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May  27, 2014, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 
555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.  The meeting was videoconferenced to Room 
3138 of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  A copy of this set 
of “Summary Minutes and Action Report,” including the “Meeting Notice and Agenda” (Exhibit A) 
and other substantive exhibits, is available on the Nevada Legislature’s website at 
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/interim/77th2013/committee/.  In addition, copies of the audio or video 
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OPENING REMARKS 
 

• Chair Horne welcomed members and the public to the fourth and final meeting of the 
Committee to Conduct an Interim Study Concerning the Impact of Technology Upon 
Gaming.  He remarked that public testimony relating to items listed on the agenda for 
the work session could be provided during the first public comment period.    
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• Steve Sisolak, Chair, Clark County Board of County Commissioners, stated that 
Clark County has been experiencing difficulty with the terms “incidental,” “primary,” 
and “tavern.”  He remarked that Clark County is currently under a moratorium with 
the establishment of new bars.  Mr. Sisolak conveyed that evaluating revenue to 
determine what is incidental to the operation of a tavern is a challenging issue.  
He pointed out that revenue generated from slot machines frequently exceeds 70 percent 
of the revenue of a restricted location.  Mr. Sisolak referenced subsection 1 of 
Nevada Gaming Commission (NGC) Regulation 3.015 and Nevada Revised Statutes 
(NRS) 463.161 (Effective January 1, 2014).  He submitted a letter requesting that 
certain actions be taken by the Committee.  (See Exhibit B.) 
 
Mr. Sisolak referenced a New York Times article dated May 24, 2014, titled “The Fight 
Against the Slot Parlors Around the Corner” (Exhibit B-1).  He suggested clarifying the 
legislative intent for restricted gaming licenses through either a “multi-pronged” test, 
relating to amenities, or a revenue test.  Mr. Sisolak stated that the number of slot 
arcades in Clark County has doubled over the past 3.5 years and will continue to grow 
unless a clear definition is established by the Legislature, Nevada Gaming Commission 
(Gaming Commission), or State Gaming Control Board (Board).    
 

Discussion ensued between Mr. Sloan and Commissioner Sisolak regarding the following:   
 

o Defining “tavern” and “restaurant” at the local level; 
 

o Reducing the number of slot machines allowed at restricted locations from 15 to 
10 or fewer; 
 

o Increasing Board enforcement with restricted operations; and 
 

o Defining “incidental” and “primary” at the State level. 
 

• Mr. Miller asked whether the intent of Clark County is to stop the proliferation of 
nontraditional taverns or to redefine existing terms.   
 

• Mr. Sisolak responded that, in his opinion, it should be both.  He mentioned a 
compliance issue involving a county ordinance that pertains to the incidental operation 
of slot machines.    

 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714B.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714B-1.pdf
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• Mr. Bernhard requested that his contact information be shared with the press for any 
future articles that may be published on the issue.  He was of the opinion that the 
New York Times article is inaccurate, one-sided, and lacks consideration of legislative 
and regulatory concerns.   
 

• Mr. Sisolak commented that he provided the press with both Mr. Bernhard’s and 
Mr. Burnett’s contact information for the article.  He noted that he will continue to 
refer the press to them.    
 

Responding to a question from Mr. Bernhard, Mr. Sisolak confirmed that he was present 
for the portion of the May 22, 2014, Gaming Commission meeting that pertained to a 
nonrestricted slot application submitted by Station Casinos.    

 
• Christopher LaPorte, Founder, Owner, and Chief Operating Officer, Insert Coin(s), 

commented that video games could be offered through slot machines.  He pointed out 
that a large population of video gamers, in the 21 to 35 age demographic, might be 
drawn to gambling that is “video-game centric.”  He noted that 32 million people 
watched the finals of a video game tournament in 2013, and a $6 billion video game 
tournament has been scheduled for the summer of 2014.   
 

