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Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast

SUMMARY

Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC (CCA) has been retained by the State of Rhode Island Department of
Revenue (DOR) to update its previous studies of gaming in Rhode Island and New England.'

In this study, we update our 2023 gaming forecast which included authorized, but not yet operating,
iGaming in Rhode Island and sports betting in Massachusetts with actual results. In this 2025 update,
CCA provides new forecasts considering these developments as well as the possibility of iGaming and/or
iLottery in Massachusetts; the potential addition of table games at Plainridge Park Casino in Plainville,
Massachusetts;” a potential new casino in East Taunton, Massachusetts; and the estimated impacts on
Rhode Island gaming and state revenues if the state were to prohibit smoking at casinos.

Considering these meaningful changes that have occurred and are anticipated to occur within the southern
New England gaming market, CCA has revisited it analysis of two years ago and has developed gaming
revenue and Rhode Island revenue projections for the next nine years under the following six (6) potential
scenarios:

Baseline
1. Scenario A: a baseline forecast of Rhode Island gross gaming revenues and state shares for
FY 2026 — FY 2034 assuming no further changes in the regional gaming market from what
either existed as of July 1, 2025, or was definitively in process as of that date. This will
include:
a. The recently opened Wampanoag Tribe’s “Welcome Center” which currently
consists of 250 gaming machines.
b. iLottery in neighboring Massachusetts effective April 1, 2026
c. A smoking ban at Rhode Island casinos effective January 1, 2027

Online Competition

2. Scenario B: consisting of projections of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the State of
Rhode Island’s share of that revenue as above (Scenario A) except assuming the introduction
of iGaming in Massachusetts. For the purposes of this forecast we assume that iGaming in
Massachusetts begins in fiscal year 2028.

Land Based Competition

3. Scenario C: consisting of projections of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the State of
Rhode Island’s share of that revenue forecast as in Scenario B above, but also assuming that
table games will be allowed at Plainridge Park Casino. For the purposes of this forecast we
assume that table gaming at Plainridge Park Casino in Massachusetts begins operations in
fiscal year 2028.

! Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC, for the Rhode Island Department of Revenue “Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue
Forecast,” November 1, 2023, December 3, 2021, March 12, 2019, October 31, 2017, 2015, and 2014.

2 Under current Massachusetts law, the Plainridge Park Casino is limited to operating slot machines, video poker and electronic table
games. The maximum number of these terminals allowed at Plainridge is 1,250.
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4. Scenario D: consisting of projections of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the State of
Rhode Island’s share of that revenue forecast as in Scenario C above, but also assuming the
completion of the Mashpee Wampanoags First Light Casino, a full-scale tribal casino in East
Taunton, Massachusetts with 1,500-2,000 slot machines, 75-100 house banked table games,
and approximately 25 poker tables. For the purposes of this forecast we assume that the
Taunton casino begins operations in fiscal year 2029.

To develop projections for the gaming revenue of terrestrial casinos and one racino in southern New
England, CCA employed models previously utilized in its other studies in other markets. These models
were modified to encompass the unique market conditions of southern New England and its surrounding
regions. This approach allows CCA to benchmark existing gaming facilities and utilize that information
to assess the market potential for new gaming facilities. Additionally, to develop projections for online
sports betting and iGaming, CCA drew upon recent actual results combined with the historical experience
of other jurisdictions as measured by per adult spending and the observed growth in gross gaming
revenues. This analysis was then applied to Rhode Island and other New England states.

In preparing this report, CCA compiled pertinent historical data relating to casinos and video lottery
terminal (VLT) facilities in New England, including the Twin River Casino Hotel and the Tiverton
Casino Hotel markets, casino gaming in Connecticut and in adjoining states, and constructed models of
similar markets in other jurisdictions. Our analysis of this historical experience and the output of our
models form the basis for the following independent analysis and conclusions. CCA believes that this
empirically based method of analysis is vastly superior to theoretical methods, but it can have limitations.
The pandemic and stimulus affected years of 2020 to 2022 were not exactly “normal” as gaming revenues
were significantly curtailed during the first part of the crisis and artificially augmented during the latter
half. Furthermore, during this period new forms of gaming such as sports betting were introduced in
Rhode Island and other jurisdictions. Taken together these factors can make it difficult to separate the
signal from the noise in analyzing empirical data from this time. CCA has made every attempt to adjust
our analysis with an eye toward these wider economic trends.
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Casino Gaming

Given the paramount significance of location in terrestrial gaming this section provides an overview of
the gaming facilities that constitute the extant land-based southern New England casino gaming market.
There have been two significant changes in the market since our last report was published: on January 26,
2025, the Mashpee Wampanoags opened the 2,000 square foot First Light Welcome Center at 1
O’Connell Way in East Taunton; on July 1, 2023, a new law significantly expanded charitable casino
gaming in New Hampshire. Senate Bill 120 allows people to spend up to $50 per individual wager in a
game of chance, such as poker, blackjack, and roulette — up from the previous cap of $10. The law also
dramatically increased the amount that each player can spend in total on games of chance, from $150 per
game to $2,500 per game. New Hampshire charitable casinos are too far afield to measurably impact
Rhode Island, but they have impacted Encore Boston Harbor.

Exhibit 1.1 presents a map of this regional market. The locations of the six currently operating gaming
facilities (Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun in southeastern Connecticut, MGM Springfield in western
Massachusetts, Twin River Casino Hotel in northern Rhode Island, Tiverton Casino Hotel in southeastern
Rhode Island, Encore Boston Harbor in northeastern Massachusetts, and Plainridge Park Casino in
southern Massachusetts) as well as the previously proposed location of the Mashpee Wampanoag Region
C casino in East Taunton, MA are indicated with pins on this map.
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Exhibit 1.1: Map of the Regional Gaming Market
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Source: Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC

Exhibit 1.2 presents a historical performance summary of all the above-described gaming facilities (retail
slot machines, VLTs, table games and sports wagering) in southern New England over the past ten
calendar years. CCA has converted all values to calendar rather than fiscal years because we can only get
Connecticut table revenues by calendar year.’ Data on retail sports betting at Mohegan Sun and Foxwoods
are not reported to Connecticut’s Division of Special Revenue. In this exhibit the Connecticut casinos,

3 Except for Foxwood’s whose fiscal year ends on September 30.
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Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun, are indicated by blue bars (slots and tables), Twin River Casino Hotel,
Newport Grand and the Tiverton Casino Hotel with orange bars, and Massachusetts gaming facilities
MGM Springfield, Plainridge Park Casino, and Encore Boston Harbor with red and pink bars. As shown
in Exhibit 1.2 none of the casinos in this region were spared from the pandemic and gaming revenue at all
seven regional casinos decreased by almost $1 billion, or 33.5%, in CY 2020. Revenues recovered
somewhat in 2021, rising 43.6% over 2020, but remained about 4.5% below 2019 levels. In 2022 the
regional market completed its recovery from the pandemic, increasing 8.4% over 2021 to just over $3
billion (3.5% over pre-pandemic levels). Despite the expansion of sports betting in Massachusetts the
overall market was essentially flat in 2023 and 2024.

Exhibit 1.2: Southern New England Land-Based Gaming Revenues by Calendar Year 2015-2024
($s million)
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
CT Lottery Retail Sports $1.4 $9.5 $10.9 $9.8
Encore Sports $4.9 $3.6
Encore Tables $173.9 $155.2 $280.8 $332.5 $337.9 $328.5
Encore Slots $140.0 $176.6 $353.6 $397.2 $416.9 $419.6
MGM Sports $1.1 -$1.2
® MGM Tables $33.7 $70.9 $31.1 $49.1 $53.6 $56.7 $54.0
B MGM Slots $67.7 $181.7 $106.9 $197.9 $205.5 $217.3 $218.1
Plainridge Sports $3.1 $2.6
m Plainridge Park Slot $88.2 $155.0 $164.8 $171.6 $151.9 $82.3 $139.3 $143.1 $155.6 $168.5
u Tiverton Sports $0.1 $3.4 $4.1 $6.3 $7.3 $3.4 $1.9
Tiverton Tables $7.7 $25.7 $12.0 $23.5 $25.9 $25.6 $24.3
m Newport Grand/Tiverton VLT $44.5 $46.0 $46.2 $101.4 $101.8 $58.2 $104.8 $118.7 $126.2 $126.5
& Twin River Sports $0.9 $11.7 $9.8 $12.3 $13.2 $6.2 $3.4
Twin River Table $114.4 $135.0 $143.9 $143.2 $120.0 $41.7 $86.7 $106.5 $110.3 $105.4
Twin River VLT $456.8 $438.1 $434.8 $473.5 $402.4 $191.1 $334.8 $398.3 $405.3 $390.5
® Foxwoods Table $234.4 $245.1 $235.7 $207.4 $201.4 $142.0 $132.7 $153.9 $146.3 $143.2
= Foxwoods Slot GGR $464.6 $462.6 $460.5 $471.6 $434.4 $308.2 $358.4 $350.1 $357.9 $356.9
Mohegan Sun Table $297.2 $317.8 $332.8 $322.6 $342.5 $232.7 $190.9 $198.7 $176.1 $223.2
= Mohegan Sun Slot $582.5 $592.1 $610.0 $591.3 $549.9 $383.9 $507.6 $492.9 $487.4 $491.8

Source: Rhode Island Lottery, Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Connecticut Division of Special Revenue, Mohegan Tribal
Gaming Authority Quarterly Reports, Electronic Municipal Market Access, Christiansen Capital Advisors estimates.

THE LAND BASED SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND CASINO GAMING MARKET—POTENTIAL NEW
COMPETITORS

The Massachusetts Expanded Gaming Act* allowed a Class III tribal casino owned by the Mashpee
Wampanoag tribe in Region C° provided that the United States Secretary of the Interior took land into

4 Chapter 194 of the Acts of 2011: “An Act Establishing Expanded Gaming in the Commonwealth.”
3 Region C includes Bristol, Plymouth, Nantucket, Dukes and Barnstable counties in southeastern Massachusetts and Cape Cod.



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 5

trust for the Tribe for the purposes of constructing a casino. The legislation also left open the possibility
of a commercial casino in that region should the Tribe fail to succeed in acquiring trust lands.®

In 2015 the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) under President Barack Obama took 151 acres in
Taunton and 170 acres in Mashpee into trust for the Mashpee Wampanoag tribe. A group of East Taunton
residents, financed by Rush Street Gaming (a gaming company that wanted to build a commercial Region
C casino in Brockton, Massachusetts) filed suit. In 2016, U.S. District Court Judge William G. Young
ruled that the DOI erred by taking the land into trust, because the Tribe was not formally under federal
jurisdiction in 1934 when the Indian Reorganization Act was enacted.” The judge remanded the case
back to the DOI. In June of 2017, prior to the release of a new finding by the DOI, the Mashpee
Wampanoag tribe announced that, “In consultation with the U.S. Department of Interior, the Tribe has
suspended its request for review under Category 1 of the Indian Reorganization Act.”®

Nevertheless, in September of 2018, the DOI (now under the Trump administration) agreed with Judge
Young’s conclusion that the Mashpee Wampanoag did not meet the definition of “Indian.” “Because the
Tribe was not ‘under federal jurisdiction’ in 1934, the Tribe does not qualify under the [Indian
Reorganization Act’s] first definition of ‘Indian,”” Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs Tara Sweeney
wrote in a letter to the Tribe.” The Tribe then filed a lawsuit against the administration, saying its
decision was "arbitrary, capricious and contrary to law, and if left unaddressed, will have a devastating
impact on the tribe."'” In a June 2020 ruling, U.S. District Judge Paul Friedman ruled that the DOI applied
an improper standard in evaluating the Mashpee Wampanoag’s tribal status and remanded the case back
to the DOI. Judge Friedman ordered the DOI to reverse its 2018 decision and put the tribal land back into
federal trust. The DOI reversed its decision but also filed an appeal to Judge Friedman’s ruling. After Joe
Biden’s election in November 2020, the DOI policy reversed yet again and, in February 2021, the DOI
withdrew its appeal. A new legal challenge was filed in February of 2022, but on February 10, 2023, a
U.S. District Court judge ruled in favor of the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, determining the DOI was
right to move the land for the casino into the tribe’s reservation trust.

As CCA has noted in previous reports, we believed it unlikely that the Region C gambling license created
by the Expanded Gaming Act would remain dormant forever, and the Tribe has previously vowed to
“investigate all options” and “examine all avenues available under the law.”"!

