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(November 15, 2011, at 8:05 a.m.)

MR. FISHER: Good morning, everyone. So
we're only missing one TAC person so far. And
there is a question that has come up before we
get to our agenda, and I'm going to turn it over
to Commissioner Little.

MR. LITTLE: Good morning, everyone.

First of all, I want to welcome everybody here
today. Glad everybody made it safely.

Before we even get started with welcomes,
introductions, there is an issue that we need to
address and to the group to discuss. The
Oklahoma Indian Gaming Association has contracted
with a court reporter to take a transcript of
these proceedings, and then they would like to
post it on their website.

When we started this process, we discussed
this issue in great detail amongst the
commission. And I think through our past
experiences, through our consultation in the last
basic year and a half, we've been very clear
about our desires for transparency and openness.
If you look on our website, there's a lot of
information, including every single transcript

from every single public meeting or consultation
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that we held. We are very big believers in
document -- written documentation, of any
activity that the commission does in the public.
However, when we were talking about this issue,
we did raise a point that we were concerned that
a written document or a transcript, word for word
transcript, could stymy full and open
communication. I think at the end of the day, we
came down to the point that we decided to do a
written summary and have someone take notes
versus doing an actual transcript.

We understand part of the nomination
process, you are all required to get, you know,
permission from your councils that you are able
to make decisions and speak, you know, speak on
behalf of your tribes. We understand that's a
huge responsibility. And, you know, we didn't
want to make sure that you were looking at every
single word that you said with the concern that
that may go back to your council and then there
could be some discussion that may not be, you
know -- you may not like. So that was the whole
reason why we decided not to use a
transcriptionist and decided to go with a written

summary. However, we do have this issue
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presented before us.

And the folks that, you know, did bring
this reporter, you know, has made some compelling
arguments that there has been a lot of questions
about this group and what we're doing. So my
idea was that this is your group. This 1is your
decision. If it's something that you all believe
is in the best interests of, you know, this group
going forward, then I'm fine with it. However, I
would have two requests. One 1s that because we
did originally talk about doing this, the
commission would actually like to pay for it
because we think it is something that we think is
appropriate to do. And then we would like to put
it on our website versus I think the folks from
Oklahoma have -- that they would put it on their
website. ©Now, 1it's entirely up to you. This is
obviously your group and I would like to open up
a discussion amongst everybody here, including
the folks from Oklahoma that did bring the
transcriptionist here. I think it's something we
need to talk about and take care of right away.
Because she is behind us here and ready to go.

MR. FISHER: She's starting.

MS. LASH: I would just like to say for
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the record, I don't oppose her being here. I
think it's a good idea to have a free flow of
information, and I hope that it's not a problem
with the TAC. Also, I would like to point out
that this is a public hearing, and I think that
it's not really the decision of the TAC whether
she could be here or not. It's a public hearing,
and I think she has the right to be here for the
public. It's a public information event. But I
think it's a good idea. There's been some errors
in the summary, and I think that having that as
our only record and dealing with errors in the
summary that we have, I think it's better just
that the information just be free flowing and
accurate.

MR. LITTLE: I don't disagree with
anything you said.

MR. WILSON: I don't foresee in my mind
that our tribe would have a problem with a court
reporter being here. But I do see that if it
were posted out on their website as kind of --
that would seem odd to me and that my preference
would be that if they're going to be recorded,
then that information should be posted wherever

you normally would post information. I
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personally wouldn't want my tribal council to ask
me a question about something they read on a
non-NIGC website about the meeting. It just
seems to me that that would be a little bit
convoluted.

MR. LITTLE: Anybody else that wants to --

MR. WHEATLEY: Is this a standard
procedure for NIGC meetings?

MR. LITTLE: It has been since this
commission has been formed. We've transcribed

every public event and consultation that we've

done.

MS. STEVENS: The commission -- I think
back -- the previous commission did not do
transcriptions. They did transcribe. We did

that as soon as I came into office, started
transcribing our consultations. It is very
costly. What's costly, 1if any of you have done
this before, is it's per page. I think on
average, we're spending --

MR. LITTLE: 7 to 10,000.

MS. STEVENS: It's in the thousands in one
day because of the pages that they have to
transcribe. And so when we do three days in a

row, that's very costly. Even the White House 1is
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in a Tribal Nations conference. They do
summaries because of the costs. But we've
started doing the transcribing. The previous
commission in their TACs did not do this. And,

frankly, I'm surprised and disappointed that
Oklahoma Indian Gaming didn't talk to us about
this and sprung this on us this morning with the
court reporter being here, when that was
something that was never done before with the
previous commission. When it was probably more
reason to do it there than there is here.

As Dan said, we've been very clear about
what our intentions are. We'wve been letting
everybody know what we wanted to do. We are
approaching this differently than the previous
commission. You know, we have an alternative
standard that's been put in front of us, and
rather than just taking it, altering it and
putting it right to the Federal Register, we're
adding not only did we ask it from the tribes and
the manufacturers as have happened before; we've
added this TAC in here from around the country to
give us their opinion of that document, and
that's an extra step that's happened. So we've

been, I think, very fair.
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I'm concerned at how we're stepping off
here. You know, ghosts of past and a hangover
from previous commissions are still haunting us.
And I'm frustrated by this, and I'm disappointed.
And, you know, we're going to leave this to all
of you to decide, but I have to be honest that
having come down from, you know, 15 minutes
before the meeting to have this sprung on me 1is
rude. So this will be left to you all to decide.
We -- you know, the reason we -- like Dan said,
we chose not to do the transcriptionists so that
we, one, could be mindful of the costs; and, two,
we could have free-flowing conversation and that
there be some trust. You know, the summaries go
around so that there can be some corrections made
to them prior. And it's not like we're trying to
hide anything or that we're trying to do anything
shifty. But we're Jjust trying to be mindful of
free-flowing information and costs. And,
overall, and I'm just going to, you know —-- one
thing you can always count on me for is candor,
even 1f it hurts. I'm disappointed that there 1is
already begun an "us versus them" mentality here.
And we put this together and we're not part of

your decision-making process as a TAC and we're
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sponsoring this so we can get some wide spectrum
expertise from Indian Country on these particular
standards. And we do want to consider them, and
we're counting on all of you to give us your
recommendations; not just on this decision this
morning, but as we move forward, as you start
getting to substance, because we're still in the
middle of a process. This 1is another process
gquestion. So that's all I have to say about
that. I'm going to be here for a little while
this morning, and then I'm going to leave. Dan
is going to be in charge of NIGC's participation
here, as you all know. I have the utmost
confidence in Dan, and I also have the utmost
confidence in Robert. So that's all I have to
say. Thank you.

MR. LITTLE: Is there anybody else that
had any other discussions on this?

MR. FISHER: I think it might be useful to
hear from everybody, Jjust see what everybody is
thinking and figure out where we go from there.

MR. CULLOO: I don't have a problem with
it being recorded, a transcript being put
together, though. I would 1like it -- prefer it

to be on the NIGC website if it's going to be
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anyplace at all. It does bring into gquestion 1if
we go into small groups, are we going to have the
ability to go off the record at any point. So
those are the concerns I would have.