In response to a question from Mr. Bernhard, Mr. LaPorte remarked that video games 
could be wagered upon through a sports book or slot machines.  He commented that slot 
machines would need to become more interactive, which would necessitate expanding the 
definition of how a slot machine is created.    

 
• Timothy R. O’Reilly, Attorney, O’Reilly Law Group, representing the Nevada 

Restricted Gaming Association (NRGA), remarked that ongoing infighting in the 
gaming industry is putting small operations out of business and is impeding 
the economic growth of the State.  He said that imposing additional taxes, establishing 
new funds, or intervening with the definition of “incidental” would create instability for 
small business owners, lenders, and prospective lenders.   
 
Mr. O’Reilly stated that there has not been a proliferation of restricted slot machines in 
Nevada.  He pointed out that, in 1996, there were 410 restricted licenses and 
172,295 machines in the State; as of May 2014, there are 453 restricted licenses 
and 157,983 machines in Nevada.   
 
Mr. O’Reilly discussed legislative history relating to the definition of “incidental,” and 
the creation of NGC Regulation 3.015 and the presumption test.  He stated that relying 
upon case law, through Landau v. Riddell, to determine “incidental” is misplaced as it 
pertains to a tax issue—not the Nevada gaming industry.  Mr. O’Reilly recommended 
that the Legislature refrain from engaging in Clark County’s issue with the definition of 
“tavern.”  He suggested that the only action the Legislature should take is to eliminate 
the term “incidental” from Nevada legislation and allow the issue to be handled by the 
Board and Gaming Commission.   



5 

 
• Chair Horne asked whether the position of the NRGA is to allow the definition of 

“incidental” to be determined at the local level and/or by the Board or Gaming 
Commission.   
 

• Mr. O’Reilly indicated that the term “incidental” should continue to be defined and 
interpreted on a case-by-case basis by the Gaming Commission.  
 

• Chair Horne noted complications with having the Board and Gaming Commission 
concretely define certain terms, as well as having them get involved with business plans 
that are “other than” gaming.  He pointed out that local governing entities are asking 
for clear definitions and may want more authority to determine who can operate within 
their jurisdictions.    
 

• Mr. O’Reilly reiterated that the current process of issuing licenses on a case-by-case 
basis through the Board and Gaming Commission should not be changed.    
 

Discussion ensued between Mr. Sloan and Mr. O’Reilly regarding presumption language in 
NGC Regulation 3.015, statements from a former Chairman of the Gaming Commission, 
and the concentration of restricted gaming licenses in Clark County.  Mr. O’Reilly 
remarked that presumption language was withdrawn from NGC Regulation 3.015; 
however, the presumption test can still be utilized to determine the fact of “incidental.”  
He acknowledged that he read a transcript pertaining to restricted locations and benchmarks 
established in NGC Regulation 3.015.  Mr. Sloan commented that while the total number 
of nonrestricted licenses has not increased, the concentration of ownership has shifted from 
“mom and pop” operations to other kinds of companies.  Mr. O’Reilly stated that the 
information indicates that healthy competition is present.   

 
• Sean T. Higgins, Vice President, Government Affairs, Porter Gordon Silver, 

representing Golden Gaming, Inc., commented that the slot arcade model has risen 
“precipitously” since December 8, 2006—the day after the smoking ban took effect.  
He suggested that any action taken by the Committee should focus on slot arcades.  
Mr. Higgins pointed out that if a primary business exists at a location, then gaming is 
incidental; if there is no such primary business, then it is impossible for gaming to be 
incidental—regardless of the percentage of revenue.   
 

