 million annually in direct
income, and another $609 in indirect income. There are almost 29,000 business
establishments that offer video poker, and there are approximately 20,000 people directly
employed by the industry. About 1.2 percent of all state nonfarm workers have a direct
connection to the operation of video poker.

Summary of Economic Impact of Video Poker Industry on S.C. State Economy

Category Annual Impact

Gross Income $1.219 billion

State Tax Collections $105.9 million

Net Economic Welfare $304 million

Employment 20,005 people



1 I thank John Byars, Louis Lanier, Chad Turner, Mark Wilson, and Emily Wood for their
assistance on this project. I can be contacted at my home office, 864 868 5767 (voice and fax); via e-mail at
jesse_sixmile@clemson.campus.mci.net; or through Collins Entertainment.

2 See 1996 South Carolina Statistical Abstract, February 1996, cover page, (LOC HA623.A5 1996).
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INTRODUCTION

Entertainment and leisure are both important parts of any thriving economy, and South Carolina is no
exception. Fishing, golfing, hunting, theater, college sports, camping, and a host of other activities are
consumed regularly by people living in the state. In addition, the state attracts a significant number of
tourists annually. For example, the Myrtle Beach area is one of the three largest tour bus stops in the
entire United States. The overall impact of tourism on the state’s economy is more than $13 billion
annually, and this does not include the equally large leisure industry in South Carolina.2 And, the
industry is growing. Accommodations and Admissions Tax Receipts grew at the rates of 10 and 16



Economic Impact of Video Poker August 9, 1998
Robert E. McCormick Final Report

31996 South Carolina Statistical Abstract, February 1996, page 359 (LOC HA623.A5 1996).

4 The Division of Research and Statistics, South Carolina Budget and Control Board uses income
multipliers across various industries in the state. Video poker is not listed as one of the industry groups.
Therefore, I have used the lowest, most conservative estimate of 2 for an income multiplier. Thus, a direct
income of $609 million generates a total income of $1.219 billion of state income annually.

5 Preliminary versions of this report used the second quarter figures multiplied by four as an
estimate of the annual income ($664 million). Actual data for the entire year are now available and hence are
used here now. Thus, the final results reported here vary slightly from the earlier, preliminary estimates.
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percent respectively from 1994 to 1995.3

The video poker industry is a significant element in the entertainment and leisure industry in South
Carolina. As of 1997, the industry reported net income of $609 million annually. In addition to the
direct income generated by the industry, there is an approximate doubling of indirect income as the
video poker expenditures spread throughout the state economy.4 Thus, the impact of the video poker
industry amounts to about 10 percent of the overall tourism industry. In terms of the whole state
economy, the total impact of the industry amounts to about 1.3 percent of total state income.

The industry is spread throughout the state. At the end of 1997, there were a total of 7,686 locations
and 28,587 machines in the state where video poker could be played. Table 1 and Figure 1 break
these down by county for June and December 1997. Allendale County has the fewest locations, 22,
while Horry County has the most, 825. (Richland and Lexington Counties added together have 854
establishments offering video poker entertainment.) Horry County has the largest number of machines
available for play, 3,131, in part owing to its tourist, recreational and entertainment orientation.

There are a number of ways to assess the economic impact of the video poker industry on the state.
The first is to look at income generated by the industry. Alternatively, we can examine the taxes paid
by the industry. Perhaps most importantly, we can explore the net economic welfare created by the
operation of this industry. 

DIRECT STATE INCOME

For the entire year of 1997, the video poker industry created $609 million of yearly state income.5

Table 2 reports the figures by quarter for the year. Using a conservative income multiplier of 2, the
$609 million of net income creates a total state income of $1.219 billion annually. The additional
income accrues as the original net income is spent on other activities. These can be as varied as
gasoline, food, housing, clothes, education, or other entertainment. There are approximately 3.6
million people in 1.3 million households in South Carolina. Therefore, the video poker industry
accounts for $338 of income per person per year or about $938 per household per year for every
household in the state. This amounts to about 1.5 percent of all income for the people of the state. For
purposes of comparison, the industry is about 1/6 the size of the combined electric power industry in
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6 The total income of all electric utilities in the state, cooperatives, municipalities, and private firms
was approximately $3.7 billion in 1995.

7 The fee is prorated for mid-year purchases.

8 This is a weighted average of the personal and corporate rates. The effective personal rate is about
2.5 percent and the effective corporate rate is 5 percent. Weighting these by the relative portions of taxes
paid by each class yields the effective overall rate as 2.64 percent.
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the state.6 All considered, this is a relatively large component of the state economy.

STATE TAX COLLECTIONS

An alternative way to assess the impact of the industry on the state economy is to look at tax receipts
collected by the state from the industry. There are several components of these total taxes paid. First
there are the direct license fees. Each machine licensed in the state pays an annual fee of $2,000 (the
fee is actually $4,000 biennially).7 As of December 1997 there were 28,587 licensed machines in
South Carolina. This yields approximately $57.2 million paid annually as license fees.

In addition to the license fees, there is the income tax created by the activities of the industry. The
industry generates a total state income of approximately $1.22 billion annually. At present the
effective income tax rate in South Carolina is 2.64 percent.8 Thus the industry is directly and
indirectly responsible for total state income tax receipts of approximately $32.2 million annually.

In addition to the direct fees and income taxes paid, the income created by the industry leads to sales
tax receipts as well. The Bureau of Economic Analysis calculates that state sales collections are
approximately 90 percent of income tax collections. Therefore, the income generated by the video
poker industry, 1.5 percent of total state income, is associated with sales tax receipts of 1.35 percent
of income generated by the video poker industry. Applying the effective sales tax rate to the $1.22
billion of state income yields state sales receipts attributable to the video poker industry of $16.5
million.

The total tax receipts created by the industry are the sum of these three components; income tax
receipts, direct license fees, and state sales tax receipts. The total is $105.9 million annually. Table 3
summarizes these findings. Excluding federal subsidies, video poker tax receipts account for about
1.3 percent of total state revenues. The video poker industry is responsible for about $75 of tax
revenues for each household in the state.

