
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

MEETING NOTES 
 

LEO-8000, Sustainable Gaming Standard 

For Slot Machines 

Standards Committee Meeting 

Tuesday, November 10th, 2009 Teleconference 

11:00 PST/ 1:00 CST /2:00 EST 

 
Facilitated by Leonardo Academy 

Madison, WI 

 

A. Committee Members Present: 

o Eric Hansel  

o Scot Hundley 

o Nancy Mancilla 

o Steve Durham 

*  NO QUORUM 

 

B. Committee Members Absent: 

o Rey Montalvo 

o Keith Nichols 

o Jonny BearCub Stiffarm 

o Patrcia Tessier 

o Ralph Babcock 

o Lee Gollhardt 

o Russell Chudd 

 

C. Others Present: 

o John Rodgers  

o Craig Spooner  - Observer 

 

D. Next meeting: 

o Wednesday, January 20
th

  - 1 pm to 3 pm CST 

 

E. Proceedings: 

� Old business and developments since September 24
th

 , 2009 meeting 

o Additional committee member inquiries under the “user” category have been received 

following the dissemination of the first newsletter. John sent out applications, is 

waiting to hear back from applicants. More information regarding their selection will 

be shared with the rest of the committee soon.  
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o Craig Spooner has come on board as an “Observer” to the process. Based in New 

Jersey, he is the Quality Systems Manager at Gaming Laboratories International (GLI) 

for the U.S. and 2 European offices. He is also a member of the Certified American 

Society for Equality. He works with ANSI regarding testing and certification standards.  

o Marketing, Outreach and Education Task Force completed and issued the first 

newsletter in October. The next should be released in January. If anyone has any ideas 

for changes, please send them to John. 

o Updates have been made to the Leonardo Academy Sustainable Gaming Standard 

website. Please take a look and verify that all the information is correct. 

 

� Committee comments and recommendations for draft standard 

o There were no member reports to the committee at this time 

 

o Comment 15, 16 & 17: IC Credit 1: Communication (Page 15 of Draft Standard 

Version 6) 

 

o Steve: There seems to be some confusion due to the similarity between the 

two credits offered.  

o Eric: One seems to be related to the write up, while the other is to the 

calculations.  

o Steve: That might mean that the 1
st

 credit was allocated for things that we 

can’t really predict and for validation of studies.  

o Craig: Does point 2 also relate to the 3
rd

 party verification relate to the 

validation from point 1?  

o Eric: Should Innovation and Communication be elaborated on more to 

address the supply chain?   

o Nancy: A framework template based on the standard should be developed 

to help guide people in communicating their performance.  

o Eric: Nancy should take the first stab at developing a template to act as a 

guideline for our next committee meeting discussion. Maybe that will help 

us determine how far back the supply chain should go and how exactly the 

points should be distributed for Innovation & Communication. 1 & 2 should 

be kept separate-1 to focus more on Communication, while 2 to talk more 

about Innovation and additional benefits. (methods described to compile 

data vs. calculations, so maybe additional tests that have to be run to prove 

compliance) 

o Conclusion: Eric recommended that we table this discussion for the next 

call. At that time we should also decided whether this task of developing a 

framework for communicating performance should be conducted by a 

subcommittee. 
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o Comment 18: IC Credit 1: Communication (page 15), 

 

o Eric: For example, a company like Craig’s could set up a green slot suite of 

services to run tests. This could foster innovation. 

o Craig: Case studies are usually handled according to how the innovation is 

conveyed, how calculations are run and how data is compiled.  

o Eric: If we have a template to follow than the work will be much easier to 

verify. 

o Nancy: Maybe that is exactly how we should distinguish this credit; the 

reporting template will be focused on the methods for which data was 

compiled (processes), while additional points are allocated for those who 

go above and beyond what is required to have their products inspected and 

tested which would apply to IC Credit 2.  

o Craig: If we were to do something like that, then the only way we could 

work that into certification scheme would be to handle it as part of an 

inspection or surveillance system. Then it would be just a matter of 

verification of where certain parts of the product are analyzed on-site for 

orientation- verify the conditions upon which the data is collected to 

support case study findings. Components of a certification scheme are to 

ensure that products- whatever the product is, remains suitable with the 

conditions associated with the certification in accordance with the 

documents proving that it was certified. This action might include 

inspection, surveillance and periodic monitoring. The level of compliance 

would have to be determined by the standard committee. Within each 

area, we have to decide which method is suitable for measuring 

compliance. 

 

o Comment 19,20,21 & 22: IC Credit 2: Innovation (page 16), 

 

o Conclusion: Eric: This is also related to what we discussed in the previous 

credit. Therefore, this should be tabled to the next meeting. 