• Rich Hall, private citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada, stated that he operates three taverns in 
Clark County and one in North Las Vegas.  He remarked that the locations were 
originally licensed, built, and diagramed as traditional taverns.  Mr. Hall pointed out 
that revenues generated by the food business at his taverns dropped significantly as 
a result of the smoking ban and the recession.  He commented that his taverns are being 
further “dragged down” by continuous change and uncertainty with the regulations.  
Mr. Hall indicated that defining the terms “imbedded” and “bar” at the county level 
might resolve many of the problems that Clark County has been experiencing.    
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Responding to a question from Chair Horne, Mr. Hall stated that he cannot determine if a 
slot arcade is a tavern.  He noted that he is not concerned about competing with 
such establishments.    
 
Discussion ensued between Mr. Miller and Mr. Hall regarding the idea of expanding 
requirements for restricted locations to include certain amenities.  Mr. Hall commented that 
adding specific requirements for food preparation equipment might not be a fair qualifier.  
He indicated that, similarly, requirements for specific recreational amenities, such as dart 
boards and pool tables, could be problematic.    
 
Responding to questions from Mr. Sloan, Mr. Hall confirmed that he pays an annual flat 
fee and a quarterly fee, but he does not pay a gross gaming tax.   

 
 “WORK SESSION DOCUMENT” 

 
The following “Work Session Document” (Exhibit C) has been prepared by the Chair and staff 
of the Committee to Conduct an Interim Study Concerning the Impact of Technology Upon 
Gaming.  It is designed to assist the Committee members in developing statements and 
determining recommendations to be forwarded to the 2015 Session of the Nevada Legislature.  
Each item in this document may be the subject of further discussion, refinement, or action.   
 
The recommendations contained herein do not necessarily have the support or opposition of the 
Committee.  Rather, these possible actions are compiled and organized so the members may 
review them to decide whether they should be adopted, changed, rejected, or further 
considered.  The members of the Committee may vote to send as many statements or letters as 
they choose; however, pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 218D.160, the Committee is 
limited to five bill draft requests (BDRs), including requests for the drafting of legislative 
resolutions.  For purposes of this “Work Session Document,” the recommendations have been 
grouped by topic.  They are not preferentially ordered.  Additionally, although possible actions 
may be identified within each recommendation, the Committee may choose to recommend any 
of the following actions:  (1) draft legislation; (2) draft a legislative resolution; (3) draft a 
Committee letter; or (4) include a statement in the final report.   
 
The source of each recommendation is noted in parentheses.  Please note that specific sponsors 
of the recommendations may not be provided if the proposals were raised and discussed by 
numerous individuals and entities during the course of the Committee’s meetings.  It should 
also be noted that some of the recommendations may contain an unknown fiscal impact.  
Committee members should be advised that Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) staff will 
coordinate with the interested parties to obtain detailed fiscal estimates, where appropriate, for 
inclusion in the final report. 
 
Finally, please note that specific details of approved requests for legislation or Committee statements 
may need to be clarified by Committee staff prior to drafting.  Supporting documents for some 
recommendations may be obtained by contacting Marjorie Paslov Thomas, Principal Research 
Analyst, Research Division, LCB, at 775/684-6825.   

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714C.pdf
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DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO: 
 

• Wagering on Federal Elections 
 

• Biennial Review of Restricted Establishments 
 

• Technology for Gaming Devices 
 

• Revolving Fund for Periodic Investigations of Restricted Locations 
 

BIENNIAL REVIEW OF RESTRICTED ESTABLISHMENTS 
 
2. Request the drafting of a bill to require the State Gaming Control Board to review 

establishments that have a restricted license to determine whether they continue to meet the 
revised incidental test criteria (Nevada Gaming Commission [NGC] Regulation 3.015) beginning 
in Fiscal Year 2015 and then once every two years.  
 
NOTE:  A copy of NGC Regulation 3.015 is attached under TAB B. 
 

(Recommended by Senator Tick Segerblom) 
 

• Marjorie Paslov Thomas, previously identified, commented on the design and purpose 
of the “Work Session Document.” She discussed possible actions that could be taken by 
the Committee.   
 

• Chair Horne asked Mr. Bernhard to outline his memorandum regarding restricted and 
nonrestricted licenses (Exhibit D).   
 

