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CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Wth that, I1'd like to nove to the

next one.

DR KELLY: The next one is Reconmendation 5.4, and you
should have this sheet that’s titled, "Recomended Language from
Conmi ssioner Bible." Wuld you Ilike nme to read that or
Conmi ssi oner Bible, would you like to present it?

COW SSI ONER BIBLE:  You can go ahead and read it or |
can read it. This is a rewite of the recomendation that
contained the G ave Wave form of ganbling that we talked about
last tinme. The Conm ssion asked ne to take another |ook at that
and |'ve crafted it to read in this nmanner.

The Conm ssion recognizes the current technol ogies
avai l abl e that nakes it possible for ganbling to take place in the
hone or the office without the participant physically going to a
pl ace to ganbl e. Because of the lack of sound research on the
effects of these forns of ganbling on the population and the
difficulty of policing and regulating to prevent such things as
participation by mnors, the Conm ssion recomends that states not
permt the expansion of ganbling in the hones through technol ogy
and t he expansi on of account wageri ng.

What this recommendation would do would be to recomend
the states not approve technol ogy that provides for home ganbling
and that account wagering would be frozen where it currently
exi sts.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: I woul d second t hat
recomendation. | think you noved it. But | have a question. It
seens to ne to be consistent with the other recommendations the
preanbl e shoul d be discarded. It can be utilized for discussion

pur poses, but the preanble should be discarded and | think the
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notion, as the proposer would agree, should begin wth the

Conmi ssion recomrends that states not permt the expansion of
ganbling into hones through technology and the expansion of
account wageri ng.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: W do have some rhetoric in these
recomendati ons, just shortened.

COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: | mght say on that point that
the staff stripped out what they considered sonme rhetoric.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  You have the hone court advantage
here, Leo.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM So you're going to support the
pr eanbl e?

COW SSI ONER M CARTHY: I would contend that the
preanble should be in the text of various sections and not
necessarily in the summary here. So you want to |eave the
preanble in?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: | don’t care.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: What we have before us right now is
a notion. It has been seconded. It has all of the | anguage.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | woul d propose an anendnent.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: You woul d propose an anendnent? 1Is
there a second for the anmendnent?

COW SSI ONER LANNI : I would second that if we could
have the preanble placed el sewhere in the -- which we do in a |ot
of cases.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Then we need -- then there’'s a vote
-- let’s vote on that anmendnent to the notion. Al in favor?
Qpposed? The notion does not carry, so now we have before us the

entire recomendati on.
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COW SSI ONER LANNI : | would propose the follow ng

The Conm ssion recommends that parinutuel account wagering, an
activity that historically has been authorized, |icensed and
regul ated by the states, remain a matter for state determ nation
consistent with existing federal and state |aws, provided the
states take appropriate steps to protect against underage and
pr obl em ganbl i ng.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Is that a substitute?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : No, it’s an addition. The
Conmi ssion further recommends nmay be a better -- thank you.
COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: For purposes of discussion, |

woul d accept the anmendnent.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Di scussi on?

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  Coul d we have the preanbl e?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : I think the argunment, nmuch is
found in nmuch of the literature and docunentation and testinony
made by nmenbers of the parimutuel commission or parinutuel
entities, if you will, there are a nunber of states that have this
formof ganbling in place for many, many years, and the difficulty
that 1| have is to force the states to withdraw an opportunity the
peopl e have invested noney in to date.

There have been no instances of testinony before this
conmm ssion, there have been no instances of ill behavior or foul
play, if you will, in this particular nmanner, reported by any one
of the states that oversee the form of gam ng that takes place by
tel ephone wagering. | think it is regulated, there are |icenses,
not |icenses, but people nust apply and present the infornmation
that they're at |east 21 years of age.

| have reason to believe that this is not a problem
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and | find it very difficult to force enterprises that have

i nvested substantial funds to withdraw from enterprises that have
not had any problens. To ne it would be an over kill, and | think
it’s appropriate for us to allow this to continue and for states
to determine if they want it to continue or not to continue,
rather than us reconmend that it be rolled back.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Madam Chair, as | understand
M. Bible's language, it puts in place the existing account
wagering states, is that correct?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: That’s correct.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: So we're not really depriving
anyone currently making a living based on account wagering.
Before M. Bible's subconmttee we had a nunber of hours of
testi nony of people that thought -- nost of themtestified against
an effort to prohibit internet ganbling. A nunber of them were
not in favor of betting from home.

So I think what we have in front of us is an attenpt to
send a couple of nessages, this group of recomendations in this
secti on. It’s to try to approach the prohibition of internet
ganbling in sonme kind of a |ogical cohesive way w thout agreeing
to a long list of exenptions, which makes a nockery out of an
al ready excessively conplex task in front of trying to prohibit
ganbling on the internet.

These points are sort of interconnected with the issue
of ganbling fromhone, which is already permtted in eight states,
eight or nine, and there’s a very aggressive effort to expand that
into a nunber of other states. These issues are cousins, | think,
and | think we just ought to sort of keep an overview of where

we're going with this series of recommendations that M. Bible has
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brought out of his internet subcomittee.

| can appreciate what M. Lanni said, but the Congress
and the Kyle bill is succunbing to this very problem Ever ybody
wants to be exenpted fromthe bill. [|I’malnost at the point where
| think if we really want to look at the internet ganbling with
sonme careful rationality, and we want to |ook at the basic issue
of betting from hone, we ought to take an entirely different
approach, the one that Congress is tal king about.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Lanni ?