On January 26, 2025, the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe took a meaningful step in that direction. The Tribe
opened the First Light Casino Welcome Center in East Taunton, Massachusetts, which serves as a cultural
introduction and a preview of their long-planned First Light Resort & Casino project.

¢ Massachusetts Session Law, Act 2011. Chapter 194. Section 91(e).

7 The basis for this decision was Carcieri v. Salazar, 555 U.S. 379 (2009), in which the Supreme Court of the United States held that
the federal government could not take land into trust that was acquired by the Narragansett Tribe in the late 20th century, as it was
not federally recognized until 1983. The Court ruled that the phrase "now under Federal jurisdiction" in the Indian Reorganization
Act of 1934 referred only to those tribes that were federally recognized when the act was passed. It ruled that the federal government
could not take land into trust for the Narragansett or other tribes that were federally recognized and acquired land after 1934. Some
Massachusetts lawmakers have introduced a Carcieri fix in Congress and have co-authored legislation to federally recognize the
Mashpee Wampanoags and return the land to trust status (https://www.congress.gov/115/bills/hr5244/BILLS-115hr5244ih.pdf).

8 Although, as a few others have noted, the State of Massachusetts could award a commercial (non-tribal) gambling license to the
Wampanoag tribe thereby circumventing the need for the casino site to be taken into trust under the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
(IGRA), but this would likely require reopening of the competitive bidding process for Region C.
https://www.indianz.com/News/2018/09/10/mashpec090718.pdf

10 by Shafik Mandhai, “Native American Mashpee tribe turns to Congress in land dispute” Aljazeera,14 Nov 2018.
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2018/1 1/native-american-mashpee-tribe-turns-congress-land-dispute-181114184734541.html

9

' http://www.tauntongazette.com/news/20170627/mashpee-wampanoag-land-in-trust-taunton-casino-deal-hits-another-snag
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The Welcome Center initially featured a small selection of electronic bingo-based gaming machines but
has since undergone rapid expansion:

e In March 2025, following an agreement with the City of Taunton, the number of gaming
machines was increased.

e In July 2025, the Tribe obtained an alcohol license, expanded operating hours to 10 a.m. to 2 a.m.
daily starting July 28, and a new agreement with the city allowed for the further expansion to its
current number of 250 slot machines.

While construction on the full-scale First Light Resort & Casino, first proposed in 2016, is still pending
financing and further approvals, the Welcome Center will likely serve as a key initial step toward the
completion of the First Light Casino.

The First Light Casino

The First Light Casino project as previously proposed would be a $500 million destination gaming resort
facility in East Taunton, Massachusetts, which is located approximately 35 miles south of Boston and 20
miles east of Providence (Exhibit 1.1). These publicly released plans included a 150,000 square foot
gaming facility with 3,000 slot machines, 150 house banked table games, and 40 poker tables. '

The Tribe’s planned program for the East Taunton casino was released before the Newport Grand Casino
was closed and the Tiverton Casino Hotel opened.'> CCA believes that the presence of competition in
Tiverton, RI will significantly curtail the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe’s proposed investment in an East
Taunton casino, reducing it by as much as half from their original plans. Thus, CCA assumes that the
potential East Taunton project will be reduced to a $250-$300 million gaming facility with 1,500-2,000
slot machines, 75-100 house banked table games, and approximately 25 poker tables."*

THE REVENUE IMPACTS OF AN EAST TAUNTON CASINO AND/OR TABLES AT PLAINRIDGE

In assessing the impacts of a new casino in East Taunton on Rhode Island gaming facilities, CCA relied
primarily upon a gravity model analysis utilizing the methodologies and methods described below, and
the most recent available data on gaming revenues. In addition, CCA incorporated the observed historical
impacts of Plainridge Park, MGM Springfield and Encore Boston Harbor on Rhode Island venues.

REVENUE FORECASTING METHODOLOGY: LAND BASED CASINO GAMING

To develop these projections, CCA utilized the same basic modeling technique it has used in similar
studies over the past 40 years. The modeling technique is modified to account for specific southern New
England and surrounding area market conditions and then used to develop projections for the market
potential of, and impacts on, existing Rhode Island licensees from expanded gaming operations in
southern New England.

12 http://www.mashpeewampanoagtribe.com/content/pages/77/MWT-Presentation.pdf

13 The gaming license under which the Newport Grand casino operated was transferred to the Tiverton Casino Hotel upon the latter’s
opening in September 2018.

14 The Tiverton Casino Hotel currently operates 1,000 video lottery terminals, 32 house banked table games and zero poker tables.
https://casinos.ballys.com/tiverton/table-games.htm
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The core of the model, which is used in many location-based analyses of this type, is often referred to as a
"gravity model," because it is based on Newton's Law of Gravitation (for which the distance factor would
be -2.0: if you double the distance, the attraction declines by a factor of four). This model has been
consistently refined and improved by CCA over the years as it relates to gaming facilities. CCA’s
technique focuses on the demographics of areas surrounding each gaming facility, in particular the
number of adults residing at various distances (measured in drive time), and the observed ratio of actual
spending of other similar adult populations in other gaming markets.

In other words, our model assesses, and projects, gaming revenues based upon the distribution and
characteristics of the adult populations surrounding each facility. The model includes parameters for
distance, competition, per capita income, urban/rural population mix, and the nonresident "visitor"
population. These factors, or variables, are then weighted using real world data and experience to generate
the resulting projections. In conducting these analyses, CCA drills down to a precise level of detail. CCA
models markets in the United States down to adult population by ZIP Code."> Carrying the analysis down
to the ZIP Code level is particularly important in markets that have several gaming facilities in close
proximity.

Another vital component of CCA’s modeling procedure is a verifiable adult spending base for slot
machines and table games. We apply the experience of existing casino, racino and sport betting facilities
in the existing market(s) and in comparable markets to estimate the consumer demand for a proposed
gaming facility and its potential impacts upon other forms of gaming. In this case, we have applied the
experience of existing casinos and video lottery terminal (VLT) facilities in southern New England and in
other comparable markets to estimate the consumer demand for southern New England casinos and their
impacts upon Rhode Island. To this end, we analyzed the performance of gaming machines and table
games at casinos and racetrack gaming facilities in a wide variety of markets, including Connecticut,
Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia.

Our projections of casino demand and potential revenues are based on a particularly important
observation: other things being equal, patrons of regional gaming facilities, as distinct from patrons of
destination gaming resorts serving long-distance travelers, overwhelmingly tend to engage in gaming
activity at the facility that is most conveniently located for them. Because the public tends to engage in
gaming activity at the facility that is most conveniently located, patronage (and associated spending) at
casino gaming facilities falls off with increased drive time. For very large destination gaming resorts, like
Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun in Connecticut and Encore Boston Harbor in Massachusetts, we utilize a
"drive time coefficient”'® of about -0.45, compared to values of about -0.7 for racino or VLT only
facilities. These coefficients are derived from observed experience and player tracking from many
disparate casino markets. In other words, casino patronage rises with increased proximity to a gaming
facility, but at differing rates for different types of gaming properties.'’

Because regional gaming facilities with slot machines and table games are in essence commodities, drive
time is by far the predominant determinant of casino patronage. The drive time impact is manifold
because it not only determines the overall level of per capita expenditures in the marketplace; it weighs
heavily in consumer choice among competing suppliers. In general, the evidence from other markets

15 In Canada, CCA uses the Canada Post forward sortation area (FSA).

16 The "distance factors" estimated for these models are, technically, the "elasticities" of spending with respect to distance. Based
upon survey data from several jurisdictions, rates of casino visitation appear to decline in proportion to about the 0.5 to 0.7 power of
the distance to the casino, yielding distance factors of about 0.5 to 0.7. This is a relatively "long-distance" attraction; if distance
doubles, for example, spending (other things being equal) declines by only about 30 percent.

17" Specifically, the drive time coefficient obtained from the analysis of comparable markets is -0.45 for very large-scale destination
gaming resorts, -0.5 for large regional gaming facilities with hotels and other amenities, -0.6 for small regional gaming facilities
without a hotel, and -0.7 for single product facilities, such as a slot machine only gaming operation.
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overwhelmingly indicates that consumer expenditures on regional casino games will flow to the closest
supplier to any given market.'"® Effective player databases, clever promotions, amenities such as signature
restaurants, concert venues and so forth can play a key role in the relative attractiveness of competing
gaming properties, particularly if they are in close proximity, but at round trip travel times measured in an
hour or more the tyranny of distance generally prevails. That said, casino patrons sometimes do visit
more distant facilities, particularly if there is a critical mass of casinos or amenities that they cannot get at
the gaming facility nearest to them and they will spend more per visit at those gaming facilities, but the
local (nearby) supplier will usually get the lion’s share of that patron’s annual gaming budget.

To recap, the models used for the projections in this report adjust the populations surrounding each
gaming facility (or proposed gaming facility) for drive time, per capita income,'® the proportion of urban
to rural residents in the population (urbanites typically spend more on gaming), the nonresident "visitor"
population, and competition. From these data, we calculate an adjusted adult population around each
gaming facility, or group of gaming facilities. This measure weights the adults who live closest to a
gaming facility (and not closer to a competing gaming facility) at higher values than those who live at
greater drive times. Total actual or estimated revenues (or consumer spending) in each market is divided
by these adjusted population figures to arrive at a drive time adjusted spending base.?

Estimated Timing of Potential New Developments

Upon consultation with the Department of Revenue, Division of Lottery, CCA assumed that table gaming
at Plainridge Park Casino in Massachusetts begins operations in fiscal year 2028 and the Mashpee
Wampanoag casino located in Taunton would open and be fully operational in July 2028 (FY 2029).

18 Integrated gaming resorts or IRs such as those in Las Vegas, Singapore, Macau, and proposed for Japan are an exception. These
markets are unique both in terms of intensity of capital investment and of the many additional attractions that enable them to attract a
truly global customer base.

19 We assume that for counties with per capita money incomes below regional averages, destination gaming resort spending declines
with income with an elasticity of 0.5.

20 As noted above, these populations are adjusted for several other factors as well; however, the most significant variable, in terms
of gaming spending, is drive time. Hence, we refer to these populations as “drive time” adjusted.
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Sports Wagering

Sports wagering, once restricted to only four states (and only one, Nevada, was allowed full sports
wagering), is expanding rapidly in America. At the time of this writing, there are now 39 states (38
operating) and Puerto Rico and Washington D.C. that have legalized some form of betting on sports,
including all five New England states.?'

Sports Wagering Background

On May 14, 2018, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled in favor of the State of New Jersey in
Murphy v. NCAA. At issue in the case was the constitutionality of the Professional and Amateur Sports
Protection Act (“PASPA”), a federal law seeking to halt the expansion of sports wagering in the United
States passed by Congress in 1992.

PASPA specifically held that it was unlawful for a State or its subdivisions “to sponsor, operate,
advertise, promote, license, or authorize by law or compact . . . a lottery, sweepstakes, or other betting,
gambling, or wagering scheme based. . . on competitive sporting events™*?, and for “a person to sponsor,
operate, advertise, or promote” those same gambling schemes if done “pursuant to the law or compact of
a governmental entity.”” PASPA did not make sports wagering a federal crime. Instead, it allowed the
Attorney General, as well as professional and amateur sports organizations, to bring civil actions to enjoin
violations.?* The law included “grandfather” provisions which allowed existing forms of sports wagering
prior to the passage of PASPA to continue in four States: Nevada, Delaware, Montana, and Oregon. It
also would have permitted New Jersey to set up sports wagering in Atlantic City within a year of
PASPA’s enactment. >* The one-year deadline came and went without New Jersey establishing sports
wagering.

More than twenty years later, New Jersey voters approved an amendment to the State Constitution giving
the legislature the authority to legalize sports wagering in Atlantic City and at horseracing tracks. The
New Jersey legislature quickly exercised that authority, and almost immediately the NCAA and three
major professional sports leagues brought an action in federal court against New Jersey’s Governor and
other state officials on the grounds that it had violated PASPA.

The New Jersey legislature enacted a law in 2014 that partially repealed its own sports wagering ban.*®
Over the next three years, New Jersey lost in both federal district court and the U.S. Third Circuit Court
of Appeals. New Jersey then appealed the case to the U.S. Supreme Court.

The U.S. Supreme Court agreed to hear New Jersey’s appeal (granted certiorari) in the summer of 2017.
Oral arguments in the case took place in December of that year. The majority opinion issued in May 2018
was written by Justice Samuel Alito, and, in sum, held that PASPA was unconstitutional .’

