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An Interview with Kevin Mullally

General Counsel & Director of Government Affairs for Gaming Laboratories Intermnational, Inc. (GLI)
(The majority of this interview is continued online. Please go to www.publicgaming.com to see this interview in its entirety.)

Kevin Mullally is the General
Counsel and Director of Government
Affairs for Gaming Laboratories Inter-
national, Inc. (GLI). Formerly the ex-
ecutive director of the Missouri Gam-
ing Commission, Mr. Mullally helped
create Missouri’s reputation for strict
but fair regulation as well as develop-
ing a number of innovative practices
that are being used in regulatory ju-
risdictions around the world. Mullally
now serves as GLI's primary liaison to
elected officials at the state and federal level, regulatory agen-
cies, key organizations devoted to developing paming and casino
policy as well as senior level executives of paming equipment
manufacturing companies.

As the worldwide leader in testing and certification for the
eaming industry, GLI offers their services around the clock from
eight laboratories on four continents, working to advance the
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science of testing gaming, but also working to advance the sci-
ence of service. As technology transforms the gaming industry,
the role of GLI to help integrate the apendas of legislators, regu-
lators, gaming operators, and commercial suppliers, is more im-

portant than ever.

Paul Jason, Public Gaming: Your clients are primarily govern-
ments, gaming operators and regulators who depend on you to test the
equipment and systems to ensure that they meet a set of specifications,
correct! What other consultative services do you provide to them?

Kevin Mullally: GLI works for regulators to ensure regulatory
compliance. We are a full-service technical and regulatory re-
source for our government clients. The regulator is the client
while we look at manufacturers and operators as consumers of
our service. However, we are careful to always protect our inde-
pendence and keep firmly in mind that our mission is to inde-
pendently test paming hardware and software to evaluate com-
pliance with standards established by government regulators. In
addition, GLI views itself as an essential communication link be-
tween the manufacturer and the regulator. GLI's worldwide pres-
ence allows it to keep abreast of developments in gaming tech-
nology and communicate with our clients about regulatory issues
that may arise because of new technology. As such, we are able
to keep them ahead of the technology curve and allow them time
to consider and plan for the implementation of new technology.
Moreover, GLI has an extensive offering of training services to
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provide regulators with an economical way of learning about new
technology as well as other compliance related issues. GLI has
separate departments for training, quality assurance, technical
compliance, development (customer service), communications
(that organizes GLI roundtables and training events) legal and
gsovernment relations, as well as a highly specialized engineering
eroups having expertise in devices, systems, math, communica-
tion protocols, software programming and forensics. As a result,
our regulatory clients have access to highly trained and special-
ized professionals who are very knowledgeable about how regula-
tory issues are being addressed around the world. Finally, GLI
plays an important role in assisting its regulatory clients in deal-
ing with instances where technology goes awry. Our dedicated
forensic team can be dispatched instantly whenever a technology
glitch or customer complaint requires the regulators immediate
attention and investigation.

Public Gaming: To what extent do regulators invite your input on
the development of regulatory standards and restrictions?

K. Mullally: GLI's technical compliance department fields
dozens of calls daily from our regulatory clients around the world
who seek advice on the development, interpretation, and im-
plementation of a wide variety of technical standards. The GLI
standards series is the most well-known library of technical stan-
dards in the world and has been used as a template by hundreds
of regulatory jurisdictions. The standards now cover 14 subjects
ranging from hand held binpgo devices to lottery monitoring sys-
tems to server based gaming and wireless handheld devices. Cur-
rently GLI is in the process of updating the standards for Internet
gaming systems at the request of some of our international cli-
ents, particularly in Europe and in Canada.

Public Gaming: So GLI is highly focused on rendering assess-
ments and appraisals and evaluations in a concrete and scientific way.
But regulatory standards and restrictions sort of by definition seem to
overlap with less measurable and quantifiable public policy questions.
Are you ever asked to consult on questions or concerns that aren’t eas-
ily quantifiable and shoved into the scientific method!