 

o Comment 23: IC Credit 1:Design(page 17), 

 

o Eric: We have already addressed transportation issues extensively in 

previous meetings 

o John: Correct. However, points were not assigned.  

o Eric: This could lead to a sticky situation if equipment is transported by rail 

it may be fine, but there might be issues if transported by air or water. We 

felt then that the only way that we could address “transportation” 

effectively might be by allowing offset credits for emissions from trucks. 



 

 
P. O. Box 5425, Madison, WI 53705-0425 

328 E. Lakeside St., Suite 201, Madison, WI 53715 
P  (608) 280-0255      F  (608) 255-7202 

www.leonardoacademy.org 

  

 

4 

 

o Steve: If we just look at truck transportation, then what do we do if trucking 

companies agree to fuel up with alternatives? I just don’t think offsets are 

the way to compensate. We may want to look at selecting one type of 

transport over another. 

o Eric: Might this be the time to bring offsets up again? 

o Steve: Steve firmly opposed offsets before since someone could easily 

weave their way through the entire standard with offsets, but it might be 

good to bring them up in the area of transport.  

o Nancy: We would have to be really specific with our wording, so as to be 

clear about what aspect of transport are being considered, e.g. final 

product to purchaser, components, daily operations, etc.  

o Steve: Another possible use of offsets is transportation in the workplace, so 

we need to be really specific as to what we will allow for transportation 

offsets under this credit. 

o Eric: This should be noted so that we can address this in the next meeting 

o Craig: There are all different types of scenarios that we should consider 

when shaping this. 

o Steve: Earning additional credits encourage casinos to purchase new 

products that could be re-vamped to attain a certified or a bronze level. 

o Craig: So…should we allow this for existing or new products? 

o Steve: This could apply to all since there are older machines that could be 

upgraded. 

o Craig: Does this tie to the product itself and/ or its processes? There are 

processes that someone could use to meet that and then there is also the 

design of the product itself. 

o This could be handled easier through a review of record rather than in a 

testing lab. 

 

o Comment 24: SS Credit 1:Workplace Environment(page 18), 

 

o Nancy: Proposed wording for purpose of the credit- “To ensure that the 

rights, safety, health and working conditions of the employees are in line 

with federal and tribal standards and to create an environment that is 

conducive with employee satisfaction and overall organizational success.” 

o Eric: Is everyone satisfied with that one? 

o All- yes 

o Eric: Please add this then to the next draft for everyone to review. 

 

o Comment 25: SS Credit 3:Diversity and Employee Programs (page 19), 

 

o Eric: Should we add tribal instead of aboriginal under criteria 3? 

o Steve: Technically, aboriginal would include tribal. 
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o Eric: We should wait to hear from Jonny on that. 

o Steve: Re. Criteria #1, demonstrated evidence of an equal opportunities 

program: Jonny did mention that there is some sort of preference used on 

tribal lands.  

o Steve: Re. Criteria #4, it should not be for the “minimum”, but for 

“additional” legislative benefits.  

o Eric: how do we quantify that though? 

o Steve: Maybe it should be worded, “employee benefits the minimum of 

legislative benefits, plus one of the following”……. 

 

o Section 2, Part 4: Overall Achievement Checklist, page 20 

 

o John: We probably will not be able to address section 2- Part 4 because of 

the point allocation and since energy metering has been taken out of the 

standard. 

 

o Section 3: Examples of how this Draft Standard Can Be Used 

 

o Eric: Maybe we can address this by paraphrasing what Steve previously said 

regarding a sustainable or more efficient product actually costing less since 

sustainable projects should cost more than the product is worth.  

o Steve: Maybe we can address this as a preamble 

o John: This could be possibly addressed in Section 1: Introduction  

o Eric: Steve should write a paragraph to insert so that we can all talk about it 

in the next meeting. 

o Craig: A general sustainability guideline for “electronic gaming devices” 

should be used rather than the term, “slot machines”. We do have different 

products and so this standard should encompass that. A list of definitions 

should also be added so that we know what qualifies as a gaming devise. 

Also…nowhere is it defined in the document what qualifies as a 

“manufacturer” or a “buyer”. This should be addressed since many often 

lease the machines. Casino owners are also referred to as “operator”. In 

other jurisdictions, there are separate companies for developing the 

cabinet and the software, which could be referred to as manufacturer.  

o Conclusion: Eric: The education subcommittee should address this in the 

next meeting and we should also add a few sentences based on things we 

can pull from the ISO26000 about the social dimension of sustainability that 

Craig brought to our attention. Steve will handle that when he drafts 

introductory statements. 

 

F. Committee Reports 

o None 
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G. Dates of future Committee and Task Force correspondence 

o Next Full Committee Meeting: November 10
th

  

o Education/ Marketing Task Force: TBD  (Eric, Nancy, Jonny) 

 

H. Other Business 

o Sustainable Gaming Standard Newsletter Issue #2 will be released in late January 

o Eric suggested that Steve’s students take a look at the standard and review it with 

fresh eyes. Steve agreed that it might be interesting to have them review the next 

draft. 

 

H. Adjourn 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