21 “Legislative Tracker: Sports Betting” Legal Sports Report. https:/www.legalsportsreport.com/sportsbetting-bill-tracker/

228 U. S. C. §3702(1)

2328 U.S. C. §3702(2)

2428 U.S. C. §3702(3)

2 §3704(a)(1)-(3)

26 The 2014 law was narrowly tailored as a “partial repeal” after the first attempt, a similar law passed in 2012, was contested by the
NCAA and the leagues in Federal Court but failed to be granted certiorari by the United States Supreme Court.

27 Key components of the ruling include: that when a State completely or partially repeals old laws banning sports gambling
schemes, it for practical purposes “authorize[s]” those schemes under PASPA; PASPA’s provision prohibiting state authorization of
sports gambling schemes violates the anticommandeering rule; PASPA’s provision prohibiting “licens[ing]” of sports gambling
schemes also violates the anticommandeering rule. It issues a direct order to the state legislature and suffers from the same defect as
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Exhibit 1.3 presents total sports wagering in the United States from July 2018 through June 2025.

Exhibit 1.3: United States Sports Wagering Handle and Revenue FY2018-FY 2025 ($s million)*® ‘
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Source: Legal Sports Report

Sports Wagering in Rhode Island

In anticipation of the U.S. Supreme Court ruling, Rhode Island began taking affirmative steps to authorize
and enact sports wagering in early 2018. On January 18, 2018, a bill was introduced in the Rhode Island
Senate (S-2045) that would allow the Rhode Island Lottery to operate sports wagering at the two state
operated casinos. Governor Gina Raimondo’s FY 2019 Recommended Budget included different
statutory language from S-2045 but also implemented sports wagering at Twin River Casino Hotel and
Tiverton Casino Hotel, and S-2045 was subsequently replaced with S-2045 Substitute A which mirrored
the Governor’s proposed statutory changes to implement sports wagering. The Governor’s FY 2019
proposed budget projected $23.5 million in revenue to the state from onsite sports wagering at the two
facilities.” These estimated revenues were later included in the FY 2019 Enacted Budget passed by the
House of Representatives and the Senate when the statutory language proposed by the Governor to
implement sports wagering was modified slightly and passed into law contingent on the overturning of
PASPA by the U.S. Supreme Court.

On May 15, 2018 (one day after the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling in Murphy v. NCAA) Rhode Island
lawmakers held the first post-PASPA hearing in the United States. The legislature passed the FY 2019
Enacted Budget including the slightly modified sports wagering provisions proposed by the Governor in
mid-June and Governor Raimondo signed it into law on June 22, 2018. As noted above, sports wagering
commenced at Twin River Casino Hotel on November 26, 2018, and at Tiverton Casino Hotel on
December 3, 2018. Statewide remote sports wagering became available in Rhode Island on September 4,
2019.

Exhibit 1.4 presents sports betting handle (or total wagers) in Rhode Island from inception through fiscal
year 2025. Total sports betting handle grew from $127.6 million in FY2019 to $517.3 million in FY2022,
but with the expansion of sports betting in Connecticut and Rhode Island total wagering has declined into

the prohibition of state authorization. Thus, this Court need not decide whether New Jersey’s 2014 law violates PASPA’s anti-
licensing provision.”

28 Excludes tribal sports betting in Florida, New Mexico, North Dakota, Washington, and Wisconsin.

29 The estimated revenue to the state from sports wagering for FY 2019 was subsequently reduced to $11.5 million at the November
2018 Revenue Estimating Conference. Thus, the amount of revenue included in the FY 2019 budget from onsite sports wagering was
one-half of the original estimate.
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FY2025, particularly retail betting at Twin River and Tiverton which has only been marginally offset by
continued growth in remote wagering.

Exhibit 1.4: Rhode Island Sports Wagering Retail and Remote, FY2019 to FY2025 ($s million)
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B Twin River Retail ~ ® Tiverton Retail Online

Source: Rhode Island Lottery

Exhibits 1.5 through 1.7 examine Rhode Island retail and online sports wagering in greater detail. These
exhibits calculate the percentage change in quarterly handle from the same quarter in the previous year.
As depicted below, growth in retail sports betting handle at Twin River began to decline with the launch
of sports betting in Connecticut, reaching a nadir of -32.3% in the 1% quarter of FY2023. These declines
were beginning to moderate until Massachusetts launched sports betting as well in the 3" quarter of
FY2023.
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Exhibit 1.5 Twin River Quarterly Retail Handle Y/Y change FY2022 Through FY2025
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Tiverton, on the other side of the state, was less impacted by sports betting in Connecticut, but has been
meaningfully impacted by sports betting in Massachusetts and is only recently beginning to show signs of

arceccovery.



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast

PAGE 13

Exhibit 1.6 Tiverton Quarterly Retail Handle Y/Y change FY2022 Through FY2025
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In sum, the observed experience of the impact of sports betting in nearby Connecticut and Massachusetts
on Rhode Island sports betting has been a meaningful decline in retail sports wagering at Twin River and
Tiverton, and slight impacts upon remote sports wagering (a declination from the blistering growth

observed in the years prior).
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Exhibit 1.7 Quarterly Remote Handle Y/Y change FY2022 Through FY2025

90.0%
83.8%
80.0%

70.0%

60.0% 58.1%

CT Sports
52.0% Betting Begins
50.0% 10/21
40.0% 37.9% 38.0%
32.3%
MA Sports
30.0% Betting Begins 28.3%
1/23
20.0% 19.0%
14.3%
10.0%
6.6% 6.7%
5.6% 4.5%
ol | e
0.0% -

1022 2Q22 3Q22 4Q22 1Q23 2Q23 3Q23 li 1Q24 2Q24 3Q24 4Q24 1Q25 2Q25 3Q25 4Q25

-1.7%
-10.0% -6.3%

-20.0%

Source: Rhode Island Lottery




Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast

ops . . .
Exhibit 1.8 Map of Retail Sports Locations in Southern New England
Ty T AR T g U5
4 Swa'e . v 1 o
cy F o
- e L 4
i Y e
) Yoy
- M _“\ n i
7] PN u [ 2t ) s - -
. " o Wou et A
™ 4 by R peca, e
IS -
. »" = R ~
e e I AR . W D e ¥ -4 e i J
S WGM Springfeld o Tl e
et ‘).un » A3 2 1 mh - by ’ e 1]
LE. W, . 7 L e R v oy {
-t £ o
. :
AAAAAA Plainridgs :
ey P e k! S ‘:;. =3 R TTa. e
@or'  yinners Bradiey = Aol i i
1] i ek ~ L ~
Wy - L -
(W - ~,
Ve WIIRITRIE Mahclwstef 0 S, s dames g
e - L frai
anindes T (T W [
Nesrara L o %, e s
Wiihara Hartéed | o 2 b
b i s ST il R o w
3riain Raceview R = e A% A T . “Tiyerton
e e P) . ' Larts's - B verto
e e a Ane e K Sous ey
- v . .
Woess { Jcmrmmmpn et s Far | ) il
@ = 3
B o o / G {
el i/ N _ ooy
e 3
rt v Foxwoods [ Rseeey
ohaadh-Sun
e ] N 4 S Jaohap "J[“: .__.::‘ w o apova =
\ , 1N
b fr Adds A Winners New London e i_:: ; e
e i e P o eGP » S L Qi
Sparts Haven b ¥ Lidh - i 9 C

a0 A T T r A — e — 0 H -

Sources: Connecticut Lottery, Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Rhode Island Lottery

Sports Wagering in Connecticut

In 2017, Connecticut lawmakers passed a gaming bill that authorized a tribally owned casino in East
Windsor, expanded the number of Off Track Betting (OTB) sites, and instructed the State's consumer
protection department to begin establishing a regulatory structure for sports wagering in the event of
PASPA being overturned.*® The Connecticut legislature adjourned on May 9, 2018 five days before the
Supreme Court’s ruling in Murphy v NCAA. Connecticut’s existing law in theory became active with the
Supreme Court’s ruling, but regulators asked for more direction from the legislature including details
such as who should be allowed to offer sports wagering in the State.

On May 27, 2021, Governor Ned Lamont signed HB6451 into law. HB6451 allows for sports betting in
Connecticut as well as full-scale iGaming.>' The law allows for three licensees; the two federally
recognized Native American tribes and the Connecticut Lottery. The Lottery is allowed to operate 15
retail sportsbooks. Two of them must be in Bridgeport and Hartford. The Lottery can outsource some of
these operations to Sportech, the state’s OTB operator. DraftKings partnered with Foxwoods and FanDuel
has partnered with Mohegan Sun. The Connecticut Lottery chose Rush Street Interactive (RSI) in a
competitive bidding process.

30 Keating, Christopher and Gosselin, Kenneth R. “House Approves East Windsor Casino, But MGM Expects Legal Battle” Hartford
Courant. June 7, 2017. https://www.courant.com/politics/hc-house-casino-debate-20170606-story.html

31 iGaming as used in this report refers to casino games such as slot machines, craps, roulette, house banked, and non-house banked
table games delivered via interactive media. Sometimes online sports wagering is included within descriptions of iGaming, but in
this report, we confine that definition to casino-style games to distinguish this form of gaming from sports betting and online
lotteries.
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On September 9, 2021, the U.S. Department of the Interior gave its approval on the new tribal gaming
compacts. On September 30, 2021, DraftKings and FanDuel opened retail sportsbooks at Foxwoods
Resort Casino and Mohegan Sun respectively, and on October 12, 2021, the three online sportsbooks
went live in a soft-launch period for at least seven days with bettors limited to $750 for each platform.

To date, the Connecticut Lottery has opened retail sports books in Hartford, New Britain, New Haven,
Manchester, Milford, Stamford, Waterbury, and Windsor Locks. Another location in Bridgeport is
schedules to open this winter. These sportsbooks offer wall-to-wall TV monitors, odds boards, food and
beverage menus, a wide array of bets on various professional and collegiate sports, including parlays,
proposition bets and in-game bets, through self-service kiosks as well as staffed teller stations. The
Connecticut Lottery and RSI retail sports wagering locations will be within an approximately 30-minute
drive for most Connecticut residents.”*

Exhibit 1.9 presents the most recent data for total sports wagering in Connecticut excluding what was
wagered at Foxwood’s and Mohegan Sun’s retail sports book which are not required to report that data to
the State of Connecticut. Wagering increased from $926 million in FY22 to $2.3 billion in FY25 an
increase of 146%, primarily driven by growth in remote or online sports betting offered by Foxwoods and
Mohegan Sun.

Exhibit 1.9: Connecticut Sports Wagering Retail and Remote*, FY2022 to FY2025 ($s million)
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Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

32 “Connecticut Lottery Corporation and Rush Street Interactive Launch the Play SugarHouse Retail Sportsbook”
https://www.ctlottery.org/News/530



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 17

Sports Wagering in Massachusetts

Massachusetts has allowed legal and regulated daily fantasy sports (DFS) since 2016. On August 10,
2022, then-Governor Charlie Baker, signed House Bill 5164 into law. A total of 15 licenses were made
available including seven standalone mobile licenses at a cost of $5 million apiece. The bill taxes sports
betting revenue at 12.5% for retail and 15% for online. Encore Boston Harbor, MGM Springfield, and
Plainridge Park Casino all have retail licenses and have offered retail sports betting since January 31,
2023. The three casinos have also been granted two online skins** each. Raynham Park and Suffolk
Downs are also allowed retail sportsbook locations and are permitted to partner with one retail and one
online operator. Raynham Park has partnered with Caesars for retail betting but neither has yet to open
nor have any plans been announced to open in the future. Therefore, we do not include Raynham Park in
our projections.

Massachusetts online sports betting began on March 10, 2023.

Exhibit 1.10 presents sports wagering by Massachusetts licensee for the period ended July 30, 2023.

Exhibit 1.10: Massachusetts Sports Wagering Retail and Remote FY2022 to FY2025 ($s millions)
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SPORTS WAGERING REVENUE FORECASTS

To produce estimates of Rhode Island onsite sports wagering for our previous study, CCA utilized its
gravity modeling technique discussed earlier in this report for onsite sports betting. Specifically, CCA
relied on the experience of local sports wagering markets in other states and applied that experience to the
Rhode Island market. The reported onsite sports betting at Twin River and Tiverton came out very close

33 «Skins” are an industry term for consumer facing gambling websites that are connected to the same back end (although the
customer may be unaware these sites are connected). So, in other words, Massachusetts sportsbooks are allowed to operate two
separately branded and designed websites, or web storefronts.