K. Mullally: While it is ancillary to GLI's core mission of pro-
viding independent technical testing resources to regulators, it
is certainly part of the package of services that we offer to our
regulatory clients. Based on demand from our clients, we occa-
sionally provide some non-technical regulatory consulting on
issues relating to ensuring the integrity of gaming. It's not some-
thing that we specifically market or look at as part of GLI's core
business. However, since the GLI staff includes former regulators
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who have experience dealing with public policy issues, we are
able to assist regulators with these types of issues if they request
GLI's assistance.

Public Gaming: Could you give me an example of a situation
where a requlator has requested GLI's advice regarding non-technical
issues of public policy?

tive presence of a regulator? A key repulatory skill is the clear
conveyance of expectations and responsibilities to gaming opera-
tors and manufacturers with the goal of attaining high levels of
compliance. Because of my experience managing a gaming regu-
latory agency, | am able to appreciate and understand the various
complications our clients face in trying to deal with these issues.

We must keep in mind that every jurisdiction is different and

K. Mullally: Sure. Keep in mind that in all our dealings with they all have their own unique historical, political and cultural

our regulatory clients, we generally do not advocate a specific issues. The challenge is to take what we have learned from our

experience in jurisdictions throughout the world and communi-
cate it in way that allows the regulator to make good, informed

public policy. What we try to do is inform the client about strate-
gies that have been used in other jurisdictions and what the out-
come has been and let them ultimately make the policy decision.
We are very clear that we are a resource for the repulator and ulti-
mately the repulator sets the standards; the regulator determines

choices that are appropriate for their particular circumstances.
Regulators often turn to a variety of GLI personnel who have
experience not only as former regulators but who also have expe-

what devices are approved in their jurisdictions. The regulator .0 helping regulators solve important problems all over the

sets the public policy, not GLL GLI just serves as a technical  yld. In essence, we become a communications resource that

adds value to the GLI array of technical services.

Public Gaming: Well, let's take something like casino security and
persomal identification cards - whether and how to implement mea-
sures to secure the physical premises as opposed to the more typical
thing you do with respect to the technology of the machines and the
boxes themselves, do you ever get involved in areas like that?

expert, a lot like an outside legal counsel, for instance.

A specific example that I personally have been involved in
relates to the challenge that repulators have in performance
measurement. It is one of the more difficult areas for regulatory
policy because how do you measure the impact of the deterrent
effect! How do you measure how many violations were avoided
because of effective regulatory practice either through good com-
...continued on page 32

munication and education about what is required or the proac-
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That's why our engineering, our game design and
our R&D efforts have a single, focused and purposeful
mission: Jo value whats valuable to lotteries. And thats
higher sales, which means more commission for retailers "
and more profits for lottery beneficiaries.

Beth Vige, a Connecticut Lottery retailer since 1988,

is now seeing this focused, purposeful mission play

out in her store. The owner of Vige's Convenience Store,
in Naugatuck, loves her WAVE™ terminal and, in her

own words, says sales are higher since its deployment:

“My husband looks at numbers a lot and he
has looked at last year’s sales and our lottery

sales seem to be a lot higher than last years.”

Her players are happy. Her commissions are higher.
And so too is her contribution to the greater cause:
Connecticut Lottery beneficiary programs.
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K. Mullally: I think that’s a very pood example because it is
clearly an area where the regulator needs to make some policy
decisions. We can assist by advising them what technology is
available to achieve the objective they choose establish. We
have the technical expertise to help them sort out and clarify the
options and we can advise them what other regulators are using
to address similar policy issues. We can advise how a particular
technology can be tested to ensure that it meets their expecta-
tions and discuss the standards the regulator puts in place for the
implementation of that technology.

Public Gaming: I'm thinking that a question that might come up
would be the notion that players might be reluctant to have the veil of
anonymity pierced by having personal identification cards. How do
you deal with that kind of issue?