• Mr. Bernhard discussed the importance of ensuring stability and predictability of 
information for licensees.  He stated that altering regulations and statutes are significant 
events, and potential consequences should be carefully considered.  Mr. Bernhard 
stressed that regulatory changes, including those relating to the tax structure, could 
affect the ability of licensees to obtain financing.   
 
He stated that it would be inappropriate for gaming regulators to require certain kitchen 
amenities at restricted locations, given that new technologies are available for food 
preparation.  Mr. Bernhard also indicated that a revenue test, which would require a 
certain percentage of revenue from nongaming amenities, would negatively impact the 
industry.   
 
He commented that the Legislature has directed the Gaming Commission to promote 
free competition; therefore, the Gaming Commission cannot create a business model 
that precludes innovation.  Mr. Bernhard stated that evaluating the number of 
employees at restricted locations should not be a function of either the Legislature or 
the Commission.  He added that taxing restricted licensees at the gross revenue level 
and imposing new fees would have negative fiscal consequences for operators.   

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714D.pdf
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Continuing, Mr. Bernhard referenced a variety of charts and graphs attached to his 
memorandum (Exhibit D).  He noted that the total number of issued and active 
restricted licenses, both statewide and in Clark County, peaked in 2007, and has 
decreased each subsequent year to date.  Mr. Bernhard commented that, since 2007, the 
percentage of restricted licenses issued for nontraditional locations has increased, while 
the percentage of restricted licensees for traditional taverns has decreased.  
He conveyed that the nontraditional business model became more prevalent after the 
smoking ban took effect in December 2006.    
 
Mr. Bernhard shared his personal conclusions with the data, as follows:   
 

o Increased numbers of nontraditional locations and decreased numbers of 
traditional locations were the result of the smoking ban, recession, and 
marketplace. 
 

o The public is noticing nontraditional locations more than before; however, this 
should not be equated with a proliferation; two-thirds of the nontraditional 
locations exist where traditional taverns once operated.   

 

o A county can adopt an ordinance to stop what it views as a proliferation of 
machines or devices; the Gaming Commission would enforce such an ordinance.    

 

o Imposing business requirements that hamper business should not occur without 
a legitimate policy reason at the legislative or regulatory level.    

 

o The simplest solution is to remove “incidental” from statute and substitute it 
with language that states there must be some other business in order to have 
15 machines.   

 

o Local governments have the authority to restrict the number of gaming locations 
within their jurisdictions; this is not the duty of the Gaming Commission, the 
Committee, or the Legislature.    
 

• Chair Horne pointed out that Mr. Bernhard’s statements were his personal reflections 
and views, and not those of the Commission.   
 

• Mr. Sloan commented on a study conducted by Jeremy Aguero, Principal Analyst at 
Applied Analysis, which documents the annual tax burden for gaming properties as 
follows:  (1) in excess of $12 million for the large local properties in southern 
Nevada; (2) in excess of $37 million for large strip properties; and (3) approximately 
$16,000 for “slot parlors.”  He pointed out that nonrestricted operations have a variety 
of statutory requirements to fulfill, while the principle requirement imposed upon 
restricted locations is that they have a primary business.  Mr. Sloan remarked on the 
history of the restricted market, noting that the original idea was to assist business 
owners by allowing for some incidental income with gaming.  He stated that the 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714D.pdf
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nontraditional business model has not been consistent with the requirements of State law 
and stressed that increased enforcement is needed.    
 

• Mr. Burnett shared additional information relating to the category of “Locations 
Serviced by Slot Route Operators,” in the chart titled “Restricted Licenses 
(1996-2013)” (Exhibit D).  He remarked that Dotty’s operates the majority of its 
machines under restricted licenses—not slot route operator licenses.  Mr. Burnett 
conveyed that approximately 13.5 percent of the Dotty’s locations are serviced by slot 
route operators.   
 