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 18

to and slightly exceeded CCA’s initial projections. Thus, CCA utilized the same methodology in this
report slightly revised by recent returns from onsite sports wagering in Rhode Island.

For online betting CCA utilized a weighted average of per adult remote betting results from other
jurisdictions applied to the Rhode Island adult population. These forecasts were not as accurate. Given
that onsite sports betting slightly exceeded CCA’s initial estimates it may be that Rhode Island’s
geography makes onsite betting more competitive with the online product than in larger states, but CCA
does not believe that fully explains the variance (Exhibit 1.10). Thus, in this update CCA relies primarily
on the observed experience of remote sports betting in Rhode Island and the continuation of current trends
to forecast future revenues adjusted for the assumed new competition that has entered, or will enter, the
market.

As discussed in CCA’s previous report, sports wagering is relatively new in the United States and CCA’s
projections for sports wagering will be subject to greater variability than its projections for table and slot
machine gaming. In addition, sports wagering is unlike slot machine or table gaming in one very material
respect—volatility of hold. Over the course of a year the hold percentage (what is retained by the operator
as revenues expressed as percentage of the total amount wagered) for machine and table gaming is almost
entirely predictable. Sometimes players or casinos can get lucky, but over the course of a year the billions
of pulls on slot machine handles and rolls of the dice or flips of the cards on table games will hold very
close to what probability dictates the games should retain. In sports wagering, which is focused on a very
finite pool of sporting contests and heavily weighted toward championships and certain sports, operators
can and do lose. For this reason, unlike other forms of gaming, when preparing projections for sports
wagering CCA utilizes handle rather than revenue, where handle is the total amount wagered not just the
wagered amount that is retained by the sports book. In other words, CCA projects the sports wagering
handle for Rhode Island and then applies an estimated hold percentage. In this study we assume an
average hold percentage of 8% for Rhode Island sports betting.>* Therefore, Exhibit 1.11 below presents
sports wagering per adult.

Exhibit 1.11 analyzes sports wagering in the 34 states that had sports betting in FY2025 and compares
these results with the adult populations of these states.*® These results are sorted by spending by adult to
depict the relative rank of each state. As shown in this exhibit, sports wagering (handle) per adult in
Rhode Island is currently at the lower end of the observed range at $598 per (18+) adult.

34 The average hold percentage for all forms of sports wagering (retail and online) in Rhode Island was 7.99% in FY 2025.
35 Sports betting in Florida, New Mexico, North Dakota, Washington and Wisconsin are owned and operated by the tribes of those
respective states, and do not report data.
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Exhibit 1.11: Per Adult* Sports Betting Handle by State for FY 2025
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Virginia | $1,172.29
Ohio | ) $1,149.65
Indiana | $1,149.25
Tennessee | $1,098.57
Pennsylvania I $933.77
Connecticut [ $879.00
Kentucky | $874.86
North Carolina [  $845.42
New Hampshire [ $782.18
Michigan | $766.41
Rhodelsland ] $597.84
Wyoming N $542.30
Maine ] $524.80
Vermont [ $439.04
WestVirginia NI $397.84
Delaware [N $311.36
Oregon NN $292.28
Arkansas (NN $282.05
Mississippi [ $206.56
Montana [l $79.82
Nebraska [l $49.45
South Dakota | $15.57

$0.00 $500.00 $1,000.00 $1,500.00 $2,000.00 $2,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,500.00 $4,000.00

*Rhode Island, New Hampshire, Virginia, Tennessee and Wyoming allow sports betting by 18-year-olds. All other States are
21+,

Sources: Christiansen Capital Advisors data, U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, Neilsen/Claritas, Legal Sports Report

PREDICTION MARKETS

Of Questionable Legality

Prediction markets, which comprise traded “event contracts,” serve as platforms where individuals can
engage in the acquisition and disposition of contracts predicated on future outcomes. These outcomes
may encompass the fluctuation of commodity prices, the determination of election results, or the outcome
of sporting events. In the first example cited above, the price of a given commodity, there is no debate.
The legal ambiguity stems from a fundamental dispute over the nature of the event contracts traded on
prediction markets when they are based on the outcome of an election or a sporting contest.

The central legal question is whether these instruments should be classified as financial derivatives under
the jurisdiction of the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) or as illegal gambling subject to
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state and tribal gaming laws.*® Prediction market operators, such as Kalshi and Polymarket, generally
argue that their contracts are derivatives that fall under the federal oversight of the CFTC. The
Commodity Exchange Act grants the CFTC broad authority over futures, swaps, and other derivatives.
Operators contend their markets meet the criteria for a Designated Contract Market (DCM) or a Swap
Execution Facility (SEF). However, the Commodity Exchange Act (CEA) also prohibits certain event-
based contracts that the CFTC deems contrary to the public interest, specifically mentioning "gaming" or
similar activities.’” The CFTC has historically been reluctant to approve contracts for political elections,
citing this "gaming" clause and a lack of economic purpose, as seen in the past rejection of political
prediction contracts and the challenge to the academic-focused platform Predictlt.*®

Conversely, states, certain sports leagues, and tribal gaming authorities assert that many prediction market
offerings are merely sports betting or gambling dressed up as financial products and thus should be
regulated under state gaming laws as established in Murphy v. NCAA. States require strict licensing
standards, implement rules regarding advertising, regulate the types of betting allowed, establish age and
betting limits, implement responsible gambling safeguards, anti-money-laundering measures, dispute
resolution, and levy significant taxes®’, which prediction markets circumvent under their claim of federal
preemption and CFTC oversight.

This conflict has escalated into litigation. Multiple states, including Nevada, New Jersey, Illinois,
Maryland, Ohio, and Montana, have issued cease-and-desist letters or initiated legal challenges, arguing
that prediction markets operating within their borders without a state-issued gambling license are illegal
sportsbooks. Key to these cases is whether an "event contract” on a sports outcome constitutes a "wager"
or "bet" under state law. State regulators argue the payout structure, where a contract pays a fixed amount
(e.g., $1.00) if the predicted outcome occurs, makes it functionally identical to a traditional bet. The
prediction markets argue that the fluctuating price of the contract and the trading mechanism make them
financial derivatives.

On September 30, 2025, the CFTC may have cast some doubt on the arguments presented by prediction
markets. To date, CFTC-registered entities have offered event contracts related to sports through self-
certification, a process wherein a designated contract market informs the commission of its intention to
list a novel type of market. In the absence of intervention by the CFTC to review or prohibit the market, it
may be offered, but it is not formally considered “approved.” In a footnote, the CFTC staff advisory states
the following:

“The Commission has not, to date, been requested to take or taken any official action to approve
the listing for trading of sports-related event contracts on any DCM pursuant to sections
Se(c)(4)-(5) of the CEA and Commission regulation 40.3. 7 U.S.C. § 7a-2(c)(4)-(5), 17 CFR 40.3.
See also 17 CFR 38.4(a). All sports-related event contracts that are currently listed for trading
on DCMs have been listed pursuant to self-certifications filed by the relevant DCM pursuant to

36 IGRA grants tribes the exclusive right to regulate and conduct gaming on their lands, including sports betting (pursuant to a tribal-
state compact). Sydney Price, Calif. Tribes Seek Ban On Kalshi’s Alleged Sports Gambling, Law360 (Sept. 5, 2025, 7:07 PM EDT),
https://www.law360.com/articles/2384822/calif-tribes-seek-ban-on-kalshi-s-alleged-sports-gambling.

37 Section 5¢(c)(5)(C) of the Commodity Exchange Act (CEA) and 17 CFR § 40.11(a) “Prohibition. A registered entity shall not list
for trading or accept for clearing on or through the registered entity any of the following: (1) An agreement, contract, transaction, or
swap based upon an excluded commodity, as defined in Section 1a(19)(iv) of the Act, that involves, relates to, or references
terrorism, assassination, war, gaming, or an activity that is unlawful under any State or Federal law;”

38Predictlt operated under a “No-Action” letter from the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC). This letter allowed the
site to function legally in the United States as a small-scale, not-for-profit educational project, provided it met certain restrictions.
These included limits on the number of traders per market (initially capped at 5,000), investment limits per market (originally $850
per individual), and a focus on political events rather than financial or commercial outcomes. In 2022, the CFTC announced its
intention to withdraw the No-Action letter, citing alleged violations of the terms of the agreement.

39 Furthermore, there is substantial variation in these standards across different states.
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CEA section Sc(c)(1) and Commission regulation 40.2, 7 U.S.C. § 7a-2(c)(1).17 CFR 40.2, and
the Commission has not, to date, made a determination regarding whether any such contracts
involve an activity enumerated or prohibited under CEA section 5¢(c)(5)(C)(i), 7 U.S.C. § 7a-
2(c)(5)(C)(i), or Commission regulation 40.11(a), 17 CFR 40.11(a). The activities enumerated
under CEA section 5¢(c)(5)(C)(i) and Commission regulation 40.11(a) are: activity that is
unlawful under any Federal or State law; terrorism; assassination; war; and gaming. See
Provisions Common to Registered Entities, 76 Fed. Reg. 44776, 44786 (July 27, 2011) (“[T]he
Commission would like to note that its prohibition of certain ‘gaming’ contracts is . . . to ‘protect
the public interest from gaming and other event contracts.’”) and at 44786, FN 35 (“[T]he
Commission ‘needs the power to, and should, prevent derivatives contracts that are contrary to
the public interest because they exist predominantly to enable gambling through supposed event
contracts.’”). Transactions subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction “are affected with a national
public interest by providing a means for managing and assuming price risks, discovering prices,
or disseminating pricing information through trading in liquid, fair and financially secure
trading facilities.” 7 U.S.C. § 5(a). "’

In sum, the CFTC makes clear in this letter that they have not “made a determination regarding whether
any such [sports event related] contracts involve an activity enumerated or prohibited under CEA section
5¢(e)(5)(C)(1), 7 U.S.C. § 7a-2(c)(5)(C)(i), or Commission regulation 40.11(a), 17 CFR 40.11(a).” Should
the CFTC rule that sports event related contracts are “gaming” that is contrary to the “public interest,”
much of the above debate likely becomes academic.

In the absence of such a determination, and possibly even despite it, these questions will remain
unresolved unless and until the United States Supreme Court weighs in.

Of Unknown and Overstated Dimensions

Legal and regulatory considerations notwithstanding, it is undeniable that prediction markets are
attracting significant capital and have now gained widespread attention across all 50 states.*' While the
Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) possesses the theoretical ability to restrict this activity
by issuing a final determination as outlined previously, it is likely that this action will face significant
legal challenges from prediction market operators. Furthermore, despite the potential for regulatory
intervention, the CFTC has not taken any definitive steps in that direction to date.

Until the balance between federal commodities regulation and the states’ 10™ Amendment authority
regarding sports betting is resolved, prediction markets appear likely to continue operations. As this
activity is not regulated like other forms of gambling that emphasize transparency, the actual size of this
industry, the number of players, their location etc....is opaque. Furthermore, what limited data that is
available can be misleading.

Prediction markets differ from traditional sports betting in their structure and how odds are determined.
For example, if you place a $100 wager for the Patriots to win the AFC East with a traditional sports book
(retail or online), which offers +3,500 odds at the time of drafting this report, you will either collect
$3,600 ($3,500 plus my original stake) or lose $100.

In prediction markets you don’t have to wait until January for the outcome, that same $100 wager, or
contract, can produce more than a binary outcome: users buy and sell contracts with each other, with the

40 Staff Advisory, U.S. COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION, September 30, 2025.
41 On October 22, 2025, the NHL became the first sports league to announce a multiyear licensing deal with both Kalshi and

Polymarket. https://www.espn.comy/nhl/story/ /id/46683244/nhl-inks-deal-prediction-markets-kalshi-polymarket
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market price changing based on supply and demand for that contract, rather than betting against "the
house". These platforms operate more like stock exchanges, allowing users to enter and exit trades as an
event or the season unfolds. Most prediction market platforms offer "Yes" or "No" contracts for an event
outcome, in contrast to the broader range of wagers such as same game parlays (SGPs) offered by
traditional sportsbooks, but that may be changing.