MS. HAMEL: I don't have an opinion one
way or the other, but I do share Leo's question
about 1s there some discussion that is off the
record, because it may be a lot more detailed
than needs to be published on the website.

MS. CHINO: I have the same kind of
concerns, Jjust that for some -- to go off the
record at some point in time, can we do that and
that kind of thing. Other than that, I don't see
any problem with it either.

MS. THOMAS: I guess I have no issue with
it all being transcribed. It is expensive.

We've transcribed stuff before for our tribe, and
it does run a pretty hefty bill. I do agree with
Tom that it should be on the NIGC website. And
then just addressing their concerns, our
procedures actually allow us to go into a closed
meeting, and so at that point I wouldn't think
that they would be recording.

MR. WILSON: I would just add that my

concern is the Oklahoma association, if the TAC
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were to vote, no, we don't, I don't want to get
into a debate about whether we have authority or
don't have authority to say, yes, we do, or, no,
we don't, because I suspect that they'll have
this person here anvhow. I mean, she's here now.
So I don't know. I just don't want to get into a
political debate about whether this person should
or shouldn't be here. I just want to make sure
that the information 1is accurate and that I'm not
-- I do not want to come across, nor does my
tribe, that we are being represented by the
Oklahoma Indian Gaming group, and that's why them
sponsoring having the court reporter here seems
odd to me.

MS. LASH: I've made my statement, but I
would like to add, though, you know, I do know
that there's a great expense for tribes to come
to be here to hear what's being said, and I know
that during the consultation, there were a lot of
tribes following what was going on at the
consultation through reviewing the transcript.

So I think it's useful to Indian Country as an
information source to follow the discussion and
what's taking place at our meetings.

MR. CALLAGHAN: ©No objection.
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MR. MAGEE: John Magee, for the record. I
don't object. It's a little odd, but I don't
object. As far as -- I'll have to agree with
Tom, post i1t on NIGC's website for the record. I
think that's where most of the documents have
been presented so far. I would have to agree
with that process.

MS. STACONA: Well, I don't think I have
any objections. It's a public meeting. I think
I'm going to have to watch what I say now a
little bit. But I guess my concern is on this,
are we still going to have the summary also being
done? I prefer a summary. I don't want to go
read in all the stuff everybody says line by
line. I don't have time to do that. So I would
like to still see the summary being done.

MR. GARVIN: I don't have any objections

certainly to the transcription. I would
appreciate it if the NIGC took on the expense. I
would appreciate that offer. I guess I'm a

little interested in why Oklahoma kind of did it

in the manner that they did it. I guess were you
anticipating NIGC, some push-back? Because they

explained why they didn't in the first meeting,

and so I was kind of interested to know. It




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

14

wasn't a good enough reason or --

MR. LITTLE: I don't have a reasoning why
it was done. I do understand it was at the last
minute, last minute issue, so maybe that's why we
weren't contacted. I don't know. Just
speculating. You know, I think it's a decision
which was made on Friday.

MR. GARVIN: I guess I don't have an

objection. I would hope my tribe doesn't have
any problem with what I said. I'm sure it will
be good.

MR. MORGAN: No objection. I will state
it's a public meeting. Every consultation I've
been through on your term has been transcribed,
and I read the goofy stuff I said on there so
far. It's not bothered me. We're here and it's
being transcribed. I hope it doesn't limit
anybody and anybody doesn't feel uncomfortable to
express. That decision was made by the O0OIG
leadership, which none of us here are actually
on, so I really can't answer the
behind-the-scenes question of what was done, 1if
it was discussed at a general meeting as far as
what the -- I guess of how that happened. We

don't know. From Oklahoma, we don't sit on that
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leadership group, so --

MS. TAHDOOAHNIPPAH: I have no objections.
I think that it would be a positive thing if
later down the line, if there ever needs to be
why did we do a certain thing or how was it
interpreted, it would be helpful. But on the
flip side, I hope that doesn't limit conversation
and open dialogue.

MR. WHEATLEY: I don't know that I would
say I object. Again, I think I echo the
sentiments of some other folks that said I think
it's odd. I think it's unfortunate the NIGC has
to take on the expense, especially in our tight
budget times. I think it will 1limit some of the
conversations a little bit. Some people might
not feel as comfortable. I don't know who's
going to go back and review all these documents.
I think that the stuff that we have to read now
is plenty, plenty enough on our plate. I
certainly won't have time to go back and look at
transcripts. But, to me, it's a growing sense
that there's an adversarial relationship here,
and that's what I'm concerned about. How much
more process stuff are we going to have to talk

about before we get to reviewing regulations.
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We're already behind, and now we're again talking
about process issues. And if at what point, how
do we decide is this going to be on the record,
off the record, do we have to throw that into our
operating plan on how we handle those types of
discussions? That's my biggest concern is that
it's holding up what we're -- the work we're
actually supposed to be doing here.

MR. RAMOS: I think I agree with Jeff to a
large degree. I think that while it's a public
meeting, and I can't object to a public meeting,
I do kind of object to the way that it was
proposed to the group. I think that the tribes
that represent this stenographer had a duty and
responsibility to address this in some way during
the first meeting in Connecticut where we talked
about process. And if you're not going to do it
there, then at least get it on the agenda somehow
so that we know that it's here and not with the
other members of the group showing up and that
we're addressing a new issue that I don't have
much background in. But I would like to have had
some consideration prior to the meeting to be
able to formulate some thoughts on it so at the

end of the day, stand down or stand by on the
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issue, but I think there's some common courtesy
that really should have happened.

MR. LITTLE: So what does everybody want
to do? Christinia said we could go into a closed
meeting, vote to go into a closed meeting, kick
everybody out and decide what you want to do off
the record. We --

MS. STEVENS: Because you're on the record
right now.

MR. LITTLE: I did ask that she not start
prior to until we settled this issue.

MS. STEVENS: There's a couple of
questions, too. What happens in Connecticut,
what happens with the day, how does this get paid
for. Because NIGC, we had consultation
yesterday, and we couldn't get a stenographer, we
couldn't get one locally, so this had to have
been decided at some point Jjust recently.

Because we planned out all of our consultations,
and we couldn't get one for Rapid City, which
tells me this was thought about. And so what do
we do today? Because she's on someone else's tab
right now. That means we don't own this
transcript, and it can't go on our website. And

then we will have to scramble to find one for
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tomorrow and the next day. Which is fine, we'll
do that. I want to be clear. I don't have a
problem with it. It's just a decision. We've

been doing it all along. We'll do it again if
that's what the group decides. But then we've
got another process question here on how do we
move forward. And everybody's -- you know, it's
a little different when you start doing actual
transcription. You're going to have to state
your name, where you're from, so they can get it
accurately into the record. It's going to change
the dynamics here. So we all want to go into
closed session and talk about this, but we have
an issue right immediately on what to do.

MR. WILSON: I'd like to move that we go
into closed session. Because this wasn't an
agenda item, I'm really not prepared to talk
about this in an open session, and I do think
that this was sort of thrown on us, and so I'm
not comfortable discussing it in an open session.
I'd 1like to move that we go into a closed session
to resolve this.

MR. FISHER: Sure. So the procedures
allow for you to do that. And so if everybody is

okay with doing that, then let's ask the
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stenographer to stop and basically ask everybody
else to leave the room so that we can figure out
what you want to do. Okay.