NET ECONOMIC WELFARE

Net economic welfare is in many ways the economist’s best measure of the value of an industry or
activity to a society or economy. Net economic welfare measures the overall net gain that accrues to a
society from engaging in a particular activity or venture. This method first examines the value of an
activity as measured by its demand, and then subtracts out the resources used to produce that gain. In
that sense it is a net. The value thus accounts for cost of resources used to produce the good or
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9An example might help to explain the concept. Imagine that someone is willing to pay $50 for a
shirt that is priced at $30. The difference between the value to the consumer and the price paid is surplus to
the consumer. In this example, there is $20 of consumer surplus in the shirt to this person. Now imagine that
there are $15 of costs imbedded in manufacturing and retailing the shirt. The producer surplus is the
difference between the total cost of supplying the product and the price received for the good. In this example
then there is $5 of producer surplus in the sale of the shirt. The net economic gain to the economy from
making and using the shirt is $20 + $5 = $25.
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activity in question. Measured this way, the net economic welfare is the overall value associated with
a product, industry, event, or activity.

The first step in identifying this net economic welfare is to measure how much people like the
activity. Economists call this demand. The demand for video poker describes the desires of people to
participate in the sport and the factors that influence that desire. Armed with this demand function, it
is possible to extract the net consumer gains, or consumer surplus as it is called by economists, that
accrue to society from video poker.

In addition to the consumer surplus or net consumer gain created by the industry, there is the
economic rent or producer surplus that is garnered by sellers, in excess of their costs of production.
This too is a net gain to the economy.

The sum of the consumer and producer surpluses measures the overall net economic value of the
industry to the economy, net of costs of production. As such, it measures the gain from having the
resources employed in the production of video poker entertainment, over and above any other uses of
these resources.9

The Demand for Video Poker

Video poker is just one of many recreational or entertainment activities available in South Carolina.
The alternatives are wide and varied, and, as analysis below indicates, include things such as boating.
The more obvious alternatives are television, movies, viewing and participating in sports, and a host
of other activities. Recreation and entertainment is a big industry.

My model of the demand to play video poker uses standard economic guidelines. First, the quantity
demanded is a function of the price to play. The price to pay is the vigorish or expected net financial
losses from playing the sport. Technically it is,

price = (1 - (payoffs/payins)),

where price = the price of playing video poker,
payoffs = gross prizes won by players, and
payins = gross money paid in by players.

The average price paid by consumers to play video poker in South Carolina is about $0.31 per dollar
played. This price varies considerably across counties and time. This variability is discussed in more
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10I have uncovered what appear to be a few data errors in the revenue reports. I have cross checked
the gross receipts with total payouts, and compared them to the reported net profits. There are five cases
where these numbers are grossly disparate. (They should be equal.) Four of these occur in the reporting for
September 1996. Suspicious that there are typographical or reporting errors in these five cases, I have not
used them in the analysis reported here. While the exact magnitude of some of my reported findings change
slightly by this adjustment, the primary numbers are not altered at any meaningful level of significance.

11 The resort and summer dummies take the value 1 for the resort county (Horry) and during the
summer months (for all counties) respectively, and the value 0 for all other situations.
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detail below in the data section.

Other economic factors influencing demand are the income of the players, the population of the area,
the density of population in the area, the existence of alternative recreational activities, the resort
nature of the community in question, the time of year, and demographic features of the playing
population such as age, gender, and race.

This demand model is estimated using county level data supplied by the S. C. Department of
Revenues on a quarterly basis.

Data Description

Data on number of machines, number of locations with machines, gross receipts, total payouts, and
net profits were obtained from South Carolina Video Game Machine Quarterly Reports, for the
quarters ending in June 1996, September 1996, December 1996, March 1997, and June 1997 for
each county in South Carolina.10

Table 4 reports summary statistics on these data across the counties in the state. The state average
price is $0.31 per dollar played. The highest average price paid is found in Colleton County, $0.446.
Clarendon, Allendale, Marion, and Williamsburg counties follow close behind. The lowest price is
found in Sumter County, $0.182, with York a close second. Edgefield, Kershaw, and Lancaster are
also low price counties. Figure 2 plots the average prices across counties in the state.

There are a total of 206 observations on the number of machines in S.C. counties. Using these
quarterly observations, I estimated the demand for machines in each county as a function of the price,
the income per capita of the people in the county, the population of the county, the population density
in the county, the number of boats registered per capita in the county (a measure of recreational
substitute opportunities), a 0,1 dummy variable to control for the resort nature of the county, a 0,1
summer dummy, the percentage of the population over 54 years old in the county, and a variable
capturing the racial compensation of the county (the percentage of the population in the county that is
white).11

I have estimated the demand for video poker in the levels of the variables and also exponentially in the
logarithms of the variables. The results of these two separate estimations are reported in Table 5, and
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12 I have also estimated the demand for video poker in structural form simultaneously with the
supply of video poker. The basic results on the price responsiveness are unaltered by this sophistication. The
details of this approach are available from me on request.
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they confirm the basic underlying economic theory.12

Interpretation of Demand Estimation Results

The first law of demand in economics says that higher prices reduce consumption. This axiom is
verified in these estimates, and they add weight to the argument that video poker players are rational
consumers who make decisions about playing this sport in the same kinds of ways they decide where
to live, buy groceries, and work. Using either the levels or the exponential model, the coefficient on
price is negative and statistically significant. Higher prices are linked with fewer machines. The
average price of playing video poker in South Carolina is about $0.31. Increasing this price by $0.10
to $0.41 is estimated to reduce the number of machines per county by about 71 machines. On average
there are about 577 machines per county. Thus, this hypothetical 10 cent increase in price would
reduce the demand for machines down to about 500 per county on average.

The other variables in the demand function also seem to follow basic economic theory. More
populated counties have bigger demand as measured by the number of machines. The relation
between demand for video poker and income is ambiguous. In one specification the relation is positive
(and insignificant). In the other, it is negative and significant. More work is in order here to determine
which income groups have the largest demand for video poker.

There is a big and significant resort and summer impact on demand. There is bigger demand for video
poker in resort counties and also during the summer quarters. This is additional evidence that the
demand for video poker is part of a larger demand for entertainment and recreation.

There is a clear impact of age. Counties with a larger percentage of the population above age 54
demand more video poker machines. There is some evidence that racial composition matters. In the
exponential model, there is a positive and significant relation between the fraction of the population
which is white and the demand for machines.

Most interesting is the relation between the number of registered boats per capita in a county and the
demand for video poker. The more boats there are, the less demand for machines. This confirms the
economist’s suspicion that video poker is part and parcel of the larger, entertainment industry. The
fact that people demand less video poker where other, alternative recreational activities are more
available, e.g. boating, compels us to believe that video poker is a significant component of the
overall entertainment/recreation industry.