Trading volume and handle are not synonymous in the context of prediction platforms. One wager can be
repeatedly traded among users, leading to distinct values for these metrics. In regulated sports betting,
handle is defined as the aggregate amount of money wagered by customers on a particular event. Revenue
is calculated by subtracting the amount of money customers were paid as prizes from the total amount
they have wagered. Conversely, trading volume encompasses all matched trades, irrespective of whether
they constitute new risk or involve different parties. Every buy/sell transaction increases trading volume.
Sporttrade, a state-licensed sports prediction market provider recently disclosed its own internal data on
the percentage of trading volume that counts as handle.** According to Sporttrade, based upon wagering
on their platform, the handle for basketball, football, and baseball are approximately 45%-55% of the
trading volume. CCA believes that for 50-state operating prediction platforms like Kalshi that percentage
is likely much lower (25%-30%) due greater liquidity and market participants.*

In July of 2025 Kalshi posted on X (formerly Twitter) that its first six months of sports trading had
produced more than $2 billion in trading volume. According to Legal Sports Report (LSR) Kalshi’s
trading volume has vastly increased with the start of football season, with “more than $2.4 billion traded
on sports” in September 2025. LSR also reported that 90% of the total volume on Kalshi’s platform for
the month was on sports.*

Although exactly how they are doing it remains unknown®, on September 27, 2025, Kalshi began
offering multi-leg parlays. Kalshi has not explained who was setting the odds on these parlays or how the
process aligned with its peer-to-peer model. Unlike other markets on the platform, there was no visible
order book showing outstanding contract offers, nor was there an apparent limit-order feature for retail
customers to set their own betting lines.

Lessons from Abroad

Although due to cultural differences international markets may not be direct analogs for the United States,
prediction markets have been regulated in the UK or Australia for years and regulated sports betting and
prediction platforms operate side by side.

Prediction markets in the UK and Australia are fundamentally treated similarly to betting exchanges
under the law. The UK's legal environment has long considered market activity on event outcomes,
including sports and elections, to be permissible betting. As such, it is included in bookmakers required
reporting on betting handle and revenue but is not explicitly broken out in this reporting. Thus, specific

42 https://closingline.substack.com/p/the-early-line-understanding-kalshi-trading-

volume?utm_source=substack&utm medium=email

43 While we have no reason to doubt the veracity of the Sporttrade data from their platform, Sporttrade currently is state-regulated
and is siloed and only available in Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, New Jersey, and Virginia. As discussed above every buy/sell transaction
adds to trading volume but not handle. We believe that a nationwide network would lead to more buy/sell transactions.

44 https://www.legalsportsreport.com/242734/kalshi-new-volume-record-sept-25/

4 Offering multi-leg parlays (a bet on a precise combination of 7 outcomes occurring) on prediction markets is difficult because,
unlike traditional sportsbooks, it is just a neutral marketplace where gamblers trade with each other. Kalshi or Polymarket are not the
counterparty of your bets. If you bet that the Patriots will win, you are betting against some other person who is betting they will lose.
Multi-leg parlays are complex bets that offer a low probability of winning but a large payout not something that your average sports
bettor would typically construct and offer to other bettors.
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trading volume figures, handle or revenue for UK and Australia based prediction markets are not
available in these reports; however, it is generally understood that the sector is a small or niche
component of a larger sports betting market.*®

In sum, while the actual dimensions of predictions markets are likely smaller than some of the reporting
may lead one to believe, they are growing rapidly and innovating peer to peer betting markets (such as
Kalshi’s multi-leg parlays). If they are allowed to continue operating in a grey area of the law, or
ultimately prevail court, they will likely siphon meaningful sports betting revenue from state regulated
operators and the taxes they provide. Given the emerging nature of this market and the lack of data, this
forecast doesn’t make any explicit assumptions about the impact of prediction markets on Rhode Island
gaming activity.

46 Whitaker, Nick & Mazlish, Zachary J., “Why prediction markets aren’t popular” Works in Progress, Issue 15. May 17, 2024,
https://worksinprogress.co/issue/why-prediction-markets-arent-
popular/#:~:text=Prediction%20markets%2C%20including%20election%20markets,market%20size%20t0%20support%20them.
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1Gaming

IGAMING?” REVENUE FORECASTS

Nevada

Nevada was the first state to authorize iGaming. In March 2011, the Nevada legislature introduced AB
258, which instructed the Nevada Gaming Commission to adopt regulations for the licensing and
regulation of Internet Poker. In December 2011, the Commission adopted amendments to its regulations
to make possible the licensing and operation of Internet Poker. In February 2013, Nevada enacted
legislation that allowed the pooling of Internet Poker with other jurisdictions where the practice was legal
via entering into “compacts” with these other states.

In addition to being limited to Internet Poker only, Nevada does not report statistics due to a provision in
Nevada gaming law that prevents the disclosure of individual financial records. Thus, Nevada reports
online and offline poker together in its reports.

Delaware

On June 28, 2012, Delaware Governor Jack Markell signed the Delaware Gaming Competitiveness Act of
2012, allowing the Delaware State Lottery to operate full-scale casinos online. Their iGaming website
was launched on November 8, 2013. The Delaware Lottery controls the entire gaming platform and is
currently contracted with Light and Wonder Gaming, Inc. (formerly Scientific Games) and 888 Holdings
to operate it. Sites, or “skins,” are provided by the licensed gaming sites (Delaware Park, Dover Downs,
and Harrington Raceway) and run on top of that platform. In essence, iGaming in Delaware is a single
portal that the licensees feed into. Delaware offers several poker games, as well as roulette, blackjack, and
slots. Despite being in operation for eight years, iGaming in Delaware significantly lags most other states
even after posting significant gains in 2020 and 2021 due to COVID-19 induced lockdowns. It appears
that this single portal structure, delays in implementing mobile iGaming via iOS and Android and a
burdensome revenue share for the licensed gaming sites has significantly hampered the performance of
iGaming in Delaware (Exhibit 1.12). Specifically, after paying Light and Wonder and 888 for the
operation of the platform, the first $3.75 million of iGaming revenues is transferred to the State general
fund. Of the remainder 15.5 % of iTable revenues and 42.5% of iSlot revenues are also retained by the
State of Delaware. Additionally, 10% of iSlot revenue and 4.5% of iTable revenues are provided to
horsemen in the form of purses. What remains is available for the licensed gaming sites.*®

47 The term “iGaming” as used in this report refers to casino games such as slot machines, craps, roulette, house banked, and non-
house banked table games delivered via interactive media. Sometimes online sports wagering is included within descriptions of
iGaming, but in this report, CCA confines that definition to casino style games to distinguish this form of gaming from sports betting
and online lotteries (which are commonly referred to as iLottery).

4829 Del. C. §4815(e). “Gross revenue from the Internet video lottery and Internet table games shall be accounted for to the State
Treasurer and all proceeds, net of moneys returned to players, shall be placed into a special account known as the State Internet
Lottery Fund. From the Fund, the Director shall first pay for the operation and administration of the Internet video lottery and
Internet table games. Thereafter, the first $3,750,000 of proceeds in each fiscal year shall be transferred to the State Lottery Fund for
the benefit of the State. After $3,750,000 of proceeds has been transferred to the State each fiscal year, the remaining proceeds shall
be distributed as follows:

(1) The proceeds from the sales of Internet video lottery games shall be distributed pursuant to paragraphs (b)(3) and (b)(4)b.1 -
(b)(4)b.4 of this section, provided that the calculations for such distribution shall be done after netting out the proceeds returned to
players and administrative and vendor costs; and

(2) The proceeds from the sales of Internet table games shall be distributed pursuant to subsection (d) of this section, net of proceeds
returned to players, provided that the calculations for such distribution shall be done after netting out the proceeds returned to players
and administrative and vendor costs.”

The rates listed by reference above are a 15.5% state tax and a 4.5% purse supplement for table games (29 Del. C. §4815(d)), and a
42.5% state tax and a 10% purse supplement for Internet video lottery games (29 Del. C. §4815(b)).



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 25

In August of 2023 the Delaware lottery announced that it would change iGaming providers from 888
Holdings to Rush Street Interactive. The change over occurred in January 2024. As depicted in Exhibit
1.12 performance has markedly improved since the change.

Exhibit 1.12: Delaware iGaming Revenue FY2016 to FY2025 ($s million)*
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FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025

Table GGR  $1.0 $1.0 $0.7 S1.1 $1.9 $2.1 $2.4 $3.0 $8.6 $27.1
B Slot GGR $1.5 $1.7 $1.5 $2.1 $4.2 $7.2 $9.5 $11.6 $23.3 $58.4

Source: Delaware Lottery

New Jersey

On February 26, 2013, Governor Chris Christie signed an amended version of the New Jersey Casino
Control Act, which allowed the licensing and regulation for online poker in the state. The regulations took
effect as of October 21, 2013, and the first websites launched on November 26, 2013. iGaming in New
Jersey in now generating nearly $150 million a month in gross gaming revenues (Exhibit 1.13).

49 The Delaware Lottery stopped reporting poker rake (revenues) in December of 2023. For consistency we have added poker
revenues to net table revenues for previous periods.
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Exhibit 1.13: New Jersey iGaming Revenue FY2016 to FY2025 ($s million)
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= Slotand Table GGR  $146.5 $197.2 $240.9 $355.5 $771.8  $1,1486 $1,518.2 $1,742.2 $2,104.6 $2,563.3

= Slotand Table GGR = Poker GGR

Sources: New Jersey Division of Gaming Enforcement, PlayNJ.com
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Pennsylvania

On October 30, 2017, Governor Tom Wolf signed House Bill 271. This bill legalized online poker, table
games, and slots. iGaming in Pennsylvania is now generating approximately $130 million a month in
gross gaming revenues (Exhibit 1.14).

Exhibit 1.14: Pennsylvania Monthly iGaming Revenue FY2020 to FY 2025 ($s million)
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Source: Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board
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Michigan

On December 20th, 2019, Governor Gretchen Whitmer signed the Lawful Internet Gaming Act into law.
This bill legalized online sports betting, poker, and daily fantasy sports. The first sites launched on
January 22, 2021, and very quickly began generating meaningful revenue. Michigan’s 14 iGaming
licensees are generating over $200 million in revenues monthly (Exhibit 1.15).

Exhibit 1.15: Michigan Monthly iGaming Revenue FY2021 to FY2025 ($s million)
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Source: Michigan Gaming Control Board
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West Virginia

On March 27, 2019, West Virginia legislators passed the West Virginia Lottery Interactive Wagering Act.
The bill went into effect on June 7, 2019, with Governor Jim Justice’s signature. Five interactive
wagering licenses are permitted, tied to the land-based casino operators, although these casinos can
partner with interactive wagering licensees to conduct interactive wagering. iGaming commenced in West
Virginia on July 15, 2020, with the opening of DraftKings casino. The final licensee FanDuel casino did
not launch until May 5, 2021. West Virginia reports result weekly which we have consolidated into
quarters. West Virginia iGaming exceeded $35 million in the 4™ quarter of 2022 and is currently
averaging approximately $3 million a week (Exhibit 1.16).

Exhibit 1.16: West Virginia iGaming Revenue FY2021 to FY2025 ($s millions)
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Source: West Virginia Lottery
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Connecticut

Connecticut legalized online casinos, online poker, and both online and retail sports betting in May 2021.
The first Connecticut online casinos launched in October 2021 after the state renegotiated its gaming
compacts with two tribal casino operators and passed the accompanying legislation to regulate online
gambling. Online sports betting also went live on October 19, 2021.

The two Native American tribes Connecticut, the Mashantucket Pequot, and the Mohegan tribe, exercise
a duopoly over casino gambling in Connecticut, which now includes iGaming. In return for this
exclusivity, the tribes pay 18% of their gross gaming revenue in taxes on online casino gambling for the
first five years. After that the percentage will increase to 20%. The Mohegan Tribe partnered with Draft
Kings and Mashantucket with FanDuel for their iGaming product.

iGaming revenue in Connecticut was a little more than $20 million a month for the first year but has taken
a significant step up and now generates approximately $50 million a month.

Exhibit 1.17: Connecticut iGaming Revenue FY2022 to FY2025 ($s million)
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Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue
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Rhode Island

On June 22, 2023, Rhode Island became the seventh state to legalize iGaming. On March 1, 2024, a four-
day technical trial began with a select group of guests to test the new online casino platform and its
games. The next day the iGaming platform was publicly launched and included 170 slot titles and live-
dealer table games. Exhibit 1.18 shows iGaming revenues by quarter since launch. Like the other
jurisdictions depicted above, and remote sports betting iGaming in Rhode Island is growing at a
substantial rate.