(Executive session - discussion held off
the record.)

MR. FISHER: Should we get started? Okay.
What did you decide?

MR. WILSON: What we've decided is -- so
I'm speaking for the TAC right now. We don't
have any opinion on having a stenographer or not.
We're neither opposed to it nor in favor of it.
We feel 1like 1if there is an issue between NIGC
and Oklahoma Gaming Association, that you guys
can work that out as far as that goes. But we'd
like to move past any further discussion in this
group about that issue.

We would also like to close some
procedural issues. We're prepared to vote on the
guidance documents or operating procedures, as
well as the public comment procedures.

We do have one comment on the public
comment procedures that we would like to discuss.
We'd like to table the summary document to get
some feedback to you, Robert, between today and

tomorrow that we then could have changes made to
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that and vote on that document on Thursday. And
that's what we'd like to do to move the process
forward, and we'd like to put procedural issues
to bed now and not have to revisit them unless
absolutely necessary.

MR. LITTLE: So is it on the NIGC website,
the document, or on OIGA's?

MR. CULLOO: You guys are supposed to
decide that.

MR. WILSON: We feel like OIG is going to
do whatever they want anyhow, so we had a
preference on the NIGC website, but, again, we
really don't -- we don't have an opinion one way
or the other.

MR. LITTLE: We'll talk to the Oklahoma
Gaming Association and see if they'll loan us a
copy to put on our website. And then at the next

meeting, and all future meetings, we'll arrange

to have a transcriptionist do that. Okay.
MS. STEVENS: I'm going to expound on this
point. These would not be our documents. And we

have no control over the content of the document,
so that is my disclaimer, and I'm sure my
attorney would agree with me back there, Mike.

These are not ours. We would have to ask
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OIGA if they could submit those to us, just like
the tribal meeting working group's document. We
have to put it on the website that this is not
our document; this is someone else's document,
and we have no responsibility of the content of
those documents for this meeting. Because we
have an immediate gquestion to answer right now,
which is we have a lady, lovely Amy back here,
doing her job and we would need to have her keep
doing it or stop. And if she keeps doing 1it,
it's going to be on OIGA's tab, and all we can
ask is that OIGA share it with us. And, you
know, they can choose to or not to share it with
us and then we would have to post it on our
website later on as they have submitted it to us
and with the appropriate disclaimers that this 1is
the property of OIGA and not NIGC. And then we
can arrange for a transcriptionist at the next
ones, and we can proceed as we normally do with
how we handle transcriptionists in the future.
So is that workable for everybody? Okay.

MR. FISHER: Okay. So it sounds like you
want to get to doing the voting on the operating
procedures and the public engagement protocol.

MR. WILSON: If we could vote on the
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operating procedures first and then have a brief
discussion on public protocol and then vote on
that.

MR. FISHER: Before we do that, could I
introduce my colleague, Kim Oliver, who is here
joining us, who I expect 1s going to be here
throughout however long I'm here with you in

place of Touchard who was here with us at the

last meeting. So, Kim, she also works -- you can
say —-- you want to say two seconds?
MS. OLIVER: Sure. I'm currently working

for the Department of Interior in an accelerated
management development program where I spent four
months in various offices under the Office of
Secretary. And collaborative action resolution
is currently one of the offices I'm rotating
through. I've been through environmental policy
and compliance, Office of Civil Rights where I
wrote final agency decisions for the department,
and my first rotation was in the Office of Budget
where I worked in the past. So I'm glad to be
here.

MR. FISHER: I'm glad to have her. It was
my goal to have somebody who would be with us

throughout the whole process. Kim was able to do
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that with us. Okay.

Did you want to say something before we
start? You look like you do.

MR. LITTLE: I just want to make sure that
I know in the protocols, has the group decided on
the employee issue disclosure or how that's going
to be handled?

MR. FISHER: Well, there was a thing that
got —-- 1in this draft of the procedures about
employees.

MR. LITTLE: On my checklist here, I would
ask if we could go back and get further
definition of employee and how it's viewed under
FACA. We're prepared to talk about it, unless
it's something that's been already resolved.

MR. FISHER: Sounds like they're ready to
vote.

MR. LITTLE: What's determining is a
resolution going to be provided by your councils.
Do you want a form letter created? What is the
process for you bringing your, you know, experts
or whomever might -- is this the right time to
talk about this? How 1is that to be handled?
Okay. It was handled with a resolution from a

council last time. Is that going to be the
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standard procedure for any experts, produce a
tribal council resolution? We need some —-- we
need some documentation.

MR. FISHER: The way it's written right
now, 1t says that they'll provide written
verification, right?

MR. WILSON: Dan, we were comfortable with
how it's worded currently in the operating
procedures.

MR. LITTLE: Okay.

MR. FISHER: Did you have anything else?
Does that -- did that answer your question?

MR. LITTLE: Yeah.

MR. FISHER: All right. So then let's
turn to the operating procedures, and it sounds
like people are ready to -- so were there any
changes to it, or you're ready to approve it the
way it is, or i1is there anything else that people
needed to talk about?

MR. WILSON: We were ready to approve it.

MR. FISHER: So, you know, as part of our
consensus procedure, raise your hand if you agree
with the operating -- the draft of the operating
procedures dated 11/10.

(A1l hands raised.)
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MR. FISHER: Okay. That looks 1like
everybody.

MR. MORGAN: Procedural matters are simple
majority.

MR. FISHER: Okay. On the procedural
things, that's how you want to do your work, by
simple majority? Perfect. So I think that's 1it,
correct? We put that in there based on the
agenda plan.

MS. STEVENS: On recommendations, when you
get to substance recommendations --

MR. FISHER: Right. It's only on process
related.

MS. STEVENS: Clarifying.

MR. FISHER: All right. Congratulations.
All right. That takes care of that part of it.
So now the public engagement protocol.

MR. WILSON: We had a comment on that. We
feel like the TAC should be able to determine 1if
a speaker should be given more time. Right now
under the three-minute rule, it's NIGC that's
determining if somebody should have more time or
not. We feel like that should be the TAC that
determines that.

MR. FISHER: Okay. Was there anything
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else to change in that? No. So it will stay the
way 1t's set up, three minutes, then the response
time. Unless the time limits are changed by the
TAC. Okay. So all I'll do is cross off the NIGC
representative in the TAC in there and it will
read, Time limits may be changed at the
discretion of the TAC, and then take out the
"after consulting.”"™ Okay. So are you ready to
check to see whether you've got consensus on
that? Now this would be a procedural thing. It
would only be a simple majority. But we might as
well see what everybody thinks about it. If you
agree with the document as revised, raise your
hand.

(A1l hands raised.)

MR. FISHER: Okay. Unanimous. All right
then.

MR. WILSON: One other comment, Robert.
On the summary document that would be on
Thursday, one thing they would like is we know
there's a summary document, but we're presuming
that there is a whole host of notes that really
have been taken by the -- in this case, Kim, and
we'd like to be able to see the entire package as

well as the summary, those two documents
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together.
MR. FISHER: So those notes were not taken
from the perspective that anybody else was going

to read them, other than the person who created

the list. So they're raw notes. They're, you
know, not a transcript. There could be
commentary in there. I don't know. I have no

idea what's in there.

