
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

MEETING NOTES 
 

LEO-8000, Sustainable Gaming Standard 

For Slot Machines 

Standards Committee Meeting 

Monday, March 15th, 2010 Teleconference 

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

 
Facilitated by Leonardo Academy 

Madison, WI 

 

A. Committee Members Present: 

o Eric Hansel  

o Russell Chudd 

o Jonny BearCub Stiffarm 

o Ralph Babcock 

o Keith Nichols 

o Jeff Dean 

o Scot Hundley 

o Steve Durham 

o Nancy Mancilla-Georgescu  

 

B. Committee Members Absent: 

o Rey Montalvo 

o Patricia Tessier 

 

C. Others Present: 

o Craig Spooner - Observer 

o John Rodgers  

 

D. Next meeting: 

o Monday, April 26
th

  - 1 pm to 3 pm CST 

 

E. Proceedings: 

� Old business and developments since February 3
rd

  , 2010 meeting 

o Sustainable Gaming Standard Newsletter Issue #3 a draft will be sent to the committee 

for review by the end of April 

o John informed the group of an electronic poll that will be sent out to each committee 

member to evaluate the contents of glossary and to put into effect. Recommendations 

are welcome and the next series of amendments will be made in adequate time for 
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everyone to vote on them. Everyone will be allowed one week to complete and submit 

the ballots once they are released. 

 

� Committee comments and recommendations for draft standard 

o Continue discussions from Materials Sustainability, MS Credit 5: Use and 

Promotion of Recyclable Material and Enhanced Recyclability (Page 16 of Draft 

Standard Version 8) 

 

o Discussion: MS Credit 5: Use and Promotion of Recyclable Material and Enhanced 

Recyclability  

 

o Steve: There seems to be some overlap between MS Credit 5 and MS Credit 

1. Are we allotting credits for the same things? 

o Russell: These may not be the same after all. MS 1 discusses recyclable 

material already used in the machine while MS 5 is talking about future use 

and the recyclability of materials. MS Credit 1 refers to forest stewardship, 

and such, which can’t normally be recycled for future machines, so credits 

under MS 5 couldn’t be issued for the re-use of that material. 

o Eric: Could there be a situation where credit could be allocated for each? 

o Russell: From a supply stand point, if you’re buying recycled materials and 

then finding a way to reuse them, then credit should be applied at both 

ends. 

o Jonny: We should think about an example where certain parts of a machine 

could be reused after a machine is stripped down. 

o Jeff: We should try to distinguish between reuse of materials and 

recyclability since some parts may be reused as they are or converted into 

new products whether they are for the machines or not. 

o Eric: Maybe we should get more input on this from Patricia. 

o Steve: Maybe just adding the word “future” to MS Credit 5 could enhance 

the differentiation between the two. 

o Jeff: It is very important that we keep in mind that we all (committee 

members) may have an idea of the end-use, whereas many people using 

the standard may not, so we may want to refer to it as the “end of life” for 

the machine. We have to keep things as simple as possible for the reader. 

o Jonny: We should add examples throughout the entire document to limit 

possible confusion. 

o Eric: During the last call, Jonny and Russell discussed providing some 

examples to the document. Is everyone fine with adding an example to 

each comment as we move through the document? 

o Russell: Most documents of this type do not include examples, plus the 

interpretation of the section may be limited, so we should just try to be as 

clear and specific as possible. 
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o Jonny: That’s correct and that’s why companies often need to hire 

consultants who can assist in interpreting and deciphering appropriate 

application.  

o Steve: How do we get this standard to the industry once we conclude 

development? Will Leonardo Academy provide examples when companies 

contact them for more explanation afterwards? 

o John: I would lean more towards providing some examples as an addendum 

to the document to help people follow it since it is a voluntary standard. 

o Steve: An addendum would limit the clutter in the document, yet further 

address each section later in the document. 

o Motion – Jonny – To add clear examples for the appropriate credit as part 

of an Addendum or Annex 

o Seconded by Jeff 

o Abstained by Russell 

o Majority in favor.  

o Motion carried. 

o Action items: 

o John: Will discuss MS Credit 5 with Patricia and ask for specific 

examples. Point scheme will also be elaborated upon. 

o Jonny and Russell will take a look at the credits after we receive this 

additional information from her. 