All said and done, this model of the demand for video poker performs well. The overall explanatory
power of the model is good. About 90 percent of the total variation in demand across counties and
time is explained by the model.

The purpose in estimating the demand for video poker is to estimate the net consumer’s surplus,
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13 I have assumed that the supply curve is linear and passes through the original and the mean of the
actual data.

14 Ronald Coase, “On the Problem of Social Cost,” Journal of Law and Economics, October 1960,
pages 1-44 discuss this topic in detail. The mere existence of an externality does not necessarily create a
market failure, though it might.
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which is the economists way of measuring the net value of the industry to the community.

Examine Figure 3 which depicts conceptually, the demand for video poker. There is a demand for the
sport, and there is a supply. The average price and number of machines are depicted as $0.31 and
577 respectively. The area above the average price and below the demand function, the area marked
in blue, is the net consumer surplus, the extra value of the industry to players over and above price.
The red area is the corresponding producer surplus, the excess received from the industry above the
necessary cost of the inputs.13

Table 6 reports the calculations of the net economic welfare. As the table reveals, assuming a price of
machines of $7,000 each, the annual net economic welfare to consumers is about $47 million per
quarter or about $188 million annually. Additionally, producer welfare is about $29 million each
quarter or $116 annually. The annual net economic welfare created by the video poker industry is the
sum of these two, or about $304 million annually. This amounts to about $222 per household for
each household in the state annually. It bears repeating, this is net of all costs of production and
therefore, measures the overall net value of the industry to the state.

On the Question of Social Costs

The term social costs comes up in a number of economic contexts. Examples include gambling,
drinking, and smoking. The concept is best understood in the light of a general economic condition
called externalities. On the topic of externalities, there is considerable confusion in the economics
literature, so some background is in order. There are basically two types of externalities, one is a
simple external effect with no welfare implications and the other creates a potential market failure or
inefficiency. Two examples might help to clarify.

Suppose a new firm arrives in a region, builds a plant, and by its employment of a number of workers
in the area, impacts the overall market wages of workers. Naturally, all firms, not just the new firm
will have to pay workers more. Now while the arrival of the new firm surely has external effects,
market wages are raised for all firms in the area, there is no market failure or inefficiency.

In the second case, suppose a firm builds a plant and exhausts smoke and soot that dirties the
buildings and production facilities of its neighbors. This is an uncompensated cost that creates an
externality which potentially does create a market failure and inefficiency.14

Most economists would agree that it is only the latter, market failure, externality that creates an
economic inefficiency and raises the question of whether government intervention might improve
overall economic welfare. Thus, and importantly, the underlying question in any case of externalities
is whether there are uncompensated social costs. Put another way, is there a market failure or not?
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15 There is an extensive literature in economics on externalities of this second type and the myriad
ways that government might intervene to improve efficiency.
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With that brief discussion as background, let me now try to put the question of social costs in the
context of video poker. Consider two cases. First, assume that some person overeats, becomes
unhealthy, and as a consequence, has to accept a lower paying job. While some might characterize the
overeating as carrying a social costs, it is not an uncompensated social cost. The person who has
overeaten, become sick, and lost the high paying job, bears all the consequences of his or her actions.
In the simplest economic terms, this person’s effective demand for food includes the implicit social
cost of the lower labor productivity and the lower wages. And so there is no uncompensated social
cost, at least in this simple scenario. The individual’s demand for food is net of the costs he or she
bears from eating (the lost wages.) In this case then, there is no market failure and no welfare to be
gained from government regulation of food intake.

The normative rationale for government intervention or regulation appears in the second case. In this
situation, the person with the bad eating habits blocks a public hallway or elevator imposing costs on
others that the offender does not bear. The underlying problem here is an absence of markets. The
hallway and elevator are common access goods, and the overly large person blocks the use of the
asset to others. In this second case, there is a potential for economic gain by regulating the use of the
asset or creating a better definition of rights.15

The main point here is that the mere presence of a social cost does not, by itself, imply a market
failure or inefficiency. While it might, it depends on the situation and circumstances as to whether
there is an uncompensated social cost. So let me put this in context.

Imagine a person spends considerable time playing video poker, so much so that this person loses his
or her job and has to seek a lower paying, less demanding position. Emphatically, the lost wages are
not an uncompensated social cost. The individual directly bears these costs and still plays the games,
then the individual feels all the consequences of his or her actions. In this case, there can be no
welfare improvement from limiting this person’s access to video poker games. This is true even if
other people were depending on the gambler to supply them with income. While indeed it might be
sad and a deep personal tragedy, it was a decision made by the individual and one for which, in
classical economics, there is no gain from government intervention.

Consider the case of the automobile. People take risk when they drive. They can have an accident,
and they can be victimized by the accidents of others. The cost in the first case bears no externality
even if the accident leads to death. The driver bears the full risk of the accident. Again, while it is
surely a sad tragedy, it does not beg for government intervention. 

The second case can involve an uncompensated externality. If the bad driving of one person inflicts
harm on a second person then there can be an uncompensated social cost. The suffering of the
innocent victim then is not directly compensated for by the behavior of the first. And, of course, this
is precisely why we have tort and insurance laws mandating compensation to the affected, external
party. These legal structures, in the words of the economist, internalize the externality, and force the
offending party to bear the full costs of all his actions. The laws make the market work efficiently, or
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16 This analysis becomes complex in the face of people responsible for the care of dependent spouses
and children. To the extent that spouses and children face losses which are not felt directly by individuals
who lose money playing video poker, a potential uncompensated externality exists. So the question becomes,
and it is unresolved here, do people who play video poker care about their children and spouses as
themselves? If so, then the net economic welfare calculations presented here are inclusive. If not, then the
net economic welfare calculations here would have to be adjusted for the costs borne by family members
which are not felt by the principle.
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at least they attempt to.

It is hard to identify any uncompensated social costs in the case of video poker. Individuals who play
the sport bear the costs when they lose, and take the money when they win. That some people might
ruin or waste their lives in this pursuit, no doubt a personal tragedy, does not create an
uncompensated social costs.16

Importantly, the demand curve depicted in Figure 3, the demand for video poker, is net of the social
costs of playing the sport, the lost wages and all the other costs. Thus, unless we can identify some
uncompensated social costs, the effective demand curve, the one depicted in the figure and the one
estimated in Table 5 include the social costs, whatever they are, imbedded in playing video poker.
This means that the net welfare numbers reported in Table 6 include the social costs attached to video
poker.