MR. WILSON: We're okay with that.

MR. FISHER: I figured you would be. I'm
wondering about Touchard. Okay. So how would
you like that -- you want me to e-mail that to
everybody? I'll e-mail it to everybody. Okay.
All right. So on the summary, my understanding
is you provide comments tomorrow or -—-—

MR. WILSON: Today and tomorrow.

MR. FISHER: And then I can redo it and
send it back out to everybody and then we can
determine whether it's final. And once it goes
final, NIGC was going to put it on its website.
And since -- so you know, in terms of the way
that thing was drafted, and I know 1t got sent to
people later than we had said, but Touchard did a
first draft, he sent it to me. He got it to me

six days later than he committed to getting it to
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me . I then read through it and edited it and
then sent it out to you. It did not go to
anybody else for review before it went out to
you. It basically went to everybody for review.
I did check on a couple of the provisions in it
with -- one with NIGC and one with one of the TAC
members about some of the things that were in it,
and then it just went out to you for review. So
that's basically the procedure, is that nobody is
scrubbing those things in advance. And the
process 1s set up for you to be able to review
and to make changes so that it accurately
reflects what we did. Okay. So when do you want
to provide comments on 1it?

MR. WILSON: Well, some folks will provide
comments today. Some --

MR. FISHER: You give it to me in writing.
It would be easier in writing.

MR. WILSON: Yes, they'll give it to you
and they'll e-mail. Are you able to comment
electronically or in writing? Either way. And
you'll have all comments by tomorrow at noon.

And then that will give you time to make the
correction and then get that document back to us

on Thursday.
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MR. FISHER: Okay. I can do that. That's
good. Okay. So anything else on process? Okay.

So we need to actually kind of check in
with the agenda. Should we check in with the
agenda so we're not too far off. We're already
in the midst of the work. The only other thing
we had on the agenda before we got back into the
discussion on the technical standards is whether
there were any updates or information to share.

The commission put out its comparison
documents. Anybody have anything else to share,
or should we go straight into the technical
regulations -- technical standards, I mean?

Okay.

So what we said on the technical standards
was that we would pick up where we left off, and
where we left off was on the grandfather
provision. So just as a reminder to folks, you
know, the group is small enough. You know, that
exercise this morning where you talked about the
procedural things, to the extent that you can
talk to each other across the table, then let's
do it. If everybody wants to talk once, then
we'll use the cue process with the cards. And

we'd ask that everybody in the audience, if you
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haven't already signed in, please sign in. If
you want to provide public comment to the group
before lunch, there's a place to sign in on the

sheet up there, and there's additional public

comment sheets in writing. Anything that's
commented in writing is shared with the TAC. All
right.

So we're ready to go to the technical
standards. I'm putting all my process documents
aside. So where we left off, we did create a
recommendation at the last meeting about the
Sunset provision. And there were other things
that we were talking about in the grandfather
provision, so who wants to kind of kick us off
and pick up where we left off?

MR. MORGAN: My recollection is the next
item we had to discuss is the submission date.
The current 547 had a 120-day submission
requirement past the November 10, 2008 deadline.
The tribal work group proposed that that go away
and make it read basically kind of similar to
what we talked about in Connecticut, all those
authorities kind of fall to your local tribal
gaming authorities. I like the way that that is

written. I like that authority being at a local
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level jurisdictionally, not at a federal level.
Like at my jurisdiction, I can choose whether I
think something can come into play or not come
into play because, again, at least in my
jurisdiction, I have requirements above and
beyond what these are. So just because you may
meet federal 547 regulations to come into play,
it doesn't mean you can come into play at the
Chickasaw Nation. That's the way -- I don't know
if anybody else has any objection to it moving,
it being moved or not.

MR. WILSON: Just for a point of
clarification, the timeline, the 120 days 1is to
having to submit software. In other words, we've
already discussed the boxes, the recommendation
grandfathered in, and meeting those four criteria
we discussed. This is different, though. This
is dealing with the software?

MR. MORGAN: My understanding is that the
purpose was is that all things out there in the
market were to be submitted to a -- not
necessarily tested, but at least submitted within
120 days, software. The only thing about
removing it would be -- and it's kind of -- I'm

fuzzy from Connecticut -- is you would still meet
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all the grandfathered requirements or whatever
requirements you tend to make; it's Jjust that you
don't have to submit within that 120 days. You
submit it to the lab and you would still go
through that normal process under 547 and have
anything tested. The only thing we're saying is
if you miss that window, you're not forever
forbidden from playing that. And that comes into
context a lot in that some -- at least from
vendors I talked with, some games they didn't
think they were going to be profitable anymore.
Now they've changed their mind as new technology
came along. At least in Oklahoma, we'll be on
the one subject for a while, and then you kind of
see us go back to an older tradition form of
something and then we'll move forward again. And
it kind of ebbs and flows. And it's to take away
that you would never be able to play the
software. All requirements meet. If you still
want to play it, and you haven't got it tested by
a testing lab, you still have to send it. That's
my understanding.

MS. LASH: I agree. One other point is
the software, the things that we're talking about

have already been approved by court cases in the
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Ninth and Tenth Circuit as Class IIls. So we're
not going to conflict with what established law
is.

MR. WILSON: I'm wondering if we could
hear from the NIGC in terms of the thinking about
this 120-day rule, what the thoughts were about
that and why that was significant or not. Of
course, I understand that that was done in the
context of having a grandfathering clause, but,
you know, are we missing anything on our end as
to why you felt a 120-day rule was necessary?

MR. LITTLE: I can't say what their
thinking was when they created this, you know.

My understanding, I think, from reading the
preamble was that they figured the natural course
of the market will move these machines out and
they will no longer be -- the market won't demand
that. I think. I think. I can't be a hundred
percent certain what their logic was.

In Connecticut the question, I think, that
we had raised was how big of an issue is this.
Are there a lot of machines out there that would
not make -- and the market in 2009 had to be
submitted -- that did not make that date. How

big of an issue is that. And I think, if memory
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serves me correctly, I think they said it was

about 6,000 machines out there that did not make

that deadline. And that date could be -- so it
was desired to bring them into -- to be used.
However they still would have to -- they still

would have to meet all the provisions under the
grandfather provision, but it's just they cannot
meet that arbitrary date. Am I correct?

MR. MORGAN: I think that elicits
discussion, but there's probably more than 6,000.
What we're talking about is software. So you're
talking about a software. Now, what that box,
that software goes on, at least in my mind, 1is
irrelevant. Because at least my understanding of
our conversation in Connecticut, our concern was
was it going to meet the testing standards. As
long as it's submitted and meets the testing
standards, I won't let the market determine how
many boxes that software goes on.

MR. LITTLE: You're right. Those boxes
and not the servers -- I mean, the software is
fully compliant. It's just the boxes that we're
discussing.

MR. MORGAN: Like ours, we own some

software that we bought, that we purchased as a
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tribe thinking that we could develop it for
future uses. I don't really have it assigned to
boxes yet, but we have the software. We have
that capability.

MR. FISHER: Jeff.