 

o Discussion: MS Credit 6A: Waste  

 

o Eric: It seems that this and MS Credit 5 are closely related. 

o Jeff: It seems as if MS Credit 5 would entail more of the recycling, so 

shouldn’t we address this by better defining it in the glossary? 

o Steve: Regarding the point system, didn’t we say at one point that we 

would address it later once we have finalized the document? 

o Jeff: This is about reusing and/ or re-purposing machines without any 

change as opposed to recycling. 6A does cover refurbishing; removing from 

one venue and placing it in another. 

o Steve: Wouldn’t this constitute reuse? If we’re talking about re-use, I’m 

concerned that people might be just moving machine around the country 

to obtain more points, whereas it also increases the carbon footprint of the 

machine as a consequence. For clarification, item 1 says; “based on the 

existence of a take back or refurbishment program”. 

o Eric: What’s the difference between allowing tribal members to re-sell 

products whereas the casino might not be able to re-sell? 

o Jonny: The jurisdiction of these areas should be researched prior to getting 

into this discussion. 
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o Jeff: Will look up information as to how machines were deposited after life 

previously and get that to John. We do occasionally buy back machines, 

place machines in the field under certain license agreements that allows 

them to be refurbished and/ or recycled somehow. I think that there may 

be an issue with obtaining any points for this. 

o Jonny: Re. 1B, should it be eliminated since we are talking about following 

the life of the machine even though it hasn’t been sent back to the 

manufacturer? 

o Eric: We are trying to incentivize this for this manufacturer so that they do 

find alternative methods to doing so. 

o Jonny: Maybe we should change the word “the” to “a” in that sentence to 

allow the manufacturer to take back other machines other than their own. 

o Steve: I think there may be proprietary information associated with that 

and in the end; Company A wouldn’t take back a machine from company B. 

However manufacturers not already doing this may implement programs to 

take back old machines. 

o Eric: How do we allow third party people to get credit for machines taken 

back? 

o Jonny: This whole section applies to the manufacturer, so where does the 

third party come in? 

o Jeff: If we polled a few casinos on tribal lands and off, we could get a better 

feel for how to do this section once we have a better idea on how casinos 

are handling this. I would be glad to pull this information, at least from 

Oregon. Every tribe in Oregon has gaming compacts with the state, while 

Wyoming has it with the Federal Government on their management 

practices. 

o Jonny: I can send a questionnaire to NIGA to get their input. Maybe they 

can send a general questionnaire to their members to get an idea of how 

different tribes follow differing jurisdictions in their regions. 

o Jeff: Jonny and Jeff will coordinate with their tribal contacts, while some 

others tackle other casinos.  

o Eric: Please email questions you come up with to John so that the others 

can handle that. Eric will talk to MGM Mirage properties and some others. 

o Eric: regarding the points, as we work through the document should pay 

attention to the points or just wait entirely until the end to decide how to 

properly rank each credit? 

o John: I would suggest just disregarding the points until the end and just 

focusing on the content now. 

o Ralph: Page 18, item number 4 could use some more clarification. 

o Russell: Throughout this standard, reference is made to third party 

verification, so this comment relates to the need for oversight. I think that 

this might be better in MS Credit 6B and that it might be better to just 
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include a blanket statement regarding verification. It may be costly, but if 

we just have self-reporting, we may find a lot of dishonesty arising 

throughout the reporting process. 

o Craig: These costs will have to be absorbed by someone and should be the 

person who receives the points. A regulator could be asked about this, but I 

guess that would just have to be researched as well. 

o Eric: Should third party verification also be added as an addendum?  

o Russell: A list of persons able to offer third party verification should also be 

added.  

o Jonny: The downside is that those services do not exist as of yet. 

o Eric: Should we include some information regarding the qualifications of a 

service provider then? 

o Craig: Will it then be just self-declared or should there be some sort of 

proven confidence included? Currently, equipment verification depends on 

the jurisdiction regarding technical confidence and due diligence, while 

background checks are generally handled by an accreditation body. 

o Jonny: This is not a regulatory requirement and it is handled voluntarily, so 

this will be hard to apply. 

o Jeff: In this case, the third party verification could actually be the casino. 

The third party will not have any personal interest in manipulating the 

numbers, so the verifier may already be within the flow e.g. receipts from 

recycling company would be enough to ensure records check via some type 

of operator’s log. Will type up something on third party verification and 

send it to John. 