SUMMARY

The video poker industry is a substantial component of the S.C. State economy. Substantial income is
derived, taxes paid, and welfare enhanced by the operation of this element of the
recreational/entertainment industry.

Table 7 summarizes these findings.

NET PRESENT VALUE CALCULATIONS

The preceding analysis has all been couched in annual terms. However, given the issues at hand here
in the political debate over the continued existence of video poker as a legal entity in South Carolina,
it is wise to put some of the numbers in present value terms. The present value or economic wealth
approach will sum and accumulate the total impact of the industry over the next 5-25 years and thus
give a clearer picture, at present, of the impact of elimination or continued operation of the industry
into the future.

The calculations here are based on the following assumptions. The current discount rate is 10
percent. The life span of the industry is reported as 5, 10, and 25 years. The present value
calculations paint a picture of the impact today of continued operation (or elimination) of the industry
for the periods specified.

Table 8 summarizes the present value of income, tax receipts, and net economic welfare for the state
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17 This number is reported solely for the purposes of illustration. The wealth of consumers includes
the net present value of consumer and producers surplus that they garner in all sorts of activities. Hence, the
total wealth, including net economic welfare, of S.C. citizens is probably higher than $75,000, but I am
unaware of any data or studies on this subject.
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using the assumptions detailed above. The present value of income directly and indirectly attributable
to the video poker industry is measured to be $4.6 billion over the next five years; 7.5 billion over the
next 10 years; and $11.0 billion over the next 25 years. 

The present value calculations are wealth computations. That is, income is an annual flow. Wealth is
an accumulation or stock. A person earns income annually, and a person has wealth accumulated in
land, pensions, and other financial holdings as a result of savings and acquisitions. The wealth
calculations mean that elimination of the income derived from video poker over the next 10 years are
equivalent to eliminating about $7.5 billion from the wealth of South Carolina citizens. On a per
household basis, this is about, $5,357 for each household in the state.

The present value of the state tax collections are $401 million, $651 million and $961 million over the
next 5, 10 and 25 years respectively. In effect, if the state tax collections currently paid by video
poker operations are lost, the state will lose the equivalent of about $401 million dollars, $651 million
or almost $1 billion depending upon the period over which the revenues are lost (5, 10, and 25 years
respectively).

In terms of lost net economic welfare, the wealth loss over the next 10 years is estimated to be about
$1.9 billion or $1,334 per household. For a South Carolina family with a home, pension fund, and
other holdings of say $75,000, this is about 18 percent of their current overall financial wealth.17 All
considered, video poker is a substantial contributor to the welfare of the citizens of South Carolina.

OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC IMPACT

As reported here, video poker contributes about $106 million annually to state tax coffers. For
purposes of comparison, examine Table 9 where other components of state tax collections are also
reported. 

Video poker license fees are more than 100 percent higher than accommodations fees and admissions
fees in South Carolina, and almost twice the level of retail sales taxes from tourism. The South
Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism estimates that total tax collections earned in
the tourism industry amounted to about $458 million in 1995. I have estimated that the total tax
collections earned from the video poker industry are about $106 million. Thus, video poker tax
contributions to the state are about 1/5th the total tax collections from the entire tourism industry in
the state.

We can use this last metric to characterize the impact of the video poker industry. As of 1995 there
were about 285,550 people employed in the tourism industry in South Carolina. Since video poker
tax collections are about 23 percent of total taxes collected from the tourism industry, the elimination
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18 Many of these establishments offer other services and products as well, gasoline, food, and the
like in filling stations, convenience stores, bars, and other places.

19 This number may be inflated. I have assumed that all video poker locations are classified as retail
establishments. This may not be true. I have not been able to determine yet whether the state classifies
private clubs as retail establishments or not.

20 The names and addresses of these establishments were supplied to me by Collins Entertainment
from their customer lists. The establishments were chosen by a random method.
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of the video poker industry and the loss of its tax revenues would be the equivalent of eliminating
some 66,083 jobs in the tourism industry. Put another way, losing the current tax revenues created in
the video poker industry would have the same impact as wiping out the employment of 66,000 people
in the tourism industry.

COMPARISON OF VIDEO POKER INDUSTRY TO OTHER INDUSTRIES IN SOUTH
CAROLINA

In this section I offer a comparison of the income earned in video poker with other industry segments
in South Carolina. Table 10 reports personal income and earnings by various sectors of the S.C.
economy. The table reveals that there is more net income in the video poker industry than there are
earnings in the entire agriculture sector of the state economy. Earnings in retail trade are about eight
times bigger than net income in video poker while earnings in wholesale trade are about three times
bigger than net income in video poker. Given the broad base of these industries in our state, it is fair
to say that video poker comprises a substantial portion of the overall state economy.

Table 11 reports the number of business locations across several different industry groups in South
Carolina. As of December 1997, there were 7,686 locations offering video poker machines.18 For
comparison, there were 4,926 manufacturing establishments; 8,809 construction establishments; and
7,436 financial type establishments (in 1993). Of course, these all vary widely in their size and scope.
Nevertheless, they mark the presence of an industry in a region. 

There are approximately 23,377 establishments of Retail Trade in South Carolina (as of 1993). Of
these, about 7,686 offer video poker. That is, about 28 percent of all retail establishments in South
Carolina offer video poker for play.19

Compared to earnings and establishments in other S.C. industries, video poker is a major player. Its
presence is felt in all regions of the state and the state economy.

A SURVEY OF ESTABLISHMENTS OFFERING VIDEO POKER IN SOUTH CAROLINA

To glean additional information about the economic impact of video poker in South Carolina I
surveyed a number of establishments in South Carolina that offer video poker entertainment. I sent
the survey to 100 establishments in the state.20 In this survey I asked three questions. These were:

(1) How many full time employees work at your location?
(2) How many part time employees work at your location?



Economic Impact of Video Poker August 9, 1998
Robert E. McCormick Final Report

21 A number were returned as undeliverable.

22 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1997, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,
October 1997, Table 661, page 423 (LOC C 3.134/7:).