MR. WHEATLEY: As long as the manufacturer
goes through the expense of submitting the box or
whatever it is to the independent testing lab, I
don't think it should matter. I don't think when
it was developed or when it was tested, as long
as they're meeting the four or five different
criteria of the technical standards that are in
place now, it shouldn't matter when the box was
created. As long as they're submitting them and
they meet those four requirements, then they
should be able for play, is my --. It's on the
manufacturer to absorb those costs.

MR. MORGAN: I think I'm paraphrasing what
you actually said. That's my understanding.

MR. FISHER: Wait one second.

MR. LITTLE: What he is telling me is he
thought that the previous commission had kind of
pulled the manufacturers and that they would set
up through, I guess, consensus how long it would

take to get them into the lab. So we're just
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kind of, you know, trying to remember what -- I
can't really say what the last was, but just a
little bit of additional information.

MR. RAMOS: I think where we had gotten,
Dan, is to the place where we said, Hey, look,
where's that arbitrary date, what's really
important? What's really important is that the
machines are safe for players; they're not going
to get, you know, hurt, shocked, whatever; that
there's not the -- that there's fairness of play;
that they've been tested; that there's not
reflexive software, near miss software; and that
the transmission was secure. And then Jeff's
follow-up comment was that's already in the
standards anyway. So we're kind of going full
circle there.

MR. McGHEE: So am I clear that the way
it's written in the proposed document where it
just struck out that "within 120 days," is that
basically that we're saying that that's okay?

MR. FISHER: It sounds like that that's
the proposal. You want to check to see if people
are in agreement with that?

MR. McGHEE: Yeah, if nobody is opposed to

it.
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MR. FISHER: Right. The question 1is
whether everybody is in agreement with
eliminating -- this is my way of saying that, so
maybe there's a better way of saying it --
eliminating that the date requirement to submit
to a lab, taking out that fixed --

MR. McGHEE: The 120 days.

MR. FISHER: Right, the 120 days. So
let's see if we can do it on a short hand wave.
Everybody good with this? Anybody have a problem
with 1it? It will be easier if we can work our
way through. If people have a problem with it,
they can say and we can talk about what the
problem is. If nobody has a problem, then we'll
consider it to be unanimous that you're in
agreement to remove 1it. Okay. So is there --
there's more in here, right? Kathi?

MS. HAMEL: I have a question just in the
document that we're working from does not have
the entire 547.

MR. FISHER: Right.

MS. HAMEL: And in 547 for (a), there's
provision number 7 that requires the player
interface to have a tag on it. And just like

what Matthew is saying, it's not the box that
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runs the game. It's the software. And I guess I
don't understand what the format of only those
items that are listed in there, the review
documents, are up for discussion, or are all the
provisions in 547 up for discussion?

MR. FISHER: Let me take a quick stab at
reminding people, because we talked a little bit
about this in October, so this document
represents the TGWG's comments. And while that's
the starting point for our conversation, anything
in the regulations is open for discussion.

MS. HAMEL: Do we need to bring it up, for
those people that may not have this in front of
them?

MR. FISHER: Bring it up, you mean up on
the screen?

MS. HAMEL: This section. Do you want me
to read 1it?

MR. FISHER: Yeah.

MS. HAMEL: It keeps talking about the
box, 547.4(a) (7).

MR. MORGAN: It's the --

MR. FISHER: Why don't you read it.

Before you do that, let me just double-check. So

I took it that we had unanimous agreement on
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moving the March 20th date, the 120 days
requirement.

Okay. So do you want to read it, Kathi?

MS. HAMEL: I can.

MR. McGHEE: I have a question. So if the
document that was given to us by NIGC, you know,
they only -- 1f they only list (a) and then (1)
and then they skip the pages, so (2) through (7),
what does that mean? Does that mean they didn't
have a problem with (2) through (7) of the TGWG's
document or that they didn't have an opinion, or
did you only want an opinion on (a) (1)?

MR. LITTLE: When we did these, we only
compared the changes that were made by the TGWG.
And I think we talked about at the last meeting
was there any areas that were not addressed that
the group would like discussed. But we
actually -- at technical standards, we only
addressed the issue changes that were changed.
Now when we move forward to the bingo, we
actually -- there are some areas that we did have
to raise some issues with the parts that were not
affected by the document before us, Jjust for some
clarification. So in this document, it's only

the changes that were presented to us that we
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compared.

MR. McGHEE: So if I'm looking, there's
changes in 1, changes in 2 and 3, and then -- but
those aren't up here for discussion.

MR. PUROHIT: They might be in the
subsequent pages. Let me just double-check,
though.

MR. FISHER: What -- Dan, say again what
you don't see there.

MR. McGHEE: What I'm saying, and maybe
I'm missing it, is changes in the TGWG documents
are changes, but they're not in the comparison
document of NIGC. So it makes me think that
they're okay with those. Only the ones that they
listed may be the problem, and I just want to be
sure.

MR. FISHER: I was pretty sure they were
doing everything.

MR. PUROHIT: It was all the major things
that had a response from the TGWG for
jJustification. And if you look on the second
page, there's 547.4(2) (a) and then subsection (2)
that talks about limited media compliance that's
on the next page. It was kind of broken down

into sections that had like regulations in there.
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That's what we tried to focus on.
MR. McGHEE: It's not in order.
MR. PUROHIT: It's not necessarily all
together lumped in.
MR. McGHEE: So the changes that you're
talking about --
MR. FISHER: It's in there. Which page 1is
it on?
MR. PUROHIT: 547 .4. The specific
subsection (7) with the box, that's not in here.
I didn't think so.

MS. HAMEL: That's the

guestion I'm bringing up. It's not in the
document, but I have it.

MR. FISHER: We're still trying to make
sure that everything TGWG did is in the document
and then we'll come back to yours. Are you good,
Dan?

MR. McGHEE: Yeah. Now, just as long as
we can find it.

MR. FISHER: The intention is that it's
all in there.

MR. PUROHIT: If you notice on the top of

each page as well,

sections of each.

we kind of grouped it into

Like in the first section,

talk about the grandfather provision and

we
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everything that the TGWG proposed for that. And
the next one talks about the actual -- the
minimum probability standards and relevant
fairness requirements. So we grouped all the
TGWG proposed changes into that subgroup as well.
So we're kind of looking at the subject area of
the regulation document, not necessarily just
that. As far as the documentation, Jjust do like
reg by reg and take a look at that.

MR. FISHER: So are you good?

MR. McGHEE: Good.

MR. FISHER: So let's go to Kathi's
question with 547.4(a) (7).

MS. HAMEL: The regulation reads, Require
the supplier of any player interface to designate
with a permanently affixed label each player
interface with an identifying number and the date
of the manufacture or a statement that the date
of manufacture was on or before the effective
date of this part. The Tribal Gaming Regulatory
Authority shall also require the supplier to
provide a written declaration or affidavit
affirming that the date of manufacture was on or
before November 10, 2008.

And here's our comment. Why is this a
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special requirement for player interfaces with a
grandfathered system? It's just a box. The
player interface has nothing to do with the play
of the Class II gaming system. It is possible
for a grandfathered Class II gaming system to
utilize the player interface cabinets that were
built after November 10, 2008.

MR. McGHEE: Really, it would be trying to
identify that the software was at least -- not
the box.