• Chair Horne remarked that the primary issue appears to be that both types of business 
plans are being lumped together.  He proposed a BDR to create separate categories for 
“traditional” and “nontraditional” restricted gaming establishments and to grant more 
authority to local governments to establish rules relating to “if and where” these types 
of facilities can exist within their jurisdictions.   
 

• Mr. Miller stated that the distinction between the two types of establishments was 
achieved during the 2013 Session, through Assembly Bill 360 (Chapter 508, Statutes of 
Nevada) and Senate Bill 416 (Chapter 396, Statutes of Nevada).  He indicated that it 
would be premature to rewrite the “tavern law.”  Mr. Miller stated that “primary 
business” has been identified and defined, which mitigates much of the issue.    
 

• Chair Horne commented that A.B. 360 was amended through S.B. 416, which 
added  the following requirements for restricted locations:  (1) 2,500 square feet; 
(2) a permanent physical bar; and (3) a restaurant that meets certain 
requirements.  He remarked that the Committee could consider thresholds relating to 
the number of machines and tax rates that could distinguish different types of restricted 
licenses in a BDR.   
 

• Senator Segerblom remarked that “slot parlors” make a lot of money and return little of 
it to the community.  He suggested modifying the tax structure for such establishments.   
 

• Senator Brower stated that the Committee will probably not reach a consensus on a 
BDR relating to Recommendation No. 2.  He suggested moving on to Recommendation 
Nos. 1, 3, and 4.   
 

• Chair Horne suggested further discussion from the Committee relating to a BDR to 
distinguish between traditional and nontraditional licensees, including tax 
considerations.  He requested information relating to statutory authority for counties to 
permit or conduct enforcement within their jurisdictions.    
 

• Mr. Burnett remarked that language pertaining to local authority exists in subsection 1 of 
NRS 463.240, which states:   
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/ImpactTechGaming/E052714D.pdf
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No county, city or town may grant a gaming license to any applicant 
unless the applicant holds a valid state gaming license issued by the 
Commission, but the issuance by the Commission of the state gaming 
license imposes no requirements upon any such county, city or town to 
issue a gaming license to the applicant. 

 
He pointed out budgetary considerations for the Board regarding the enforcement of 
NGC Regulation 3.015.  Mr. Burnett stated that he is currently preparing a “lean” 
budget for presentation to Governor Brian Sandoval.  He suggested that certain 
enforcement duties might be more appropriately handled by local licensing authorities.   
 

• Chair Horne called for a motion on Recommendation No. 2    
 

• ASSEMBLYWOMAN DIAZ MOVED TO REVISE RECOMMENDATION 
NO. 2 TO APPROVE A BDR TO IDENTIFY AND DEFINE 
TRADITIONAL AND NONTRADITIONAL ESTABLISHMENTS, 
GRANTING LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY TO SET RULES 
REGARDING IF AND WHERE THEY MAY OPERATE IN 
THEIR  JURISDICTION.   
 

The motion failed for lack of a second.  No further action was taken on 
Recommendation No. 2.   

 
 

WAGERING ON FEDERAL ELECTIONS 
 
1. Request the drafting of a bill to revise the definition of “sports pool” under 

NRS 463.0193 to include the acceptance of wagers on a federal election or any other event 
approved by the Nevada Gaming Commission.  The first reprint of Senate Bill 418 of the 
2013 Legislative Session could serve as a model for this recommendation.  The following 
provisions are set forth in S.B. 418 (First Reprint): 
 

a. Revises the definition of “sports pool” to include the acceptance of wagers on a 
federal election or any other event approved by the Commission. 
 

b. Requires the Commission to adopt regulations which authorize the acceptance of 
wagers on federal elections. 
 

c. Specifies that provision making it a gross misdemeanor to make, offer, or accept 
wagers on certain election results does not apply to a person who places a wager on 
a federal election in accordance with the provisions of law governing wagering 
on federal elections. 