23 The states and the respective tax rates in 1994 were:

State Tax on Video Poker Operations

Louisiana 22.5 % of net revenue

Montana 15 % of gross revenue

Oregon 56.5 % of net revenue

Rhode Island 38 % of net revenue + 1 % of net revenue to local municipality

South Dakota 36 % of net revenue

West Virginia 20 % of net revenue
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(3) Can you estimate the fraction of your gross income that is from video poker?

I received 45 usuable replies.21 In these surveyed establishments, the average number of full time
employees was 6.1, and the average number of part time workers was 3.5. Some of these businesses
depend heavily on video poker for survival. The average fraction of gross income received from video
poker was 36 percent. The low was 1 percent, and the high was 100 percent.

These survey data can be used to estimate the number of people directly employed in the video poker
industry in South Carolina. The average establishment has 6.1 full time employees and 3.5 part time
employees. Assuming that the part time employees work 1/3 time, then there are 7.3 full time
equivalent employees per establishment. If 36  percent of that employment is tied to video poker
income, then there are 2.6 employees per establishment working because of the income generated by
video poker. Over the 7,686 establishments in the state as of December 1997, we can estimate that
approximately 20,005 people are employed directly in the video poker industry in South Carolina.
This figure does not include the indirect employment or the individuals involved in installation, repair,
and maintenance of the machines.

There are approximately 1.7 million people working in South Carolina in nonfarm employment.22

Thus, direct income from video poker accounts for about 1.2 percent of all state nonfarm jobs. In
addition of course there are the jobs indirectly tied to video poker, approximately doubling the
number of jobs involved.

VIDEO POKER AS A SOURCE OF ADDITIONAL TAX RECEIPTS

A number of other states besides South Carolina allow video poker. For instance, the new Harrah’s
Casino in Cherokee, NC is exclusively a video poker operation. In the other states where video poker
is allowed, there is a tax on net or gross income from the operation of video poker machines. These
fees vary across states.23 My purpose in this section is to compute the revenues that could be
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24 The purpose here is illustrative. The tax receipts do not have to be earmarked for education. They
could be marked for other purposes or paid into the general fund. However, since earmarking funds for
education is popular and since it offers a nice illustration of the basic principles, it is the course I follow.

25 This may not happen for two reasons. First, the demand for video poker may be growing over
time. On this count, the revenue estimates will be conservative. Second, higher taxes may influence the price
of video poker, and if they do, they will likely raise the price. In turn, this will reduce the play of the
machines. On this count, the estimate may be liberal.

26 I have assumed that the increased expenditures on education that arise from the new video poker
taxes will generate equal and offsetting income and sales tax that accrue from the loss of income to video
poker operators.
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generated from fees on operations, and then compare these to current state expenditures. One
proposal that has been used in other areas is to earmark the new tax collections for education.24

CURRENT EXPENDITURES ON EDUCATION IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Education in South Carolina consumes substantial resources. Yet regularly there are cries for more to
be done for the children of the state and the state as a whole. Table 12 reports some recent statistics
on the scope of education in South Carolina. As the table reveals, state and local tax collections
devoted to education amount to about $3.2 billion annually (as of 1995-96).

My purpose here is to illustrate the impact of new net income taxes on video poker which might be
earmarked for education. In this illustration I eliminate the $2000 per year fee on video poker
machines and substitute a new net income tax on video poker operations. I assume that the level of
video poker remains constant.25 

Following the example set by the other states that have a net income tax on video poker operations, I
compute the potential new tax revenues by assuming tax rates of 20, 30, 40, and 50 percent of net
income. This approximately spans the rates used by other states.26

Table 13 reports these calculations. These new levies could create from $122 to $304 million
annually for state coffers. This amounts to $87 to $217 per household in the state.

If these new taxes were created and earmarked for education, the financial impact would be
substantial on that segment of the state. For instance, the new illustrative tax rates could increase
total spending on education by 3.8 to 9.4 percent annually. Perhaps the most meaningful way to
analyze this proposal is to see the numbers in light of expenditures per pupil. If the new taxes were
enacted, the spending per pupil would be increased by $207 to $517 per year.

Another way to examine this new tax proposal is to observe that spending per full-time equivalent
instructional staff would increase by $2,758 to $6,894 per teacher. Based on their current salaries,
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27 The current (1995-1996) average salary per teacher in South Carolina was $31,622
(http://www.state.sc.us/sde/reports/fact97.htm).
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this amounts to an increase of at least 8.7 percent or as much as 21.8 percent.27

In sum, new net income taxes levied on video poker operations in South Carolina could have a
substantial financial impact on education if earmarked there, as much as $500 per pupil or more.

Summary and Conclusions

Video poker is an omnipresent feature of commerce in South Carolina. The industry generates about
$609 million annually of direct income and probably another $609 of indirect effects. Video poker is
played at more than 28,000 machines in nearly than 8,000 establishments. The industry generates
about $106 million annually in state revenues, and there is considerable potential for this to go up.
The industry could feasibly pay as much as 2 or 3 times this much. This potential for increased state
revenues is realistic when compared with operations in other states that offer video poker. 

The state would pay a big price in lost income, taxes, and net welfare if it eliminated video poker
operations. Using the economists best yardstick of impact, net welfare, the industry contributes about
$300 million annually to the well being of the state. If the industry is forced out of business, the
present value of the lost net economic welfare, the lost wealth, is estimated to be in the $1.1 to $2
billion range over the next 5-10 years.

Increased tax levies on video poker operations could have a substantial financial impact on education
if new taxes were earmarked there. For instance, new taxes on video poker operations could increase
spending on education by as much as $6,900 per teacher in the state.

My goal in this study has been to offer a careful, scientific analysis of the economic impact of the
video poker industry on the state. Everything to this point has been written with that goal in mind.
Briefly, I would now like to add a few, stand alone, normative remarks.

Normative Remarks

Economists don’t agree on many things, but most of us are notorious free traders. From the time of
Adam Smith, the profession has, in large measure, extolled the virtues of “trucking and bartering,” as
Professor Smith put it. At the same time, our scholarly literature has gone to great lengths to find
situations where failures of one sort or another, externalities, monopolies, and the like, disturb the
wonders offered by the free market.