 

o Discussion: MS Credit 6B: Waste  

 

o Russell: CRT needs to be accounted for somehow and integrated into the 

process. The chart was developed by Russell and based on different 

categories that are currently separated at IGT. 

o Russell: Coefficient relates to most materials that are separated and 

recycled, particularly into pounds. One CRT would be accounted as one 

unit, which is then assigned the coefficient to help calculate pounds 

recycled. 

o EPROM abbreviation is a process chip plugged into the machine. They have 

to be processed correctly since they are silicone chips. IGT has to recycle all 

materials off site. Vendors either pay to take the waste or IGT has to pay for 

some of what is picked up. 

o Eric: Would there be a bigger risk in this or is this all inclusive? 

o Russell: Basically, this chart gives you a unit of measure and a value, which 

helps in better responding. This is currently all that we are tracking. 
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o Jonny: If anyone has any suggestions for what additional materials should 

be listed, please send those to John. 

o Comment RC 13: # 6  (page 20) 

o John: Russell may have covered everything already. 

o Russell: Basically I generalized that 30% of the weight of the 

machine would be forwarded to the 80
th

 percentile to give an idea 

of how to go about this. 

o Steve: In recycling rating table, I assume it should be 1-10 points in 

the first category? Should this be corrected? 

 

o Discussion: MS Credit 7: Durability  

 

o Eric: Machines rarely wear out in the field. They are generally 

removed due to lack of interest, so I don’t really know how these 

points could be calculated or rewarded to manufacturers. 

o Steve: Machines are constantly changed out in Las Vegas to try and 

stay on top of the market, whereas smaller casinos in other states 

tend to keep others around longer. Is there a way to track the 

overturn? 

o Jeff: From a manufacturers perspective it may be hard to track the 

gaming choices as they are changed out although the cabinets may 

stay the same. 

o Steve: Since we can’t measure it, we should probably eliminate this 

section. 

o Motion – Steve – To remove MS Credit 7: Durability 

o Seconded by Jeff 

o Majority in favor.  

o Motion carried. 

o Additional Comments:  

o Russell: Maybe the server-based systems can be looked out 

in the following Innovation and Communication Credit. 

o Eric: Where would you say the market is at right now for 

server-based gaming? 

o Russell: The new Aria in Vegas is a server-based casino. With 

server-based, the processors are able to push games and 

change down easier. Some manufacturers are using tracking 

systems with these to change out machines faster.  

 

At this time Eric informed the Committee that he had another meeting to attend to and the 

remainder of the call was to be chaired by Jonny 
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o Discussion: IC Credit 1: Communication  

 

o Steve: Maybe the credit on Innovation should be the first and 

Communication on the 2
nd

. Just a suggestion. 

o Jonny: How does the committee feel? This will be flipped 

o Russell: Who would be a 3
rd

 party verifier here? Obviously the 

person wanting the points should prepare the case study, but 

keeping the wording as it is, would allow things to be handled on a 

case by case basis. 

o John: Would it be applicable if the casino verified it? 

o Jonny: Is this to be more of a sustainability report developed in the 

Communication section? 

o John: Yes…this can be elaborated more in Annex A.  

o Steve: Thought that handling a case study and/ or publishing an 

article would be adequate. 

o Russell: Maybe a note to “see Annex A” on page 22 would be good 

to add. 

o Jonny: One of the things that will be exciting is that there is sort of 

an outline that everyone follows to address these critical issues and 

Annex A gives an example of the sort of things they should report 

on. 

o Steve: Are we leaving the door wide open to various formats to be 

used? 

o Nancy: Although various standard frameworks are often referred to 

in sustainability reporting, it is up to the entity itself to determine 

the format they want to use in telling their story. There are various 

formats, such as hard copies, web-based and video, but frameworks 

or outlines help to guide reporters in what exactly they should be 

reporting on. There are verification issues related to sustainability 

reporting as well, but since it is voluntary, it can only increase the 

validity of the report. Nancy will make modifications to Annex A, 

stating that template is for content and that the form is up to the 

company to create, while also elaborating a bit more on the 

importance of tracking and reporting progress. 

 

o Discussion: IC Credit 2: Innovation  

 

o No comments 
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o Discussion: IC Credit 3: Design  

 

o Steve: Should the criteria be eliminated here as well? 

o John: I think that Patricia’s intent was to address issues that might 

come up again down the line. 

o Russell: This allows flexibility in the standard for the future, 

especially for issues that we can’t currently foresee. 

o Jonny: Based on committee comments, it sounds that we want to 

keep this section as is. 

o Russell: It is hard to separate the difference on each of the 3 credits.  

o John: Will speak to Patricia to get more clarification on each of the 3 

credits. 

o Steve: Communication does seem separate, but Design and 

Innovation seem a bit entangled.  

o John: Patricia will be contacted to expand on this. 

o Action Item: It is generally perceived that IC Credit 3 overlaps with IC 

Credit 2: Innovation. Other perceptions are that IC: Credit 2 was 

hypothetical and based on intention (which gave way to the 

argument that a manufacturer may only give “lip service” to earn a 

point), while IC Credit 3 was based on actual process. Can Patricia 

expand – with examples? 