 
NOTE:  A copy of S.B. 418 (First Reprint) is attached under TAB A. 
 

 (Recommended by Senator Tick Segerblom) 
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• Mr. Burnett indicated that more research is needed to confirm the legality of this 

activity at the federal level.  He stated that, upon such confirmation, the Board would 
have no objection to a BDR on this matter.    

 
• Senator Brower stated that he is opposed to the concept and would therefore not support 

the recommendation.  
 

• Chair Horne called for a motion on Recommendation No. 1.    
 

• No action was taken on Recommendation No. 1.  
 
 

DEVELOPING AND DEPLOYING GAMING DEVICES  
THAT USE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 

 
3. Request the drafting of a bill to amend Chapter 463 (“Licensing and Control of Gaming”) 

of NRS to expand the authority of the Nevada Gaming Commission to promulgate 
regulations that encourage development and deployment of gaming devices incorporating 
innovative, alternative, and advanced technologies. 

 
NOTE:  Proposed language provided by Dan R. Reaser, Esq., Attorney at Law, Lionel 
Sawyer & Collins, on behalf of the Association of Gaming Equipment Manufacturers, 
is attached under TAB C. 

 
(Recommended by Dan R. Reaser, Esq., Attorney at Law, Lionel Sawyer & Collins,  

on behalf of the Association of Gaming Equipment Manufacturers) 
 

• Mr. Lipparelli urged the Committee to support the recommendation.  He remarked that 
Board staff could weigh in with the language.   
 

• Ms. Thier voiced her support for the recommendation.     
 

• Mr. Burnett noted that the Board has no objection to the recommendation and can work 
through some of the language.  He suggested replacing “must” with “may” in the 
following sentence in paragraph 3 of the proposed language:  “The regulations adopted 
by the Commission pursuant to this section must include, without limitation …”  
Mr. Burnett pointed out that certain activities, such as “supporting social networking 
technologies,” may not be actions that the Commission and Board would engage upon 
outright; however, they might be able to enhance or allow such activities through 
the regulations.   
 

• The Committee APPROVED THE FOLLOWING ACTION:   
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ASSEMBLYMAN KIRNER MOVED TO APPROVE RECOMMENDATION 
NO. 3 WITH THE REVISION OF REPLACING “MUST” WITH “MAY” IN 
PARAGRAPH 3 OF THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE.  THE MOTION WAS 
SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN DIAZ AND PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY.  (SENATOR SEGERBLOM WAS NOT PRESENT FOR 
THE VOTE.) 
 

CREATION OF A REVOLVING FUND TO PAY FOR PERIODIC  
INVESTIGATION OF RESTRICTED LOCATIONS 

 
4. Request the drafting of a Committee letter urging the Nevada Gaming Commission, 

upon the recommendation of the State Gaming Control Board, to impose upon slot route 
operators and other restricted licensees with multiple locations a condition requiring the 
licensees to post a revolving fund from which the Board can pay the costs of its periodic 
investigations of restricted locations. 

 
NOTE:  The fund would be used to defray the costs of enforcing A.B. 360 (Chapter 508, 
Statutes of Nevada 2013) and NGC Regulation 3.015.  The proposed fund would be similar 
to the “Investigative Fund” established by NRS 463.331.  A copy of A.B. 360 and 
NRS 463.331 are attached under TAB D. 
 

(Recommended by Marc H. Rubenstein, Senior Vice President,  
General Counsel, and Secretary, Affinity Gaming) 

 
• Mr. Sloan remarked that the Board needs resources to conduct enforcement with 

restricted locations throughout the State.  He pointed out that it is a legal requirement to 
monitor such locations for compliance.  Mr. Sloan suggested providing a general 
authorization, with a limited amount of funding, to enable the Board to conduct 
random, periodic investigations.     
 

• Chair Horne requested input from Mr. Burnett on this topic.    
 