With this as background, absent monopolies or externalities, most economist would argue that
consumers should be left to their own devices, that consumers are sovereign. In the case at hand, it
would be a plea for letting individuals decide for themselves whether they should play video poker. In
this light, no hand of the state is required to improve the market outcome, and indeed, restrictions will
only serve to reduce the welfare of the citizens.
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28For example see the report by William N. Thompson, “A Research Report on Regulations of
Machine Gambling in South Carolina,” University of Nevada, 1997.
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Critics of this position will say that some people are not capable of deciding for themselves. And
perhaps they are not. But should the state regulate other leisure time activities as well? Who should
be the judge of time spent watching television, roaming the internet, attending a ballet or concert, or
playing softball? To the economist there is little or no distinction in the abstract between one leisure
activity or another. The person who sees Titanic five, six, or more times, is apparently enamored with
the movie. Yet it would be silly in the minds of most to argue for limitations on theater attendance.
The person who buys season tickets to the football games of his college or high school favorite is also
enjoying leisure. Should the state stand in judgement of one activity over another? Or should this
matter be left to the individual? Where should the responsibility reside for behavior and decorum?

There are any number of people who have commented on various aspects of video poker in South
Carolina.28 Some of these critics have tried to make the point that a lot of gambling income “leaves
the state.” From the point of view of economics, this is basically irrelevant. The real question is,
What do the citizens get out of the activity, net of its costs?

Should we ban the purchase of automobiles because GM is located in Michigan, and a lot of the
money paid for automobiles, “leaves the state?” Are the people of South Carolina better or worse off
because the movie Titanic is shown in theaters all over the state, even if a lot of the money spent
“leaves the state?” This line of argument makes no economic sense. Its not where the money goes, but
where the enjoyment resides.
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T a b le  1
V i d e o  P o k e r  M a c h ines  in  South  Carol ina ,  1997

County
Number of
Locations

Number of Machines

June 1997
December

1997
June 1997

December
1997

A B B E V IL L E 3 2 3 5 1 5 7 1 2 9

A IK E N 1 8 8 1 8 6 8 4 6 8 2 1

A L L E N D A L E 1 0 1 6 2 2 4 3

A N D E R S O N 2 6 6 2 6 0 1 , 0 2 9 9 6 0

B A M B E R G 2 0 2 0 6 0 6 3

B A R N W E L L 2 7 2 7 8 6 8 5

B E A U F O R T 1 4 2 1 6 9 6 0 7 5 6 5

B E R K E L E Y 1 5 2 1 6 3 6 2 6 5 8 4

C A L H O U N 1 0 1 6 2 6 4 5

C H A R L E S T O N 5 1 6 6 0 1 2 , 1 6 4 2 , 1 9 8

C H E R O K E E 1 1 9 1 3 1 4 5 6 5 1 6

C H E S T E R 1 3 0 8 1 4 7 0 2 9 5

C H E S T E R F IE L D 1 5 8 1 1 0 7 3 5 4 2 6

C L A R E N D O N 5 6 7 5 1 2 9 1 9 8

C O L L E T O N 3 8 5 6 1 0 2 1 5 5

D A R L IN G T O N 1 7 1 1 6 4 4 7 7 4 8 6

D IL L O N 1 4 9 1 6 3 6 9 4 7 3 7

D O R C H E S T E R 7 1 1 1 9 2 8 0 4 2 5

E D G E F IE L D 1 4 6 1 3 2 6 7 9 6 4 7

F A IR F IE L D 7 6 6 1 2 9 9 2 3 8

F L O R E N C E 2 8 5 2 9 7 9 4 6 8 6 4

G E O R G E T O W N 9 1 1 0 3 3 3 9 2 8 4

G R E E N V IL L E 5 2 9 5 8 4 2 , 1 7 8 2 , 1 6 7

G R E E N W O O D 1 1 7 1 0 6 4 9 8 4 0 0

H A M P T O N 2 3 3 3 6 2 9 9

H O R R Y 7 6 1 8 2 5 3 , 5 6 8 3 1 3 1

J A S P E R 3 3 8 8 1 3 4 3 2 4

K E R S H A W 1 4 4 1 0 3 5 5 3 4 1 9

L A N C A S T E R 2 4 0 1 4 7 1 , 0 8 1 6 2 7

L A U R E N S 1 5 0 1 3 0 6 8 8 5 0 6

L E E 3 9 4 3 1 3 0 1 1 9

L E XIN G T O N 3 1 5 3 1 6 1 , 0 8 4 1 2 8 6

M A R IO N 6 5 6 6 1 6 7 1 6 9

M A R L B O R O 1 8 3 1 2 5 5 7 9 4 8 0

M C C O R M IC K 2 0 2 4 8 0 9 6

N E W B E R R Y 6 0 5 4 1 8 6 1 8 9

O C O N E E 9 5 1 1 4 3 7 2 4 1 3

O R A N G E B U R G 1 5 8 1 5 7 4 2 2 4 9 9

P IC K E N S 1 6 1 1 2 0 4 5 2 4 1 2

R IC H L A N D 5 9 0 5 3 8 1 , 8 9 0 2 1 4 6

S A L U D A 3 7 2 3 9 8 8 0

S P A R T A N B U R G 6 1 2 4 8 6 2 , 0 4 3 1 8 7 8

S U M T E R 1 7 3 2 1 0 7 9 2 7 5 0

U N IO N 5 2 4 4 2 5 9 1 8 0

U N K N O W N 2 1 3 9 1 7

W IL L IA M S B U R G 5 7 5 7 1 5 0 1 2 4

Y O R K 3 5 5 3 0 8 1 , 5 3 8 1 , 3 2 9

S t a t e  T o t a l 8 ,0 3 5 7 ,6 8 6 3 1 ,0 5 0 2 8 ,5 8 7

Source: S.C. Department of Revenue, Video Gaming Machines Quarterly 

Reports (online at http://www.dor.state.sc.us/vg/vg.html)
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Table 2
South Carolina Video Poker Industry

State Income

by quarters, 1997

Net Income 

First Quarter $123,471,990.05

Second Quarter $166,110,355.75

Third Quarter $156,066,588.83

Fourth Quarter $164,038,603.56

Total for Year $609,687,538.19

Source: S.C. Department of Revenue, Video Gaming Machines 

Quarterly Reports (online at http://www.dor.state.sc.us/vg/vg.html)
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received from federal subsidies and intergovernmental transfers. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Official
Statistics, online at http://www.census.gov/govs/state/96stsc.txt (February 24, 1998).
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Table 3

Annual State Tax Collections from the Video Poker Industry, 1997

Category Tax Collections
Tax

Collections per
Household

Tax Collections
as proportion of

general state
revenues29

Tax Collections as
proportion of total

state revenues
(excluding

intergovernmental
subsidies)