Exhibit 1.18: Rhode Island iGaming Revenue FY2024-FY2025, by Quarter ($s million)
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Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

Summary of Results

Exhibit 1.19 summarizes the FY2025 iGaming revenue for the above states. New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
and Michigan now exceed over $2 billion a year in gross gaming revenues from iGaming and the growth
of iGaming revenue is still near double digits for all iGaming states, large and small. In total these states
generated $8.6 billion in iGaming revenue in FY2025.
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Exhibit 1.19 iGaming GGR by State FY2025 ($s million)

$3,000.0

$2,500.0

$2,000.0

$1,500.0

$1,000.0

$500.0

$85.4
=

Connecticut Delaware New Jersey  Pennsylvania Michigan West Virginia Rhode Island

$44.8

| —— |

I <

$0.0

Source(s): Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board, New Jersey Division of Gaming Enforcement, Delaware Lottery, Michigan
Gaming Control Board, West Virginia Lottery, Connecticut Division of Special Revenue and Rhode Island Lottery

RHODE ISLAND IGAMING FORECASTS

To forecast iGaming revenue in Rhode Island we reviewed and analyzed the results for Delaware,
Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Connecticut as well as the first eighteen months
of iGaming in Rhode Island. In Exhibit 1.20, CCA presents the per adult spending on iGaming in these
states for FY2025. On a per adult basis, iGaming spend ranges from a low $53 in Rhode Island to as
much as $369.88 in New Jersey*’.

50 The $53 per adult figure for Rhode Island iGaming represents the first full year of operations. As observed in other jurisdictions
and detailed above, iGaming typically experiences rapid growth during its initial years of operation. We anticipate that Rhode
Island’s per adult spending will reach approximately $102 by FY 2027, aligning more closely with the comparable markets in
Exhibit 1.20.
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Exhibit 1.20: Per Adult (21+) Spending on iGaming, FY2025

State Adult Population  FY25 iGaming Revenue Per Adult

(millions) ($ millions) Spending
Connecticut 2.76 $528.2 $191.26
Delaware 0.80 $85.4 $106.68
New Jersey 7.01 $2,592.8 $369.88
Pennsylvania 9.84 $2,477.1 $251.79
Michigan 7.58 $2,536.8 $334.70
West Virginia 1.35 $307.7 $227.59
Rhode Island 0.85 $44.8 $53.00

Source(s): Delaware Lottery, New Jersey Division of Gaming Enforcement, Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board, Michigan
Gaming Control Board, West Virginia Lottery, Rhode Island Lottery, Claritas

Given the rapid growth observed in iGaming, even in lower performing states such as Delaware, that, to
date, shows little sign of abating, these figures are likely to increase in the coming years. Even this limited
performance is instructive, however. The evidence to date suggests that a monopoly or limited license
models for online gaming such as in Delaware and West Virginia, whether casinos or sports, results in
limited performance. The requirement in Rhode Island that all gaming be owned and operated by the
State (like West Virginia and Delaware) precludes Rhode Island from a diverse iGaming offering akin to
the more successful iGaming states like Michigan, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Thus, in generating
projections for Rhode Island iGaming CCA has relied primarily on the experience of Connecticut, (which
only has two online casinos) Delaware and West Virginia.

For Rhode Island’s share of iGaming revenue, CCA utilizes GGR shares for iSlots of 61% and online
table gaming of 15.5% per the enabling law.”' CCA also assumes promotional expenses of approximately
15% of revenue, which is netted against the state share.>

Exhibit 1.21 presents CCA’s five-year forecasts of iGaming revenue and the associated share to the State
of Rhode Island. Based upon the rapid growth of iGaming in other states, CCA has assumed a growth rate
of 25% in iGaming revenues for FY2027, 10% in FY2028, 5% in FY2029, 3.5% in FY2030 2.5% in
FY2031 and 1.5% in FY2032-2034.

Exhibit 1.21: Baseline iGaming Revenue Projections and State Share by Year

GGR (in millions) FY 2024A FY2025A  FY2026E  FY2027E  FY2028E  FY2029E FY2030E FY2031E FY2032E  FY2033E  FY2034E
iSlots $5.6 $33.2 $60.1 $75.1 $82.6 $86.7 $89.7 $92.0 $93.4 $94.8 $96.2
iTables $2.2 $11.6 $21.1 $26.4 $29.0 $30.5 $31.5 $32.3 $32.8 $33.3 $33.8
Rhode Island Gross iGaming Revenue $8.4 $51.3 $81.2 $101.4 $111.6 $117.2 $121.3 $124.3 $126.2 $128.1 $130.0
-Promotional Expenses (15% of house banked) 80.54 86.4 $12.2 $15.2 $16.7 317.6 $18.2 $18.6 $18.9 $19.2 $19.5
Rhode Island Adjusted iGaming Revenue $7.8 $44.8 $69.0 $86.2 $94.9 $99.6 $103.1 $105.7 $107.2 $108.9 $110.5
Net State Revenue (in millions) FY 2024A FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028 FY2029 FY2030 FY2031 FY2032 FY2033 FY2034
iSlots $2.4 $14.1 $25.5 $31.9 $35.1 $36.9 $38.1 $39.1 $39.7 $40.3 $40.9
iTables $0.3 $1.8 $32 $4.0 $4.4 $4.7 $4.8 $4.9 $5.0 $5.1 $5.2
Rhode Island Gov't Revenue $2.7 $15.9 $28.8 $35.9 $39.5 $41.5 $43.0 $44.0 $44.7 $45.4 $46.1

Source: Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC estimates

3! Rhode Island General Laws Title 42. State Affairs and Government § 42-61.2-3.4. iGaming Regulation.
52 Promotional expenses are the cost of items or services given away to customers. The cost of these goods and/or services can be
deducted as a business expense, and it is usually classified as a marketing expense.
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Cannibalization of Land-Based Casino Gaming

CCA has reviewed the performance of iGaming states in the context of their land-based counterparts. To
date, there has been no measurable impacts from iGaming on land-based gaming in Delaware, Michigan,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, or Connecticut. The reality is that the data is just too limited
currently to determine the extent of the impact of iGaming on land-based gaming. The pandemic and
fiscal stimulus during and after skewed recent performance data too much to be useful.

In previous studies, however, CCA has examined the relationships and intra-gambling substitutions
among different gambling industries, particularly between ticket lotteries, VLTs, horseracing, and
casinos. These studies indicate that there is a “substitute” relationship between these gambling industries
ranging from “near perfect” substitutes like VLTs and casino slot machines to “imperfect” substitutes like
casinos and ticket lotteries. Casino gambling has typically only had a very slight negative impact on
lottery ticket sales and primarily very near casinos.’® iGaming as well falls somewhere on this spectrum,
and we suspect that it is a better substitute for brick-and-mortar gaming than most may consider.

We do not agree with those who have claimed that iGaming will not negatively impact casino revenues.’*
The mistake is known as the “Appeal to Ignorance Fallacy” in that they presume that the current lack of
evidence of casino revenues declining in the face of iGaming competition is proof that iGaming does not
impact casino revenues. They fail to consider that it just hasn’t happened yet.

Furthermore, effective geographic restriction tools (such as those offered by GeoComply) mean that
demand for iGaming services is almost entirely homegrown and, thus, do not benefit from the “export
effect.” iGaming is also a labor- and capital-light business model when compared to bricks and mortar
gaming in that it offers fewer spin-off impacts such as stimulus to the local economy from locally
purchased goods and services used by the bricks and mortar facilities and their employees; spending at
nearby gas stations, convenience stores, fast food chains, toll roads and bridges used by visitors to land
based gaming facilities, hotel occupancy and other area businesses catering to land-based casino visitors.
Yet the negative impacts such as increased community levels of compulsive gambling, shifts in local
consumer spending patterns (demand curves for other goods and services) as iGaming potentially changes
local patterns of leisure consumption are at least as great, and possibly (in the case of compulsive
gambling) worse.

That said, even though it is difficult to accurately measure the level of displacement at this point in time,
there are a few conclusions we can draw from the experience to date. The first is that iGaming grows the
overall market. In other words, a dollar spent online is not simply siphoned off from a land-based casino;
that has been definitively proven. The second is that at these levels iGaming does not appear to have a
measurable impact on land-based casinos. Therefore, CCA feels confident that if the actual iGaming
revenues are close to what we forecast above, the impact on Rhode Island land-based casinos should be
slight if it is measurable at all. However, that may not be the case (and in CCA’s opinion will likely not
be) if iGaming revenues considerably exceed our projections above.

33 Eight different studies have found cannibalization of lottery products from casinos (Cummings, Walker, & Cotti, 2017;
Economopoulos & Stolle, 2012; Elliott & Navin, 2002; Fink & Rork, 2003; Room, Turner & lalomiteanu, 1999; Siegel & Anders,
2001; Steinnes, 1998; Walker & Jackson, 2008), but the estimated degree of substitution varied.

3 MARKET AND POLICY ANALYSIS: Prospective Internet Casino Gaming in Indiana. Spectrum Gaming Group. Pages iii and
Page 43. https://spectrumgaming.com/reports/ and iGaming in Indiana. Global Market Advisors. Page 2. https://ideagrowth.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/01/iGaming-in-Indiana Research iDEA-GMA .pdf
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ILOTTERY

Currently there are three New England states that allow iLottery sales:>> Connecticut, Rhode Island, and
New Hampshire. The New Hampshire iLottery was authorized in 2017 and launched in September 2018.
In the spring of 2020, the NH Lottery contracted with additional gaming vendors to provide a wider
variety of games. The Rhode Island iLottery launched in fiscal year 2020 with online keno and elnstant
games. The online keno game is the same game available at retail locations and there are thirty-nine
different elnstants tickets available. Connecticut legalized iLottery sales with the same 2021 bill that
established online casinos and sports betting. After many delays reportedly due to technical issues™, the
Connecticut Lottery “soft launched” iLottery for 2,500 selected customers on June 14", 2024 through its
iLottery supplier, IGT. The system fully launched at the very end of fiscal year 2024 on June 28. The
current iLottery product offers Keno and draw games, but not elnstants. As of the writing of this report,
Connecticut iLottery data is unavailable, but may be included in Lottery’s upcoming FY 2025 Annual
Report.

Exhibit 1.22 presents lottery sales by product in Rhode Island for the fiscal years 2018 through 2025. In
2025 Rhode Island iLottery sales totaled $24.9 million.

35 Maine allows subscription-based sales for certain draw products, CCA does not consider subscription sales as iLottery.
36 Putterman, Alex, “CT's new online lottery sales system underperforming amid technical issues, state agency says” CT Insider, July
30, 2024. https://www.ctinsider.com/news/article/ilottery-connecticut-online-sales-dcp-19599123.php
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Exhibit 1.22 Rhode Island Lottery Sales by Product FY2018-FY2023 ($s million)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Instant Tickets $98.7 $102.9 $112.6 $134.6 $130.6 $124.3 $120.5 $120.4
Numbers Game $23.2 $23.0 $22.7 $24.3 $22.9 $22.3 $22.4 $21.2
Powerball $30.2 $27.2 $17.9 $20.9 $26.2 $29.7 $35.7 $17.8
Wild Money $4.5 $3.9 $3.8 $8.3 $5.9 $8.3 $7.2 $7.7
Mega Million $13.3 $20.2 $11.9 $15.7 $10.9 $20.9 $18.9 $14.9
Lucky for Life $5.0 $5.0 $4.9 $4.8 $8.1 $7.7 $7.6 $7.9
Keno $82.4 $79.8 $69.8 $78.8 $89.7 $8.8 $87.7 $87.7
Bingo $1.0 $1.2 $1.2 $1.3 $1.4 $1.8 $2.4 $3.1
iLottery $0.0 $0.0 $1.3 $7.2 $9.5 $12.6 $18.5 $24.9
Total $258.3 $263.2 $246.1 $295.9 $305.2 $236.4 $320.9 $305.6

Source: Rhode Island Lottery

Exhibit 1.23 presents lottery sales by product in New Hampshire for the fiscal years 2018 through 2024.
In 2024 New Hampshire iLottery sales totaled $32.5 million.