K. Mullally: What we generally do in those instances is try to
provide our regulatory clients with some understanding of what
other jurisdictions are doing, while focusing on letting the regu-
lators speak for themselves. So if that question were to arise, we
would say, okay, here’s how they dealt with that in Illinois. And
here's how they handle it in New Mexico which has a different
nuance to its law — that sort of thing. We will then provide
them names of contacts with those regulatory agencies. Our pref-
erence is to let the regulatory bodies speak for themselves as to
what the pros and cons of the implementation were. GLI's focus
is to provide information about specific technical issues; to ex-
plain the ramifications and potential regulatory issues relating to
the implementation of a specific technology.

Public Gaming: So GLI has a brain trust, has knowledge and
information that can be so helpful to many people, and vet it seems
to me that it's a challenge to free up that resource in ways that do not
compromise or interfere with your mission to stay focused on objective
measurable data and to avoid conflicts of interest and rendering opin-
ions on things where the scientific basis for them isn't as strong.

K. Mullally: We really look at it as a business decision to stay
true to our core mission, which is to be an independent technical
resource for regulators. We have grown because we have acquired
people with many, many years of good experience in regulatory
practice. As a consequence, the fact that we can add value to our
core mission on occasion by offering additional knowledge and
the advantage of our staff's experiences to our regulatory clients
is simply a value added benefit.

We also look to regulators to help set the agenda as to what
type of information they need from us. GLI's resources are so
vast; sometimes it is difhcult to grasp it all. That is why we ask
regulators to participate in setting the agenda for our annual Reg-
ulators Roundtables so that we are able to focus on issues that are
of interest to them.
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Public Gaming: Games of skill versus games of chance. The busi-
ness of testing equipment seems to be so objective, measurable and
concrete in process. Conversely, the business of determining what level
of skill qualifies something as being a skill game seems, well, to be
subjective, fuzzy, and not so concrete. For instance, I vead that GLI
advised the Arkansas Racing Commission that Keno could be consid-
ered a game involving skill, and therefore legal within the Arkansas
regulatory framework. And to some of us Keno would seem to have a
very small skill component and a much more predominant component
of chance. So how is that determination made? How do you draw the
line? What portion of play must involve skill for it to be considered a
skill game?

K. Mullally: Actually, we are very careful to point out that GLI
does not “approve” anything. We certify to standards established
by regulators. The Arkansas Keno game has a skill element and
our report describes the level of skill by analyzing the expected
return for the ultimately skilled player versus a totally unskilled
player and a player of average skill. Based on our report, the regu-
lator makes a determination as to whether the game meets the
minimum legal requirements. North Carolina also has approved
a version of Keno with a skill element as a game of skill.

I would tend to agree that there are a wide variety of legal
opinions based on statutes and court decisions in the various ju-
risdictions, but our role in that process is really very simple. GLI's
role is to examine the device and provide a detailed report as to
how the device functions. This may involve a discussion of the
features of the device that require decisions or actions by the
player. However, ultimately it is up to the regulator and their
legal advisors as to determine whether those player actions or in-
terventions involve the level of skill meeting their jurisdiction’s
legal threshold for skill. Quite simply, GLI's role is to examine
the machine and report on its functionality.

Public Gaming: So, Arkansas would ask you to determine if this
is a game of skill or a game of chance. And then you would reply that
we have to get a little more specific - we have to concretize this discus-
siom a little bit more. I stll have a hard time understanding how that
discussion would go!?

K. Mullally: GLI will examine the device and write a report
and explaining in detail how the game functions. What elements
require player input and what determines pame outcome! The
regulator then evaluates which of those elements they believe
to be skill and whether that is sufficient to render the game legal
in that particular jurisdiction. Again, our role is very clear and
very defined.

Continued online. The majonty of this interview is con-
tinued online. Please go to www.publicgaming.com to
see this interview in its entirety.
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