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April 12, 2013
VIA FACSIMILE: 775-687-8221 and
VIA E-MAIL: selloyan@gcb.nv.gov
Sally P. Elloyan
Executive Secretary
Nevada Gaming Commission
1919 College Parkway
P.O. Box 8003
Carson City, Nevada 89702

Re:

Notice of Request for Comments and/or Language on Regulations Concerning
Interstate Agreements for Interactive Gaming. Dated March. 14.2013 (the
"Request")

Dear Ms. Elloyan:
On behalf of Multimedia Games, Inc., we are pleased to submit comments to the
Nevada Gaming Commission (the "Commission"). Our comments follow the order of the
Request.
1.
What topics should the Board and Commission consider putting in the
regulations relating to an interstate agreement on interactive gaming?
Comment: We believe that regulations relating to an interstate agreement on
interactive gaming should generally set forth the principal elements of an enforceable
compact that will provide guidelines both to the States entering into a compact and to
those companies that will be required to operate under the regulatory regime arising
from such compacts. While not an exclusive list, we believe that the regulations should
require, at a minimum, that interstate agreements on interactive gaming include the
following:
1.

Which regulatory agency will accept/process applications?

2.

Which regulatory agency will conduct the investigations?

3.

Which regulatory agency will have the power to approve the participants
under such interstate agreements and related registrations , approvals
and clearances?

4.

What are the guidelines for the collection of license fees, investigation
costs and other relevant fees?
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5.

Which regulatory agency will conduct audits, monitor compliance and
performance, and impose discipline or take other administrative actions for
participants under interstate agreements.

6.

Which regulatory agency will have the power to suspend, withdraw or
revoke approvals under the interstate agreements?

7.

Which regulatory agencies will handle customer/patron issues, complaints
and other matters?

8.

What will the dispute resolution procedures be and which agencies will
have jurisdiction.

In addition to the forgoing , we believe that, to the extent possible, it would be ideal if the
Commission were able to help facilitate a broader solution (i.e., the formation of a multistate or federal quasi-governmental agency) to act as a "clearing house" of sorts to
address some of matters outlined above.

2.
Should revenue sharing between signatory states to a compact be based
on the location of where the wager originated? Why or why not? Please be specific and
cite any relevant legal support.
Comment: We believe that to make interstate agreements attractive to multiple
States, there will , by necessity, be a requirement for revenue sharing, at least among
those States where the resident bettors are located , where regulatory, administrative
and other burdens of investigation , licensing and enforcement take place, and where
the licensed interactive host is located . We also believe that interstate agreements
should clearly and in a uniform manner state the rules by which future licensees will be
governed .

3.
Should revenue sharing between signatory states to a compact be based
on the location of the licensed interactive host? Why or why not? Please be specific and
cite any relevant legal support.
Comment: See prior response.

4.
Should the regulatory body of the signatory state where the wager
originated have control over player disputes related to sub-players? Why or why not?
Please be specific and cite any relevant legal support.
Comment: At this time, we do not express a view on this question.

5.
Please provide any other information not requested above that is relevant
to regulations for interstate agreements on interactive gaming.
Comment: As a licensed manufacturer and distributor in multiple jurisdictions, we
believe that it is important that there uniform standards, regulations , policies and
practices be implemented. To the extent that such regulatory requirements are unduly
burdensome, in conflict, and/or impose differing standards, the cost of compliance may
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render useless interstate agreements on interactive gaming. If companies cannot have
a predictable and consistent playing field, then the economics of compliance in the
different States may not justify doing business. Because of the material cost of
compliance, companies may have to select only those few states where there is a
significantly large population to justify participation in interactive gaming. We believe
that one of the principal reasons for the adoption of interstate agreements on interactive
gaming is to allow for efficiencies, economies of scale and consistent regulatory
standards and practices. As a company that may consider entering into the interactive
gaming space in the future , we ask the regulatory agencies to work together to provide
uniformity of regulations , guidelines and standards that all companies can follow in the
future.
We thank you for the opportunity of providing these comments .
questions, please do not hesitate to contact the following individuals:

If you have any

Todd F. McTavish , Esq.
Senior VP , General Counsel and Chief Compliance Officer
Multimedia Games, Inc.
206 Wild Basin Road South
Austin , TX 78746
Telephone : 512-334-7602
Email : todd.mctavish@mm-games.com
and
Joaquin Aviles
VP, Technology
Multimedia Games, Inc.
206 Wild Basin Road South
Austin , TX 78746
Telephone: 512-334-7644
Email: joaguin .aviles@mm-games.com

Todd F. McTavish, Esq.
Multimedia Games, Inc.
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