• Mr. Burnett stated that the Board can monitor restricted locations, although it is unclear 
what needs to be complied with.  He commented that he is not opposed to the idea 
of conducting random audits; however, he would prefer to discuss the issue with 
Governor Brian Sandoval and others prior to submitting any budgetary requests.  
Mr. Burnett pointed out that each additional enforcement agent for the Board would 
cost the State approximately $100,000 per year.  He said that the intent of the 
recommendation is to impose a fee upon slot route operators, which might not be 
the group that the Committee is concerned with.  Mr. Burnett indicated that it might be 
more appropriate to collect a certain amount from each restricted licensee, but noted 
that the Board cannot endorse the idea at this time.   
 

Discussion ensued between Chair Horne and Mr. Burnett regarding the establishment of 
a flat fee for all restricted licensees in the State to fund random audits.  Mr. Burnett 
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suggested that if the Legislature decides to impose such a fee, it should be clearly defined 
and outlined.   

 
• Mr. Bernhard stated that he was not in support of increasing any fees or taxes.    

 
• Mr. Miller conveyed that he was not in support of the recommendation.   

 
• Mr. Sloan commented that he was not in favor of an annual audit, but rather, a limited 

number of random inspections.   
 

• Mr. Burnett pointed out that the Board sent a mailing to all of the restricted locations in 
the State, requiring them to attest to their regulatory and statutory compliance.  
He noted there will be some review and verification of the responses.   
 

• Chair Horne conveyed that since Recommendation No. 2 failed it would be difficult to 
provide a clear definition of what the Board would be required to audit or investigate.  
He called for a motion on Recommendation No. 4.   
 

• No action was taken on Recommendation No. 4. 
 

• Chair Horne stated that BDRs relating to Recommendation Nos. 2 and 4 will likely be 
submitted by legislators or standing committees during the 2015 Session.   

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• Timothy R. O’Reilly, previously identified, clarified that the testimony he provided 
under the first public comment period, and that of Rich Hall, previously identified, 
pertained to Recommendation No. 2.  He requested that those comments be 
incorporated with the record for that recommendation.    
 

• Senator Brower thanked Chair Horne for his leadership with the Committee and for his 
years of service in the Legislature.   
 

• Chair Horne stated that it has been an honor to serve in the Legislature.  He thanked 
the Committee members and the public for their contributions with the study.   
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ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned 
at 12:35 p.m.    

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
  
Lisa Gardner 
Senior Research Secretary 
 
 
  
Marjorie Paslov Thomas 
Principal Research Analyst 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
  
Assemblyman William C. Horne, Chair 
 
 
Date:    
 



15 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit A is the “Meeting Notice and Agenda” provided by Marjorie Paslov Thomas, Principal 
Research Analyst, Research Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB). 
 
Exhibit B is a letter to Assemblyman William C. Horne from Steve Sisolak, Chair, 
Clark County Board of County Commissioners, dated May 23, 2014. 
 
Exhibit B-1 is an article titled “The Fight Against the Slot Parlors Around the Corner,” by 
Ian Lovett, New York Times, dated May 24, 2014. 
 
Exhibit C is the “Work Session Document,” dated May 27, 2014, provided by Marjorie Paslov 
Thomas, Principal Research Analyst, Research Division, LCB. 
 
Exhibit D is a memorandum dated May 21, 2014, to the Committee from Peter C. Bernhard, 
Chair, Nevada Gaming Commission, and A. G. Burnett, Chair, Nevada State Gaming Control 
Board, regarding restricted an non-restricted licenses.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This set of “Summary Minutes and Action Report” is supplied as an informational service.  
Exhibits in electronic format may not be complete.  Copies of the complete exhibits and 
other materials distributed at the meeting are on file in the Research Library of the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  You may contact the Library online at 
www.leg.state.nv.us/lcb/research/library/feedbackmail.cfm or telephone:  775/684-6827.   
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