 

 

o Discussion: SS Credit 1: Social Sustainability: Workplace Environment 

 

o Jonny: Does anyone have any questions or comments on what 

Nancy provided for purpose of credit? 

o Steve: How do we verify a company’s overseas activities? 

o Russell: In general, manufacturing of different components is 

handled overseas.  

o Steve: How do we elaborate on the extent of reporting; scope and 

boundary?  

o Nancy: It really depends on how far the company wishes to extend 

their scope and boundary. If they only wish to report on their 

headquarters or domestic properties, then it will be hard to assess 

overseas vendors and suppliers. However, there may be companies 

who want to go that extra mile and ensure that their overseas 

partners are abiding by human rights standards, so we really have to 

think about this. 

o Steve: Maybe SS Credit 1 should be applied to all sites to encourage 

oversight of overseas operations of suppliers. 
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o Craig: Surveillance audits generally require monitoring of supplier 

processes, which is very common in certification schemes. This 

tends to avoid some of the political language, which could be 

controversial. Will send an example of what could be used regarding 

3
rd

 party verification to John to tack onto next draft. 

o Russell: Vendor audits are handled in IGT. However, something 

should be added to the extent that the entire value chain should be 

considered in this. 

o Jeff: This might lend to some scrutiny 

o Steve: Any manufacturer can pick and chose any amount of credits 

they want to pursue, so if they think this one might be easy to 

tackle. This can be handled at any level of the value chain, but 

should be considered and awarded appropriately for going that 

route. 

o Steve: Suggest handling this through the point system e.g. points 1-4 

for home manufacturing; Points 5-10 on subsidiaries, sub 

contractors, and other suppliers.  

o Action Item:  

o Steve will take a stab at the point scale. Modifications will be 

made in the standard and proposed to the group at the next 

meeting. 

 

o Discussion: SS Credit 2: Community Impact Assessment 

 

o Steve: The last line should be revised. 

o Jonny: We should all take a good look at this section and re-evaluate 

this.  

o John: We should get some more input from Patricia on this section 

in order to move on and expand upon this section. 

o Ralph: I think that we are being redundant on this section since 

plants have to consider all these things before going into operation 

to begin with. 

o Steve: As I look at this, all points appear to be related to 

documentation; qualitative analysis. However, would lip service 

account? What would qualify?  

o Ralph: Contributing to local economy could mean hiring locals.  

o Steve: This could be further clarified if we had a point scale. 

o Action Item:  

o Patricia to provide a case study or example to refer to? 
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F. Recap of proceedings and action items 

o Acceptance of Glossary of Terms:  

� Poll will be sent out to the committee members and should 

be completed within one week’s time 

o Create an addendum with examples for each Credit 

� MS Credit 5A & 5B:  

� Examples of how the points would be utilized from 

Patricia is needed 

� MS Credit 6A:  

� Jonny and Jeff will send questionnaires out to tribal 

gaming establishments, while Eric will contact 

MGM/Mirage and others to ask for input on how they 

handle old machines. Ralph will get information from Ho-

Chunk. Questions drafted by Jonny and Jeff will also be 

sent to Eric and John for reference. 

� Jeff will draft and submit something to John on 3
rd

 party 

verification to be considered for this section (page 18 

item #4) 

� MS Credit 6B: Waste 

� Suggestions for additional materials should be listed and 

sent to John 

o IC Credit 1: 

� Nancy will make modifications to Annex A, stating that 

template is for content and that the form is up to the 

company to create, while also elaborating a bit more on 

the importance of tracking and reporting progress. 

� SS Credit 1: 

� Craig will draft an example to John of what could be 

added for 3
rd

 party verification 

� Steve will take a stab at the point scale 

� SS Credit 2:  

� Need more clarification from Patricia, plus suggested 

point scale 

� The group should all give more attention to this section 

and think of necessary modifications 

o SS Credit 3: 

� More clarification from Patricia is needed 

 

G. Dates of future Committee and Task Force correspondence 

o Next Full Committee Meeting: April 26
th

  

 

H. Adjourn 