MS. HAMEL: Exactly. Through software
signature verification.

MR. MORGAN: To me that was their
confusion when the previous NIGC published it,
they kept mixing up software and boxes and
software, and they equated them to one and the
same in a Class II, which it's not. At least
with our last agreement, are you saying that this
should all be removed, is that where you're
getting to?

MS. HAMEL: There's one piece on here that
I think it's valuable that this has to have an
identifying number.

MR. FISHER: I guess the gquestion is --

while we're having that discussion, I can figure
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out how to project this.

MR. CALLAGHAN: In the manufacturer's
world -- and there's two sides of this. One, 1
agree with the affidavit, that doesn't belong.
Two, manufacturers, particularly in the State of
Nevada, are required, and that's where the
majority of the boxes are made, in the Class 3
world. They're required to put a label on the
outside of manufacturing, and they also have to
subscribe on the inside of the cabinet. They
tell us that's what they're required to do. So
that may be the genesis of this. So you might
not see that for a manufacturer out of Norfolk,
Georgia.

So then the other part of this is on an
annual basis, we have to file a letter with the
Department of Justice, and I'm not thinking of --
where it says we have the ability to transfer
boxes interstate, and that may also be where
that's at. So that might be a safe part. I
think a Class 3 manufacturer is going to do this
anyway, because Nevada doesn't distinguish
between Class II and Class 3. But I do -- I
think you really had a very good point on that,

on, one, the affidavit; and, two, making the --
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distinguishing between the software and the
hardware.

MS. HAMEL: And when it was manufactured.

MR. CALLAGHAN: Correct.

MR. MORGAN: My worry here is that
technical standards are set up to be a checklist
for the independent testing lab, and suddenly
we're talking about a stick on a box that says
you submit the software back to your thing. So I
submit the software. Do I really need to submit
the box the software is going into with that
label? Because I don't know how that's a
technical standard from my perspective. If the
Class III of Nevada requires 1it, that's something
they have to meet in Nevada. That doesn't apply
to Class ITI. There's an explicit exemption for
Class II's on the Johnson Act for their gaming
machines. So I agree with you. I think that's
where it came from, now that you say that. We
have seen that a lot in the Class II world, where
a Class III requirement comes down on a Class II
because it makes sense in the Class III, but it
doesn't really make sense in our world. So
I'm --

MS. HAMEL: I'm not saying there shouldn't
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be a label so you at least know where it came
from. I'm just saying that it's not relevant to
Class II and grandfathered systems and 547.4.

MR. MORGAN: Does this sentence fall
anywhere else? Because 1f we're talking only
about grandfathered here, did that sentence fall
anywhere else?

MS. HAMEL: I don't recall.

MR. MORGAN: Because 1f it's not relevant,
grandfathered, are we going to get rid of it or
move it to a different section so it does apply
somewhere, but just not within a grandfathered
system?

MR. FISHER: Did you hear his request
about whether it appears somewhere else? Do you
know the answer to that?

MR. LITTLE: I —--

MR. PUROHIT: As far as the software side
of it identifying where the software? I don't
think there's any requirement that I'm aware of.

MR. MORGAN: The requirement is on the
player interface.

MS. HAMEL: Not on the software.

MR. PUROHIT: What you're requesting is 1is

there something that identified the date of the
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software itself?

MS. HAMEL: That's the relevant, not the
hardware.

MR. McGHEE: So can (7) Jjust be fixed to
address software, not --

MR. PUROHIT: The key issue also is I
think the justification for the whole
grandfathered process was to make sure not
everything is introduced like this 1is
grandfathered, this is grandfathered even when
there's not. There's some kind of identifying
factor of what is going to be grandfathered. So
I think to Kathi's point, the box itself is from
a technical standard perspective. They can't
test the date of anything. But that's going to
be included that this is the software, this is
when it was submitted to a lab or this is when it
was identified as being created to prior to 2008
or whatever the timeline is.

MS. HAMEL: I think we have enough
language about software verification and testing
through labs because there has to be
documentation to support that. I just don't
think this applies at all to this section. I

don't think it's relevant at all.
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MR. FISHER: So your proposal would be to
remove 1t. So let's --

MR. RAMOS: I think it really -- with this
entire discussion, it kind of centers around what
we're really targeting in regulation. And,
really, from my perspective, 1t's the software
involved with the server and not so much this
discussion around the boxes.

MR. McGHEE: How would we -- Jjust strike
that?

MR. WHEATLEY: So are we saying that the
box does not get submitted to the independent
testing lab at all?

MR. MORGAN: There's safety requirements.

MR. WHEATLEY: I think that the label
still needs to be there with the serial number
and the model number so that the tribal gaming
regulatory body can ensure that the model of
machine, regardless of what softwares, they'll
have do the software verification, but they also
need to confirm that the box that is on the floor
has been through an independent testing lab, and
then they'll do that through a model number.

MR. McGHEE: Number 7 doesn't require a

model number. It just requires a tab that says
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this was manufactured. Somewhere in here, and I
don't know i1if it's in here or the MICS, that says
they have to have that stuff on the box. But
that paragraph number 7 only says it's something
to identify that that cabinet was produced before
November 7th or something.

MR. WHEATLEY: That all goes away with our
recommendations about the grandfathering and the
120 days. So that portion wouldn't be necessary.
As long as it's somewhere else within the
document that says that the box needs to have a
label that has the model number, serial number,
blah, blah, blah, I'm fine with that.

MR. MORGAN: You need some type of
identifying number.

MR. WHEATLEY: The tribal gaming
regulatory body needs to have a way to be able to
identify that this is an approved box.

MR. FISHER: So is that currently in a
separate regulation?

MR. LITTLE: I'm not aware of that.

MR. WHEATLEY: If there's hardware
requirements.

MR. PUROHIT: I'm not aware of any

specific technical standard that requires models
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to be affixed on the side of the terminal or
anywhere identified. I think that might be in
the MICS.

MR. CULLOO: By the serial number.

MR. PUROHIT: The serial. That's
definitely a requirement.

MR. McGHEE: That's what I recall it
being, and when it talks about being an
identifying number and stuff like that. But I'm
not going to swear to 1it.

MR. FISHER: So the guestion that was
posed was whether people were in agreement or
disagree with removing this section (7). You
raised a question about wanting to make sure
there were other requirements that were still in
place. What I heard the answer was 1is that it's
in the MICS, not in the technical standards.

MR. McGHEE: Which (7) doesn't do that
anyway. Number (7) doesn't do 1it.

MR. FISHER: So why don't we check to see
what people are thinking about with respect to
the proposed recommendation to remove
Section 547.4(a) (7), what's projected up on the
screen there.

MR. PUROHIT: Can I say one word of
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caution, though? The other thing about the
technical standards, there is minimum design
guidelines for manufacturers. So 1f you take
that requirement, put it in the MICS, then the
manufacturer is going to say we have to start
looking at the MICS now, too, to put the labeling
on our terminals and all that stuff.

MR. McGHEE: This number (7)) --

MR. PUROHIT: Again, the date itself.

MS. HAMEL: It does say a statement. It
doesn't necessarily have to be affixed. So
it's --

MR. McGHEE: The modeling and stuff he's
talking about are a separate issue to number (7).
Because this is only about making sure about that
before November 7th. So it would be formally
grandfathered or something. As far as model
number, serial number, whether you take this away
or add it or not, I don't think this is going to
appear somewhere else or not somewhere else.

