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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court affirmed a district court order upholding a Nevada Gaming Control Board
decision concerning the payout of two Kentucky Derby wagers. The court held that William Hill's
posted house rules limiting exacta and trifecta odds provided sufficient notice and controlled the
wagers' payout terms. The Board's decision was supported by evidence and was not arbitrary,
capricious, or contrary to law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Nevada Gaming Control Board's determination that William Hill adequately disclosed and
could apply its limited exacta and trifecta odds was supported by evidence.

2. Whether the Board's decision was arbitrary, capricious, or contrary to law because it applied posted
house rules and contract principles rather than awarding full track odds.

3. Whether Friedlander could challenge the gaming payout through a breach-of-contract theory rather than
through the exclusive administrative process governing gaming disputes.

HOLDINGS

1. The Board's finding that William Hill conspicuously displayed the limited-odds terms was supported by
evidence, including the posted notices, the house-rules printout, and the betting sheets.

2. When an establishment's house rules are conspicuously displayed so that patrons have notice of them,
those rules govern the payout terms of gaming wagers, regardless of whether the patron actually read or
knew the terms.

3. The Board's decision to enforce the posted limited-odds terms was not arbitrary, capricious, or contrary
to law.

4. A patron may not challenge a gaming payout through a breach-of-contract claim; the dispute must be
submitted to the Nevada Gaming Control Board under the exclusive statutory administrative process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In resolving disputes, the terms of a gaming wager are construed according to an establishment's house
rules, so long as patrons have sufficient notice of those rules.” (1)

“As a result of that conspicuous display, the Board determined that that term governed Friedlander's wager,
regardless of whether Friedlander actually knew about it.” (9)

“The Board's decision was supported by the evidence and was not arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise
contrary to law.” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Steve Friedlander, an experienced sports bettor, placed winning boxed exacta and trifecta wagers on the 2019
Kentucky Derby at Tamarack Junction Race & Sports Book, a nonpari-mutuel William Hill facility. William
Hill's house rules capped exacta odds at 150-to-1 and trifecta odds at 500-to-1, while the full track odds were
substantially higher. The facility displayed signs referring patrons to the house rules and payout-odds limits,



posted a printout identifying the specific caps near the betting counter, and listed the limits on Kentucky Derby
betting sheets. Friedlander claimed he did not see the notices and sought payment at full track odds.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Friedlander complained to the Nevada Gaming Control Board after William Hill paid his winning exacta and
trifecta wagers at capped odds rather than full track odds. A Board agent denied the request, and the Board
affirmed on reconsideration, finding that the sports book's signage and posted rules adequately disclosed the
limited odds. The Second Judicial District Court in Washoe County denied Friedlander's petition for judicial
review and affirmed the Board's decision. The Nevada Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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