License Fees $ 57.2 million $40.86 0.524% 0.740%

Income Taxes $ 32.2 million $23.00 0.295% 0.417%

Sales Taxes $ 16.5 million $11.79 0.151% 0.214%

Total $ 105.9 million $75.64 0.970% 1.371%
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Table 4
Prices of Video Poker in South Carolina

County Price

Overal l  State $0.312

Abbeville                $0.218

Aiken                    $0.244

Allendale                $0.441

Anderson                 $0.391

Bamberg                  $0.278

Barnwell                 $0.290

Beaufort                 $0.286

Berkeley                 $0.389

Calhoun                  $0.343

Charleston               $0.311

Cherokee                 $0.288

Chester                  $0.234

Chesterfield             $0.280

Clarendon                $0.442

Colleton                 $0.446

Darlington               $0.356

Dillon                   $0.336

Dorchester               $0.358

Edgefield                $0.214

Fairfield                $0.220

Florence                 $0.370

Georgetown               $0.350

Greenville               $0.345

Greenwood                $0.293

Hampton                  $0.361

Horry                    $0.290

Jasper                   $0.303

Kershaw                  $0.203

Lancaster                $0.202

Laurens                  $0.284

Lee                      $0.284

Lexington                $0.299

Marion                   $0.407

Marlboro                 $0.275

McCormick                $0.228

Newberry                 $0.307

Oconee                   $0.385

Orangeburg               $0.248

Pickens                  $0.381

Richland                 $0.265

Saluda                   $0.337

Spartanburg              $0.324

Sumter                   $0.182

Union                    $0.327

Wil l iamsburg             $0.406

York                     $0.198

Note: Data are average across five quarters.

Price is the net cost of playing per dollar played.
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Table 5
Estimation of Demand for Video Poker in South Carolina

Dependent Variable: MACHINES per county

                         Sum of         Mean
Source          DF      Squares       Square      F Value       Prob>F

Model            9  83289227.38 9254358.5978      261.933       0.0001
Error          196 6924877.1487 35331.005861

    Root MSE     187.96544     R-square       0.9232
    Dep Mean     577.65534     Adj R-sq       0.9197
 
                Parameter      Standard    t for H0:
Variable        Estimate         Error   Parameter=0    Prob > |t|

INTERCEP     -178.068675  168.71977786        -1.055        0.2925
PRICE        -707.140999  184.66303154        -3.829        0.0002
POP92           0.007004    0.00076750         9.125        0.0001
PCINC           0.011656    0.01603422         0.727        0.4681
DEN92          -0.757833    0.69901689        -1.084        0.2796
BPC95       -3064.935039  805.21802068        -3.806        0.0002
RESORT       1867.553349   99.43434187        18.782        0.0001
SUMMER        114.789301   26.63182916         4.310        0.0001
OLDPOP         24.908981    5.81010834         4.287        0.0001
PCTWHITE       10.174725  156.68509156         0.065        0.9483

Dependent Variable: Log of number of machines per county

                         Sum of         Mean
Source          DF      Squares       Square      F Value       Prob>F

Model            9    222.49712     24.72190      108.762       0.0001
Error          194     44.09679      0.22730

    Root MSE       0.47676     R-square       0.8346

                 Parameter      Standard    t for H0:
Variable  DF      Estimate         Error   Parameter=0    Prob > |t|

INTERCEP   1     -2.332729    3.90965720        -0.597        0.5514
LNP        1     -1.417528    0.17041838        -8.318        0.0001
LNPOP92    1      1.082747    0.12950436         8.361        0.0001
LNY        1     -0.751598    0.44601030        -1.685        0.0936
LNDEN92    1     -0.085313    0.17479674        -0.488        0.6261
LNBPC95    1     -0.348231    0.15948959        -2.183        0.0302
RESORT     1      0.977507    0.23536053         4.153        0.0001
SUMMER     1      0.236883    0.06789135         3.489        0.0006
OLDPOP     1      0.021913    0.01572856         1.393        0.1652
PCTWHITE   1      0.903909    0.41560471         2.175        0.0308

Variable Definitions:

PRICE = (1 - (payoffs/payins)),
POP92 = county total population in 1992,
PCINC = county income per capita in 1992,
DEN92 = county population in 1992/area of county in square miles,
BPC95 = number of boats registered per county in 1995/population in county
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1992,
RESORT = a 0,1 dummy variable with the value 1 for Horry and Charleston

Counties,
SUMMER = a 0,1 dummy variable with value 1 for quarters ending in June or

September,
OLDPOP = fraction of county population who are 55 years old or older, and
PCTWHITE = fraction of county population that is white.

(In the exponential regression, the “LN” variables are the natural logs of the
relevant variables.)
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Table 6
Net Economic Welfare Attributable to the Video Poker Industry in South

Carolina

Average price of playing per $ spent 0.312

Average number of Machines per county 578

Slope of estimated Demand Function (707)

Price increase necessary to eliminate all machines 0.8175

(to make machines=0 from mean)

Consumer Surplus per County per Quarter 146 machines

Total State Consumer Surplus per Quarter 6,721 machines

Average price of playing per $ spent 0.312

Producer Surplus per County per Quarter (in machines) 90 machines

Total State Producer Surplus per Quarter (in machines) 4,148 machines

Total State Value (consumer + producer surplus) 10,868 machines

Value of an individual Machine (to convert surplus to $) $7,000 per machine

Total State Consumer Surplus (in $) per Quarter $47,044,439

Total State Producer Surplus (in $) per Quarter $29,034,096

Total Value to State (in $) per Quarter $76,078,535

Total Value to State (in $) per Year $304,314,139
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Table 7

Summary of Economic Impact of Video Poker Industry on S.C. State Economy

Category Annual Impact

Gross Income $1.219 billion

State Tax Collections $105.9 million

Net Economic Welfare $304 million
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Table 8
Present Value of Economic Impact of Video Poker Industry

Period

Category Annual
Over next 5

Years
Over next 10

years
Over Next 25

years

Gross State Income $1,219,000,000 $4,620,969,072 $7,490,227,302 $11,064,911,782

Total State Tax Collections $105,900,000 $401,444,319 $650,709,656 $961,258,538

Net Economic Welfare $304,000,000 $1,152,399,178 $1,867,948,400 $2,759,420,166

Notes:  The assumed discount rate is  10%.
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Table 9
South Carolina Tax Revenues from Various Sources

Tourism (1995)

Accomodations Tax (1995) $ 21.3 million 

Retail Sales Tax from Tourism (1995) $ 25.4 million 

Admissions Taxes (1995) $23.4 million 

Total from Tourism $457.6 million

Video Poker (1997)

License Fees $57.2 million 
Income Taxes $32.2 million 

Sales Taxes $16.5 million 
Total from video poker $105.9 million

Notes: Accomodations Tax revenues include taxes from hotel/motel and state parks.