MS. HAMEL: Are there player interfaces
out there without any sort of language affixed in
them? So to keep this -- the intent of
understanding where player interface came from,

could number (7) end at the date of manufacture
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and strike the rest?

MR. PUROHIT: That's what I was trying to
get at. It has to be put in by the manufacturer.
It's still a design principle of the device
itself.

MR. FISHER: You would do that, right?
That's what you were saying? Let's pause here
for a second. So to make sure everybody is
hearing, Kathi, this is what you were saying, it
would stop here?

MS. HAMEL: That would give you a label.
It gives you some sort of identification,
identifying the number and the date of
manufacture. And obviously this -- the suppliers
would have their name on it, I assume.

MR. McGHEE: Is that a -- something that
needs to be limited? Once we take away all that
other garbage, what we're asking should probably
be somewhere in the (inaudible.)

MR. WILSON: Is the relevance of the date
of manufacture -- because I understand this part
that was in there 1s because of the arbitrary
date to determine this was prior to November or
whatever and this was after. So my question is:

What's the relevance of that date? I'm trying to
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think from a standpoint of auditing or something
after the fact, do I need that date, do I need
that information?

MS. HAMEL: It's not relevant on the box.

MR. WILSON: On the box. So if -- because
I'm wondering, too, with manufacturers even on
some of these machines, it's when they were
manufactured or other than if generically you can
say that this set of machines was manufactured
prior to whatever. But, again, if that date
serves no purpose for me, then --

MR. McGHEE: Just because the date is on
the machine doesn't mean you have to replace
everything on the machine, like the parts of it
that are not manufactured, the --

MR. WILSON: That's what I'm trying to get
at, 1s does this date mean anything to me from an
audit standpoint if I'm trying -- do I need that
date to determine something about that box?

MR. CULLOO: The box can be modified any
way. The date makes no difference.

MR. FISHER: So where does that take you
in terms of the suggestion around how to deal
with this section?

MR. MORGAN: To follow up on Dan's
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question, and I heard Jeff say probably in the

hardware. If you will look at 547 -- 8; 547 (d),
Player interface. The player interface shall
include a method or means to: display

information, allow player to interact with the
gaming system. My suggestion would be if you
think that statement is relevant and it needs to
go somewhere, that's probably the section it
needs to go in, on the player interface, 547 (b).
You could have an (a) or I guess (1) or (2) or
however you want to.

MR. McGHEE: There's no (d).

MR. MORGAN: Yeah, (d). If you like that
first sentence, my suggestion is you move that to
547 (d) . If you like it. I'm in agreement, I
don't disagree with having that statement, but I
think it's misplaced if you have it there.

MR. FISHER: 547 -- 547.7(d), physical
enclosures.

MR. MORGAN: You got (c) and (4d). So
either right there, physical enclosures, or
player interface. Because 547.7, the subject 1is,
What are the minimum technical hardware standards
applicable to Class II gaming systems. That

seems to be more appropriate for that section 1if
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that's where you want to keep it.

MR. FISHER: Okay. Kathi, back to you in
terms of what's your suggestion?

MS. HAMEL: I agree with that, it needs to
be down with the hardware.

MR. FISHER: So it would be that first
sentence from --

MS. HAMEL: Or it can be 7. I mean, it
talks about an identification plate in (d).

MR. FISHER: Right.

MS. HAMEL: That includes serial number
and date of manufacture. It does say that.

MR. FISHER: You're saying it's covered?

MS. HAMEL: Isn't that what an
identification plate 1is?

MR. WILSON: It seems like the issue 1is
whether the manufacturer is going to be required
to put that information on the box or whether the
gaming regulatory authority requires that
information to be on the box. And it just seems
to me that it probably makes more sense for it to
come from the manufacturer as to make, model,
whatever identifying information needs to be on
there from the manufacturer.

MR. PUROHIT: Another word of caution, if
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you remove it from 547.4 altogether, then it's
saying that this is only a requirement for fully
compliant cabinets, terminals. But, you know,
we're not concerned about the box. But then if
the tribal regulatory body wants to still do an
audit of grandfathered boxes for that nameplate
as well, then there's nothing that requires the
manufacturer to put that on any grandfathered
system and the components on there. It's only
for the fully compliant boxes. That's just a
word of caution over here. The way -- 1f you
just put it in here in 547.7, that's my only urge
of caution.

MS. HAMEL: So if you leave it in 547.4,
there's enough language in 547.7 that talks about
the physical box as well as an identification
plate. And if you just take out all the other
languages, it's telling the suppliers what they
need to do to be able to get a player. But I
don't think the date is relevant or when it was
manufactured in relationship to grandfathered.

MR. WHEATLEY: There's no such thing as a
grandfather clause anymore. There's only four or
five technical standards that any system needs to

meet in order to become compliant. So there's no
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more grandfather.

MR. FISHER: Well, you got a little ahead
of everybody. So far we've been chipping away at
removing the pieces. We haven't said yet there's
a recommendation to remove the whole grandfather
provision.

MR. LITTLE: Just remove the deadline.

MR. FISHER: We remove the deadline, so
now you can have those dates. Does that change
what you were -- how you approach this?

MR. WHEATLEY: No, I think that thought
process 1s the same. It depends on if we agree
to remove the 120-day, the time frame clause.

But we've already removed the Sunset provision
which would be for existing compliances to meet
additional technical standards. Since we removed
that, the only requirement is that they meet the
existing technical standards that are in place
now. The question on the table, though, when we
go around 1s whether we remove the 120-day clause
that those systems already had in place, or now
can any system be submitted to conform to the
existing technical standards that are in place
now. If we do that, we essentially remove any

type of grandfathering clause in my mind. And if
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that's the case, then that requirement would go
away as well. There's not a need to identify
whether a box or cabinet needs a grandfather
clause because there isn't one. Am I --

MR. WILSON: I'm not quite sure that's
correct, because we've got two levels of
standards. You've got the grandfather standards,
which are the four criteria that those have to
meet. But newer machines meet a higher degree of
standards that the older machines can't meet
because of their inherent design. So there
really are still two components. So new machines
being made are being made to meet a higher level
of standards, but not built to be the four
criteria.

MS. HAMEL: And you could take a box
manufactured after November 2008 on a
grandfathered and play i1t on a grandfathered
system and use it on a grandfathered system.

MR. FISHER: Okay. So where does that
leave us in terms of the recommendation? Daniel?

MR. McGHEE: All right. So what we're
saying is with number 7, we want to -- basically
we're talking about striking the whole paragraph.

The only concern was that grandfathered systems




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

59

still have a requirement that they have an end
plate or identifying number. So what she had
said before, where it ended at player interface
with an identifying number, period --

MS. HAMEL: And date of manufacture.

MR. McGHEE: Which isn't on here. It
ended after manufacturer would solve the problem.
So how does everybody stand on that?

MR. FISHER: I think we need to delete --
sorry, I'm trying to -- it's that --

MR. PUROHIT: Kathi, for consistency would
it be some language along the lines of in 547.4,
identification plates as required by tribal
agreement regulatory authority? Kind of leave it
like --

MS. HAMEL: But in 7, 547.7, not 547.4.