COW SSI ONER LANNI : | do not believe -- | do not
accept the position that wagering at honme is a form of internet
ganbling. Maybe sort of, as you' ve said, but |I’m not quite sure
what the word sort of neans.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: | think you're right. I think it
may graduate into that, but | think that’s where we’' re headed.

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : It would be like saying ny
grandnot her would be a buss if she had wheels. | nean, the issue
is that it doesn't really nean anything. The real aspect is that
you have it now. I firmy -- |I’m a great believer in states
rights. 1’ve said that every single neeting. | nmention that as
much as John nmentions jobs, but | really believe in that.

| don’t think we should restrict states from the
determ nation, as long as they believe and we feel that they can
control the aspect of underage ganbling and deal with the problem
aspects of ganbling in this form they shouldn’t be restricted
from making the determ nation, even after a pause, | mght add
Leo, that they may want to expand and incorporate a form of at-
hone wageri ng, because other states have done it. They ve done it

for a nunber of years w thout a probl em
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The old thing, if it’s not broken, why try to fix it?

And | think exceptions do exist. When Congress gets together,
there are going to be exceptions. That’s why they have one house,
a | ower house and an upper house, why you have commttees and you
have conferences following different bills comng out of each.
The Kyle bill did pass the Senate, unfortunately didn't nove as
appropriately through the house. |’ mhopeful that it will. But I
just don’t think the two conport, with all due respect.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: Terry, | think that the heart of
this question could be put as follows. In a technical sense, it
is true of everything we talk about. States and federal
governnent are free to do whatever they want and will do whatever
they want. They nmay or nmay not take our advice and therefore we
could have language to that effect all over the place in this
report.

On the other hand, the report is about whether we care
what they do and whether we have advice about what they do. I
think it’s quite a different thing to go beyond the existing
situation and say if other states want to join in this activity,
that’s up to them In a technical sense that’'s true because
they’re sovereign and we’'re not, but it is still our
responsibility to give our best advice and to say whether we think
it’s a good idea for themto do this.

| take Bill’s thrust of the basic notion on the floor
as saying -- and | think it’s a noderate notion based on what we
know now -- we should hold off. That’s our opinion or our opinion
if we vote for it. | took Bill’'s reasonable reconmendati on as not
effecting people who are not already in the business. W don’t

say and those who have already extended opportunities to ganble
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t hrough electronic means should roll back. That isn't in the

recommendat i on.

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : And | accept that. | think M.
McCart hy, Conm ssioner MCarthy, explained that, and | accept
that. It still goes to the issue that if ganbling is determ ned
to be legal in any formin the state, | think that the individuals
shoul d have the right as a state and individuals in that state to
have that form of ganbling, and it shouldn’'t be restricted to
ot her people. W just philosophically have a difference on this.

My recommendati on would be different than your’s, but | respect
your right to have your’s.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: In sonme cases account wagering is
very much |ike the internet where it takes on an intrastate
character because there are sone applications where tracks are
taking wagers on an intrastate basis and will accept bets from a
nunber of states, and sone of those states nay not authorize

ganbling or that form of ganbling. That is unique because it’s
restricted to intrastate. It’s only within the State of Nevada
that you can get access in the form of account wagering. So it
varies from state to state. What this recommendation does is
i ndi cates that states not expand the fornms of account wagering.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Al in favor? (Qpposed? Let’s have
aroll call. Conm ssioner Bible?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  No.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Dobson?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  No.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Lanni ?

COWMWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Aye.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES:  Leone?
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COW SSI ONER LEONE: No.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Loescher?

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER: Aye.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: McCart hy?

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  No.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Mbor e?

COW SSI ONER MOORE:  No.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: W hel n®?

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Yes.

CHAI RPERSON JANMES: Janmes, no. The nos carry. W' re
now ready to nove over to 6.2. This was --

DR KELLY: Madam Chair?

CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: [’m sorry. This is the stripped
down version? That was on the anmendnent, | apol ogi ze.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: W voted on shortening this? D d
we shorten it or not shorten it?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: W did not shorten it. W did not
shorten it, so it is as witten. Al in favor? Al opposed?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  No.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: The ayes carry. This is the 6.2
the next one that’s up, is that correct?

DR KELLY: It’s 6.20, Madam Chair.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Yes, 6.20, that’s right.

DR KELLY: And this is a --

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: That one | asked if Conm ssioner
Loescher and Comm ssi oner Mbore woul d work on and bring back to us
on the recommendati on for how we coul d achi eve our purposes.

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: W d like to recommend that you

turn to tab 9, page three, paragraph three. This is under
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ganbl ing inpact on people and places. W’'d like to nove that we

think that in the third paragraph, and we’ve said enough about
this problem of not getting information from the Native Anmerican
tribes, and to not discuss the issue anynore. Wwd like to
recommend that we accept the |anguage within this paragraph as
fulfilling that position.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Certainly would be acceptable to
me. So there is no notion to offer there?

COW SSIONER MOORE:  No notion to offer. Wre willing
to accept that and the subconmttee recomends that we do, M.
Loescher, M. WI hel mand nyself.

CHAI RPERSON JAMVES: Hearing no notion, then we have the

next order of business, which is?