Admissions tax collections include all attraction admissions taxes, e.g. museums, art 

gallaries, gardens, zoos, state parks, and others.

Source: SC Statistical Abstract, Recreation and Tourism, Tourism Industry Indicators by 

sector: 1995, pages 357 & 359. (LOC HA623.A5 1996)
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Table 10
INCOME AND EARNINGS BY VARIOUS SECTORS OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA

ECONOMY

T o ta l  Annual ly

As Percentage
of Total
Personal
Income

As Fraction of
Income in Video

Poker

Net Income in Video Poker $609 ,000,000 0.94%

Personal Income in Farming $482 ,000,000 0.74% 0 .79

Earnings in Construction $2,964,000,000 4.57% 4 .87

Earnings in Manufacturing $12,514,000,000 19.28% 20.55

Earnings in Wholesale Trade $2,083,000,000 3.21% 3 .42

Earnings in Retail Trade $5,378,000,000 8.29% 8 .83

Earnings in Finance, Insurance, &
 Real Estate

$2,127,000,000 3.28% 3 .49

Earnings in Service $9,529,000,000 14.68% 15.65

Total Personal Income $64,898,000,000 100.00% 106.56

Note: Data for video poker are for 1997. Al l  other data are for 1994.

Source:  SC Stat is t ica l  Abst ract  1996,  page 311.
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Table 11
NUMBER OF BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS IN VARIOUS SECTORS OF THE

SOUTH CAROLINA ECONOMY

Total
As Fraction of

Total
Establishments

As Fraction of
Establishments in

Video Poker

Video Poker 7,686 9.14% 100.00%

Agricultural Services, 
forestry, fisheries 1,434 1.71% 18.66%

Mining 97 0.12% 1.26%

Construction 8,809 10.48% 114.61%

Manufacturing 4,926 5.86% 64.09%

Wholesale Trade 5,637 6.70% 73.34%

Retail Trade 23,377 27.80% 304.15%

Finance, Insurance, & Real 
Estate 7,436 8.84% 96.75%

Services 28,274 33.63% 367.86%

Total 84,083 100.00% 1093.98%

Note: Data for video poker are for 1997. All other data are for 1993.

Source: SC Stat ist ical  Abstract  1996, page 79.
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Table 12

South Carolina Department of Education Expenditures
1995-1996

Total Department of Education $3,527,461,871

State Appropriated Funds $1,807,337,680
Local Appropriated Funds $1,421,286,888

Federal Funds $298,837,303

Expenditures per pupil (state & local) $5,483

Average salaries of teachers in state $31,622

Total Number of Teachers and Other 
Instructional Staff 44,169

Source: SC Department of Education,  http://www.state.sc.us/sde/reports/fact97.htm, March 6, 

1998
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Table 13

New Net Income Taxes on Video Poker
Earmarked for Education

Current Video Poker Net Income $609,000,000

Current License Fees (1997) $57,174,000

N e w  P o tential License Fees
20 % of net income $121,800,000
30 % of net income $182,700,000
40 % of net income $243,600,000
50 % of net income $304,500,000

New net License Fees as portion of Current 
State Appropriations on Education
(federal expenditures excluded)

20 % tax 3.77%
30 % tax 5.66%
40 % tax 7.55%
50 % tax 9.43%

New net License Fees as portion of Current 
State Expenditures per pupil

20 % tax $5,690
30 % tax $5,793
40 % tax $5,897
50 % tax $6,000

Increase in Expenditures per pupil
20 % tax $207
30 % tax $310
40 % tax $414
50 % tax $517

Increase in State Expenditures per teacher
20 % tax $2,758
30 % tax $4,136
40 % tax $5,515
50 % tax $6,894
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Average Prices of Video Poker
by County in South Carolina, June 1997
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Figure 3

The Demand and Supply of Video Poker
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APPENDIX
Responses to Video Poker Survey

Store*

Number
of

Machines
in Store

Number of

Full Time
Employees

Number of

Part Time
Employees

Fraction of

Gross

Income
Received

from Video
Poker Comments on Survey

Average 4.7 6.1 3.5 36%

L o w 1 0 0 1 %

H ig h 25 38 30 1 0 0 %

1 1 3 12 10 2 0 %

2 4 13 2

3 4 3 3 1 1 %

4 5 3 2 have to close without machines

5 4 3 2 will close without machines

6 3 1 1 2 0 %

7 5 13 11

8 3 10 2 2 %

9 2 6 30 2 %

1 0 10 3 3 1 0 0 %

1 1 13 1 0 4 6 %

1 2 4 4 4

1 3 5 3 2 1 5 %

1 4 3 1 4 5 1 %

1 5 5 6 1

1 6 2 1 4 4 3 5 %

1 7 2 1 2 2 9 0 %

1 8 5 3 2 1 0 0 %

1 9 6 3 1 7 0 %

2 0 2 3 4

2 1 5 3 8 4

2 2 4 3 2 2 5 %

2 3 1 3 1 5 3 5 %

2 4 2 1 1 2 5 %

2 5 5 1 0 1 0 %

2 6 1 7 4 6 %

2 7 25 1 2 0 1 0 0 %

2 8 4 3 0

2 9 3 0 1 1 0 %

3 0 5 1 2 8 3 %

3 1 1 5 2 5 %

3 2 5 2 2

3 3 5 1 4 0 2 0 % difference between black and red ink

3 4 1 2 1 1 0 %

3 5 3 1 4 3 3 %

3 6 2 5 0 1 0 %

3 7 5 5 0 2 0 %

3 8 3 5 9 5 0 %

3 9 2 1 4

4 0 4 4 5 1 0 0 %

4 1 10 3 3 1 0 0 %

4 2 5 1 1 0 3 3 %

4 3 2 3 0 1 0 %

4 4 5 4 2 4 2 %

4 5 5 2 1 2 0 %

*Confidentiality requires that the identity and location of these establishments be withheld.