MR. PUROHIT: No, in 4, because there's
still a requirement for the TGRAs, like what Tom
was just outlining, you still want to be able to
audit any of the information, the unique
identifiers on there. Instead of putting a date
requirement, Jjust any kind of requirements that
you might have specific to your jurisdiction,
including date, serial number, whatever. But

it's just like keeping a generic with the
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identification plate from 547.7, as well. That's
what I was trying to get at.

MS. HAMEL: So I don't understand.

MR. WILSON: From my standpoint, it's Jjust
that I want to be able on the floor or whenever
to identify a machine, a box, as knowing that
that box is A, B, C, and the box next to it is D,
E, F. And just from an audit perspective, if
you —-- put it this way: Each box should have a
unigque identifier, whether that's for inventory
purposes for whatever it happens to be; there
should be a unique identifier. And I can tell
you right now, we're going through issues with
the fact that we have tables for manufacturers,
card tables that don't have any unique
identifiers, and we Jjust discovered the fact that
we're talking about Table A, but it could be
Table B that's moved off the floor. And this
might not matter, but the reality is this idea of
having a unique identifier for a piece of
equipment 1is relevant for probably any number of
reasons that you might want to be able to say
it's this machine that we're talking about or
it's this box that we're talking about.

MS. HAMEL: And i1f -- wouldn't that cover
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that?

MR. WILSON: Well, I think if I understand
what Nimish is saying, 1is that the one statement
covers new machines, but if it's not saying that
in 547.4, it wouldn't necessarily apply to what
we're currently calling grandfathered machines.

MR. PUROHIT: One 1s saying, like,
identification plates and the other one is saying
identifying numbers. I was saying if there's
consistency, then there's any requirements that
the TGRA operations needs.

MR. McGHEE: I think you would add a note,
not necessarily language, to y'all's purpose to
make sure that it is consistent with 547.7. ©Not
that it belongs there. It still belongs here.
But make the language consistent.

MR. FISHER: So the recommendation would
be -- so let me see if I can see where we are,
and maybe -- because you had your card up and you
had your card up. But the recommendation would
be as projected on the screen, right, so stop the
sentence at the end of "manufacturer" and with a
note that says "make it consistent with 547.4."

MR. McGHEE: 547.7(d) .

MR. FISHER: Does everybody understand




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

62

where we are? Good. So you want to check that?
Leo has his card up. We can take his comment and
then check.

MR. CULLOO: I'm confused because every
machine I know on my floor has the date of
manufacture, serial number and has the
information you're talking about. Where is it
defined what specifically has to be on the label,
other than there where it says with identifying
number, date of manufacture?

MR. PUROHIT: There isn't any specifics as
far as what the definition of identification,
you're right. It's just left as a -- I think
it's implied language on whatever the TGRA wants.
If you put in all the specifics in there, it's
going start varying by Jjurisdiction to
jurisdiction. The only requirements has to be
unique identifiers, that's it. That's all that's
implied in there. What that unique identifier 1is
depends on whatever your jurisdictional needs
are. Date and serial number, 1if you start going
into that detail --

MR. McGHEE: The TGRA can take these and
expand upon them.

MR. CULLOO: That's the minimum. That's
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the baseline.

MR. FISHER: Okay. So that's -- 1if I got
that right, that's the suggestion, assuming that.

MR. LITTLE: Could we make some suggested
language or put it out there? After -- replace
identifying number with an identification plate
consistent with 547.7(d) and as recommended by
TGRA. I'm sorry, required by TGRA.

MR. PUROHIT: Something along those lines.

MR. FISHER: Say that again.

MR. LITTLE: Right there. Identification
plate consistent with 547.7(d). There you go.
And "as required by TGRA," or you can put "as
recommended, " whatever. "Required by TGRA." Is
that right?

MR. FISHER: I got the section reference,
right, 547.7(d), which is --

MR. McGHEE: It's (c) on this. Physical
enclosures 1is (c).

MR. PUROHIT: We're going with the current
standard as it 1is.

MR. MORGAN: That was my fault for -- I
was meaning to put it under player interface,
because that's what we were talking about.

MR. LITTLE: It should be (c) or (d).
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MR. FISHER: It's (e) on what I've got,
player interface.

MS. HAMEL: Physical enclosures is (d).

MR. MORGAN: We're talking about
requirements of player.

MR. WHEATLEY: You're referencing where
it's stated. I have it as (d).

MR. LITTLE: We are working off this
document, so it should be (e). Yes.

MR. PUROHIT: Whatever the section is
going to be.

MR. McGHEE: And it's (c).

MR. MORGAN: Jeff, 1f I understand, you
have all attachments such as buttons,
identification plates, and labels shall be
sufficiently robust to avoid unauthorized
removal, that's where the point --

MR. FISHER: It's intended to be a
reference to the physical enclosure section. So,
Kathi, did you have something?

MS. HAMEL: "With" is there twice.

MR. FISHER: Two "with's"™. They got two.

MR. McGHEE: I think that would be "and
any other additional information," because it's

not as required by, right? You should add
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anything else TGRA wants on 1it.

MS. HAMEL: How about "or"?

MR. PUROHIT: I don't think you need "or."
Just say, "as required by TGRA." So that gives
the flexibility so it could be anything you want
in that unique identifier as long as it --

MR. FISHER: Kathi, does that --

MS. LASH: Is this (c), not (d) on the
original file?

MR. McGHEE: Just leave that question mark
in parentheses, wherever physical enclosures ends
up being.

MR. FISHER: There. Did I do it? That's
the intention, is to hit that section. Okay. So
everybody -- let's check on this and see what
people are thinking, because a lot of people we
haven't heard from yet. So the recommendation is
to go with what's up on the screen for all of the
reasons people have talked about it. So let's
just try this one. If you're -- 1if you agree
with this recommendation, raise your hand.

(Indicating.)

MR. FISHER: Okay. So we missed Tom
because he's not in the room. But I will check

with him to see -- 1f it counts as unanimous
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because he's not in the room. But we might as
well check with him anyway. Okay. It's about 20
after 10. We had a scheduled break at

10 o'clock, which we didn't take because of our
time change. Do you want to take a break now?
All right. So why don't we take a 15-minute
break.

MS. STEVENS: I'm taking off. I'm so glad
to hear this conversation happening, and I'm sure
you are all very happy, too. So I trust that you
all will come with some really good
representation for us. You will see me again.

We do consultations right before -- on other
relations before the TAC, so I've been handling
those. I've been staying over so I can say, you
know, hey, hope you all are doing well. And then
Dan will be here representing NIGC and our staff,
and hopefully that you utilize NIGC and our staff
and really have robust conversation about
anything that's written from the NIGC's
perspective, Jjust like you are now. So I thought
I heard Matt over here talking about high
lightning speed you're going now comparatively, I
guess, so I hope that continues and wish you all

the best of luck. Thank you.
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(Recess taken at 10:22 a.m. to 10:40 a.m.)

MR. FISHER: Okay. Let's start again. So
on our agenda, we have until 11:30, and then at
11:30, we're scheduled for public comment. And
there i1s one person signed up to give