Exhibit 1.23 New Hampshire Lottery Sales by Product FY2018-FY2024 ($s millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Instant $238.9 $250.5 $272.3 $320.3 $313.8 $319.8 $314.7
Keno $8.4 $27.0 $29.0 $47.9 $53.5 $54.2 $57.0
Powerball $36.8 $37.6 $23.9 $31.2 $40.6 $47.8 $57.4
Mega Millions $16.9 $31.6 $17.5 $26.9 $18.8 $38.9 $34.3
Hot Lotto $1.3
Tri-State Megabucks $8.7 $9.4 $8.1 $8.1 $6.8 $6.5 $12.7
Tri-State Daily Pick 3/Pick 4 $10.4 $10.3 $10.5 $11.2 $10.3 $9.8 $8.7
Tri-State Other Games $5.9 $8.0 $8.1 $20.3 $22.6 $22.3 $22.2
Lucky for Life $5.4 $5.6 $5.5 $5.6 $8.4 $11.3 $12.8
iLottery $4.5 $10.7 $23.7 $29.9 $37.5 $47.1
Racing and Charitable Gaming $5.0 $6.0 $4.4 $7.0 $8.7 $18.7 $33.4
Sports Betting $2.2 $16.7 $23.2 $36.7 $32.5
Total $337.8 $390.4 $392.2 $518.9 $536.6 $603.4 $632.8

Source: New Hampshire Lottery

Exhibit 1.23 presents lottery sales by product in Massachusetts for the fiscal years 2018 through 2024.
Except for FY2020 Massachusetts lottery sales have steadily increased despite the launch of iLottery in
Rhode Island and New Hampshire.
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Exhibit 1.24 Massachusetts Lottery Sales by Product FY2018-FY2024 ($s millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Instant Games $3,592.7 $3,673.9 $3,645.7 $4,030.0 $3,906.9 $4,044.1 $4,012.6
MegaMillions $92.6 $158.8 $77.3 $116.7 $76.7 $164.0 $145.8
Powerball $130.8 $133.7 $72.2 $97.7 $132.0 $172.0 $215.1
Numbers Game $325.2 $325.4 $326.9 $370.7 $358.1 $340.9 $331.8
Mass Cash $81.8 $90.1 $89.8 $95.0 $88.1 $86.0 $84.7
Keno $996.8 $1,054.9 $978.7 $1,057.2 $1,217.2 $1,226.6 $1,251.9
Wheel of Luck $19.1 $20.2
All or Nothing $9.7 $8.9 $7.4 $7.0 $0.0 $3.4 $0.0
Lucky for Life $25.0 $25.2 $24.4 $24.4 $7.3 $46.2 $47.5
On-Line Raffle Game $3.8
Charity Game Tickets $1.6 $1.6 $1.1 $0.1 $44.9 $1.4 $1.4
Beano Tax (2/5) $0.5 $0.5 $0.3 $0.0 $1.2 $0.3 $0.3
Pull Tabs $0.7 $0.6 $0.5 $0.3 $0.2 $0.8 $0.4
Megabucks $21.7 $18.9 $21.7 $21.7 $5.2 $20.9 $27.0
Total $5,279.0 $5,492.4 $5,246.0 $5,820.8 $5,837.8 $6,125.6 $6,142.5

Source: Massachusetts Lottery

Based on the above iLottery sales appear to have had an indiscernible impact on traditional lottery sales
within the same state let alone an impact on gaming in adjacent states. Applying the average per adult
spending on iLottery in New Hampshire and Rhode Island equates to about $113.8 million in potential
iLottery sales in Massachusetts or a mere 1.9% of total lottery sales in the Commonwealth. CCA obtained
lottery sales by zip code from the Massachusetts lottery. If iLottery sales are distributed in a similar
geographic fashion to other lottery sales in the state about 16% or $18.2 million in new iLottery sales will
be derived from Massachusetts residents in Twin River and Tiverton’s market area. CCA believes this
amount is far too small to generate even measurable impacts on Rhode Island casinos. Nevertheless, a
meaningful share of Twin River and Tiverton’s gaming revenue is derived from Massachusetts sources,
and it stands to reason that iLottery in Massachusetts would reduce the gaming budgets of nearby
Massachusetts residents left to spend at Rhode Island casinos. Thus, we project a small one-time (1/2%)
impact on Rhode Island gaming revenues in the year that iLottery is implemented in Massachusetts, but
because the impact is so slight, it is quickly overwhelmed by organic trends in gaming expenditures.
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SMOKING CESSATION

Cigarette smoking remains the leading cause of preventable disease and death in the United States, and
according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (“CDC”) kills more than 480,000 Americans
each year, including an estimated 41,000 deaths from exposure to secondhand smoke.’

Unlike most other casinos in southern New England, smoking is still allowed in Rhode Island casinos. In
June 2025, however, the Rhode Island Senate passed S 0188 which amends Sections 23-20.10-2 and 23-
20.10-6.1 of the General Laws in Chapter 2320.10-"Public Health and Workplace Safety Act" effectively
closing the casino “loophole” on January 1, 2027.%* Smoking was banned for a time at Rhode Island
casinos beginning in June 2020 as a safety measure during the COVID-19 pandemic. The ban was lifted
in March 2022, although smoking is no longer allowed at Rhode Island gaming tables.

Past Research and Experience

The most often cited study on the impacts of smoke-free laws on casino revenue is the 2010 study The
Revenue Performance of Casinos after a Smoking Ban: The Case of Illinois’® published by the Federal
Reserve Bank of St. Louis. This study explored the effects that the Smoke-Free Illinois Act®, which took
effect in January 2008, had on Illinois casino revenue, casino attendance, and casino tax revenue.

The study compared the performance of Illinois casinos with adjacent out-of-state casinos. At that time,
many states had enacted similar legislation, but the Illinois smoking ban was the first to not exempt
casinos.

Garret and Pakko used monthly data for adjusted gross receipts and total admissions at each of Illinois'
nine casinos and estimated statistical models to explain the pattern of revenue over the period 1997
through 2008. The models included controls for trends, seasonal patterns, regulatory changes, and the
general pace of economic activity. After controlling for these factors, they evaluated the remaining
change in revenue that they determined attributable to the Smoke-Free Illinois Act, identifying the effects
of the smoking ban by the timing of its implementation. They estimated that the smoking ban was
associated with a 20 to 22 percent revenue decline, amounting to a total loss in casino revenue of more
than $400 million.

As other analysts have noted however,"' the Garret and Pakko report failed to adequately consider the
impact on Chicago area riverboat casinos of the August 8, 2008, replacement of the Horseshoe Hammond
(in Hammond, Indiana) riverboat casino with a much larger barge that increased the number of slot
machines by 32% and table games by 65%, as well as the December 19, 2007 opening of Lumiere Place
in St. Louis, Missouri which negatively impacted two Illinois riverboat casinos in East St. Louis and
Alton, Illinois. Some have also contended that Garret and Pakko also inadequately considered the impact
of the Great Recession (which began in September 2008) on Illinois gaming revenue.®

57'U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Health Consequences of Smoking—50 Years of Progress: A Report of the
Surgeon General. Atlanta: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health, 2014

38 Although a late amendment allows Rhode Island casinos to have a smoking lounge in an enclosed area “including, but not limited
to, a cigar bar.”

%9 Thomas A. Garrett, and Michael R. Pakko, “The Revenue Performance of Casinos after a Smoking Ban: The Case of Illinois,”
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, March 2010. https://doi.org/10.20955/wp.2009.027

0 Smoke-Free Illinois Act SB0500, Public Act 095-0017. http://www.ilga.gov/ search/iga_search.asp?scope=sentran95

61 C3 Gaming, “Evaluation of Post-Pandemic Non-Smoking Trends in U.S. Casinos,” June 2022.
https://www.c3gaminggroup.com/post/evaluation-of-post-pandemic-non-smoking-trends-in-u-s-casinos

62 Ibid.
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Much has changed since 2010 when Garret and Pakko completed their study. Exhibit 1.25 presents the
percentage of U.S. adults that reported as smoking more than 100 cigarettes during their lifetime and now
smoke cigarettes either every day or at least some days. As shown in the exhibit, 21% of U.S. adults
reported smoking cigarettes in 2008, in 2024 that figure had nearly been cut in half to 11%. Finally, when
the Illinois smoking ban was enacted smoke-free casinos were the exception, not the norm. In 2025, the
vast majority of casinos in the United States are smoke-free and smoking casinos are the exception. That
is particularly evident in the southern New England market where the two Rhode Island casinos are the
sole remaining smoking casinos in the region.

Exhibit 1.25 Adult Cigarette Smoking Rate Trend 2008-2021

U.S. Adult Cigarette Smoking Rate Trend

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Source: Gallup

A recent report that relied on the methodology employed by the Garret and Pakko study came to similar
conclusions. ®* A report from the Spectrum Gaming Group commissioned by the Casino Association of
New Jersey projected significant negative impacts of a potential smoking ban on Atlantic City casinos
including a drop in gaming revenue ranging from 4.2 percent to 10.9 percent.** This is about half of the
impact projected by Garret and Pakko, which makes a certain sense given the data presented in exhibit
1.25 above.

A Controlled Experiment

The pandemic has provided us with a new (and in CCA’s opinion, superior) method to forecast the
potential impacts of a smoking ban on casino revenue; a method that was unavailable to Garret and
Pakko. Due to pandemic restrictions, when Rhode Island casinos reopened in June of 2020 after being
shuttered in March, all casinos in southern New England were smoke free. This event provides us with a

63 https://www.spectrumgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/spectrum-report-for-canj-released-february-2022.pdf
64 Ibid.



Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 40

preview of how smoke free casinos in Rhode Island may perform in the future. Furthermore, when
smoking returned to Rhode Island casinos®® on March 1, 2022° both Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun (which
had allowed smoking before the pandemic) opted to continue to ban smoking in their casinos.

Exhibit 1.26 presents slot (VLTs in Rhode Island) revenue for the seven casinos in the southern New
England market from the 3" Quarter of Calendar Year 2018 to the 2" Quarter of Calendar Year 2023.
This provides us with 5 years of data encompassing before and after the pandemic.” Massachusetts
casinos (which have always been smoke free) are represented by green bars, Connecticut casinos (which
were smoking until the pandemic struck) are represented by yellow and orange bars, and Rhode Island
casinos (which allowed smoking before the pandemic and reinstituted smoking in the 2" Quarter of 2022)
by blue bars.

%5 Smoking at table games remain restricted.

%6 https://www.providencejournal .com/story/news/2022/03/17/rhode-island-ballys-lifts-non-smoking-rules/7076891001/

7 CCA would have preferred to included table gaming in this analysis, but that is not possible since Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun do
not report table revenues. We would also note that since smoking is still not allowed at Rhode Island tables, all table gaming in New
England is smoke free.
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Exhibit 1.26 Slot GGR and Market Share 3Q18 to 2Q23 (Calendar Years)
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Exhibit 1.27 translates this data into pure market share. Exhibit 1.27 shows that both the smoking casinos
in Connecticut and Rhode Island lost market share before the pandemic to the new non-smoking
Massachusetts casinos (between the 3™ Quarter of Calendar Year 2018 and the 2™ Quarter of Calendar
Year 2020). That trend changed little during the pandemic when all casinos were non-smoking. When
Rhode Island went back to smoking on March 1, 2022 the trend changed, however. After Rhode Island
reinstituted smoking Twin River and Tiverton’s market share stepped up from a range of 22.7%-23.9% of
the market to 25.1%-26%. Connecticut casinos, which remained smoke free, continued to lose market
share (as they had been before the pandemic), but this time to both Rhode Island and Massachusetts
casinos.
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Exhibit 1.27 Slot GGR Market Share 3Q18 to 2Q23 (Calendar Years)
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In Exhibit 1.28 we analyze the performance of Twin River and Tiverton VLTs in greater detail. We begin
this analysis in the 1% Quarter of 2021 (due to some brief additional casino closures in late 2020 that skew
the data) through 2™ Quarter of 2023. As shown in this table during the five quarters when all casinos in
southern New England were smoke free Twin River and Tiverton’s market share averaged 23.2%. When
smoking was reinstituted, this share increased to 25.5% a difference of 2.36%. We also calculate the
maximum and minimum market shares during this period to obtain a high estimate. In sum we estimate
that elimination of smoking in Rhode Island would result in an immediate decrease of gaming revenue
between 2.36 and 3.56% of gaming revenues that would occur in the year following the elimination of
smoking after which (absent an additional exogenous event) previous trends would resume.*®

% Smoking (or conceivably non-smoking in the case of a lone non-smoking casino in a sea of smoke-filled ones) constitute a
competitive advantage. In other words, it is a factor in the decision matrices of gamblers when deciding where to go if presented with
a choice. Once that choice is removed it is in essence just a “reshuffling of the deck chairs.” New patterns of consumption will
emerge and remain fixed going forward.
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Exhibit 1.28 Twin River and Tiverton Market Share 1Q21 to 2Q23

Twin River and

Quarter Tiverton Market share GGR Average Max/Min
1Q2021 22.7% $93,223,180

2Q2021 23.5% $116,068,640

3Q2021 23.4% $122,742,894 23.19%

4Q2021 22.4% $111,794,626 22.43%
1Q2022 23.9% $113,908,222

2Q2022 25.8% $132,705,091

3Q2022 25.1% $132,791,696

4Q2022 25.2% $129,349,017 25.54%

1Q2023 25.6% $134,467,763

202023 26.0% $135,367,976 25.98%
Difference 2.36% 3.56%

Source: Rhode Island Lottery

It is important to note these impacts are mutually exclusive. In the annual projections presented in the
next section of this report the impact of eliminating smoking is combined with prevailing trends. For
example, VLT revenue has been slightly declining in Rhode Island for some time, and table game revenue
has declined within the last two years thus the elimination of smoking will be in addition to the declining
trend of VLTs and table games.
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Revenue Forecasts

REVENUE FORECAST SCENARIO A: BASELINE

For the purposes of comparison with our previous studies and the other scenarios in this report, CCA has
prepared a baseline scenario to assess the extent of the impact of the expanded gaming scenarios
examined in the subsequent pages of this report. Specifically, a baseline scenario consisting of an eight-
year projection of Rhode Island casino gaming gross revenues and state shares for the FY2026 — FY2034
period assuming no changes in the regional gaming market from what existed as of July 1, 2025.

Key Assumptions

e  Other than what is listed in following sections we assume no material changes in the southern
New England gaming landscape. In other words, CCA assumes no material changes at Foxwoods,
Mohegan Sun, Twin River, Tiverton, MGM Springfield or Encore Boston Harbor, and

e No further expansion (except for in Scenario D) of the Wampanoag Welcome Center beyond the
250 machines already in operation.

e ilLottery in neighboring Massachusetts effective April 1, 2026.

e A smoking ban at Rhode Island casinos effective January 1, 2027.

The resulting status quo projections are presented in Exhibit 1.29 and 1.30.

Exhibit 1.29: Baseline Scenario Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year ($s million)

GGR (in millions) 2024A 2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $396.7 $389.4 $387.5 $379.1 $372.7 $370.9 $369.0 $367.2 $365.3 $363.5 $361.7
Twin River Tables $106.5 $103.5 $102.5 $99.8 $97.6 $96.6 $95.7 $94.7 $93.8 $92.8 $91.9
Twin River Sports Wagering $4.4 $3.1 $3.2 $3.2 $33 $3.4 $3.5 $3.6 $3.7 $3.8 $3.9
Tiverton VLTs $125.8 $129.8 $129.2 $126.4 $124.2 $123.6 $123.0 $122.4 $121.8 $121.2 $120.6
Tiverton Tables $24.6 $23.7 $23.4 $22.8 $22.3 $22.1 $21.9 $21.6 $21.4 $21.2 $21.0
Tiverton Sports Wagering $2.4 $1.2 $1.3 $1.3 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $1.5 $1.6
Remote Sports Wagering $31.8 $33.5 $35.2 $36.9 $38.8 $40.7 $42.7 $44.9 $47.1 $49.5 $51.9
iGaming $7.8 $44.8 $69.0 $86.2 $94.9 $99.6 $103.1 $105.7 $107.2 $108.9 $110.5
Rhode Island Gaming Revenue $700.0 $729.0 $751.1 $755.6 $755.1 $758.2 $760.2 $761.4 $761.8 $762.3 $763.0
Net State Revenue (in millions) 2024A 2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $236.8 $232.5 $231.3 $226.3 $222.5 $221.4 $220.3 $219.2 $218.1 $217.0 $215.9
Twin River Table $15.9 $15.4 $15.2 $14.8 $14.5 $14.3 $14.2 $14.0 $13.9 $13.7 $13.6
Tiverton VLTs $75.1 $77.5 $77.1 $75.4 $74.2 $73.8 $73.4 $73.1 $72.7 $72.3 $72.0
Tiverton Table $3.4 $3.2 $3.2 $3.1 $3.0 $3.0 $2.9 $2.9 $2.9 $2.8 $2.8
Sports Wagering $20.0 $19.6 $20.5 $21.5 $22.5 $23.6 $24.7 $259 $27.2 $28.5 $29.9
iGaming $2.7 $15.9 $28.8 $35.9 $39.5 $41.5 $43.0 $44.0 $44.7 $45.4 $46.1
Rhode Island Gov't Revenue $353.9 $364.1 $376.1 $377.1 $376.2 $377.6 $378.5 $379.2 $379.4 $379.8 $380.2

Source: Rhode Island Department of Revenue, Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC. estimates
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Exhibit 1.30 summarizes and expresses in graphical form the results from Exhibit 1.29.
Exhibit 1.30: Baseline Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year ($s million)
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REVENUE FORECAST SCENARIO B: IGAMING IN MASSACHUSETTS

The following scenario provides an eight-year projection of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the
State of Rhode Island’s share of that revenue forecast as in Scenario B above, except assuming the
introduction of iGaming in Massachusetts. For the purposes of this forecast we assume that iGaming in
Massachusetts begins operations in fiscal year 2028. A meaningful share of Twin River and Tiverton’s
gaming revenue is derived from Massachusetts sources; thus, it stands to reason that iGaming in
Massachusetts would reduce the number of trips and gaming budgets of nearby Massachusetts residents at
Rhode Island casinos.

All other facility assumptions are the same as in the previous scenario and this scenario measures the
incremental impact of Massachusetts iGaming on Rhode Island gaming.

The resulting projections are presented in Exhibit 1.31 and 1.32.

Exhibit 1.31: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year w/iGaming in MA ($s million)

GGR (in millions) 2024A 2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $396.7 $389.4 $387.5 $379.1 $363.4 $345.2 $336.6 $334.9 $333.2 $331.6 $329.9
Twin River Tables $106.5 $103.5 $102.5 $99.8 $95.2 $90.4 $88.1 $87.3 $86.4 $85.5 $84.7
Twin River Sports Wagering $4.4 $3.1 $3.2 $3.2 $3.3 $3.4 $3.5 $3.6 $3.7 $3.8 $3.9
Tiverton VLTs $125.8 $129.8 $129.2 $126.4 $121.1 $115.1 $112.2 $111.6 $I11.1 $110.5 $110.0
Tiverton Tables $24.6 $23.7 $23.4 $22.8 $21.7 $20.7 $20.1 $19.9 $19.7 $19.5 $19.3
Tiverton Sports Wagering $2.4 $1.2 $1.3 $1.3 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $1.5 $1.6
Remote Sports Wagering $31.8 $33.5 $35.2 $36.9 $38.8 $40.7 $42.7 $44.9 $47.1 $49.5 $51.9
iGaming $7.8 $44.8 $69.0 $86.2 $94.9 $99.6 $103.1 $105.7 $107.2 $108.9 $110.5
Rhode Island Gaming Revenue $700.0 $729.0 $751.1 $755.6 $739.7 $716.4 $707.8 $709.3 $710.0 $710.8 $711.8
Net State Revenue (in millions) 2024E 2025E 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $236.8 $232.5 $231.3 $226.3 $217.0 $206.1 $201.0 $199.9 $198.9 $198.0 $197.0
Twin River Table $15.9 $15.4 $15.2 $14.8 $14.1 $13.4 $13.0 $12.9 $12.8 $12.6 $12.5
Tiverton VLTs $75.1 $77.5 $77.1 $75.4 $72.3 $68.7 $67.0 $66.6 $66.3 $66.0 $65.7
Tiverton Table $3.4 $3.2 $3.2 $3.1 $2.9 $2.8 $2.7 $2.6 $2.6 $2.6 $2.6
Sports Wagering $20.0 $19.6 $20.5 $21.5 $22.5 $23.6 $24.7 $25.9 $27.2 $28.5 $29.9
iGaming* $2.7 $15.9 $28.8 $35.9 $39.5 $41.5 $43.0 $44.0 $44.7 $45.4 $46.1
Rhode Island Gov't Revenue $353.9 $364.1 $376.1 $377.1 $368.3 $356.0 $351.3 $352.1 $352.5 $353.0 $353.6

Source: Rhode Island Department of Revenue, Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC. estimates
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Exhibit 1.32 summarizes and expresses in graphical form the results from Exhibit 1.31.

‘ Exhibit 1.32: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year w/ iGaming in MA ($s million)
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REVENUE FORECAST SCENARIO C: TABLES GAMES AT PLAINRIDGE PARK CASINO

Scenario C provides an eight-year projection of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the State of
Rhode Island’s share of that revenue forecast as in the Baseline (Scenario B) above, but also assuming
that table games will be allowed at Plainridge Park Casino. Currently Plainridge Park Casino is prevented
from operating table games by Massachusetts law and is limited to only 1,250 slot machines at its
facility.”” Given that the law would need to be changed and implementing table gaming would require an
expansion of Plainridge Park Casino we assume for projection purposes that it would be FY2028 before
Plainridge Park Casino would have table games that are available to the public. CCA assumes for the
purposes of the following projections that Plainridge Park would keep its full complement of slot
machines and add approximately 65 house banked and poker tables.

The resulting projections are presented in Exhibit 1.33 and 1.34.

Exhibit 1.33: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year with Tables Games at Plainridge
Park Casino ($s million)

GGR (in millions) 2024A 2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $396.7 $389.4 $387.5 $379.1 $353.1 $343.5 $334.9 $333.2 $331.6 $329.9 $328.3
Twin River Tables $106.5 $103.5 $102.5 $99.8 $88.4 $89.5 $87.3 $86.4 $85.5 $84.7 $83.8
Twin River Sports Wagering $4.4 $3.1 $3.2 $3.2 $3.2 $3.5 $3.6 $3.7 $3.8 $3.9 $4.0
Tiverton VLTs $125.8 $129.8 $129.2 $126.4 $120.1 $114.5 $111.6 $I11.1 $110.5 $110.0 $109.4
Tiverton Tables $24.6 $23.7 $23.4 $22.8 $21.2 $20.5 $19.9 $19.7 $19.5 $19.3 $19.2
Tiverton Sports Wagering $2.4 $1.2 $1.3 $1.3 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $1.5 $1.6 $1.6
Remote Sports Wagering $31.8 $33.5 $35.2 $36.9 $38.8 $40.7 $42.7 $44.9 $47.1 $49.5 $51.9
iGaming $7.8 $44.8 $69.0 $86.2 $94.9 $99.6 $103.1 $105.7 $107.2 $108.9 $110.5
Rhode Island Gaming Revenue $700.0 $729.0 $751.1 $755.6 $721.0 $713.1 $704.6 $706.2 $706.9 $707.7 $708.8
Net State Revenue (in millions) 2024E 2025E 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $236.8 $232.5 $231.3 $226.3 $210.8 $205.1 $199.9 $198.9 $198.0 $197.0 $196.0
Twin River Table $15.9 $15.4 $15.2 $14.8 $13.1 $13.2 $12.9 $12.8 $12.6 $12.5 $12.4
Tiverton VLTs $75.1 $77.5 $77.1 $75.4 $71.7 $68.4 $66.6 $66.3 $66.0 $65.7 $65.3
Tiverton Table $3.4 $3.2 $3.2 $3.1 $2.8 $2.7 $2.6 $2.6 $2.6 $2.6 $2.5
Sports Wagering $20.0 $19.6 $20.5 $21.5 $22.5 $23.7 $24.8 $26.0 $27.2 $28.6 $29.9
iGaming* $2.7 $15.9 $28.8 $35.9 $39.5 $41.5 $43.0 $44.0 $44.7 $45.4 $46.1
Rhode Island Gov't Revenue $353.9 $364.1 $376.1 $377.1 $360.4 $354.6 $349.9 $350.7 $351.1 $351.6 $352.2

Source: Rhode Island Department of Revenue, Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC. estimates

% Plainridge Park Casino’s video lottery terminals do include electronic simulations of traditional table games such as roulette, craps,
and blackjack, however, the odds of winning are structured the same way as the odds of winning at a video lottery terminal or slot
machine are (i.e., using a random number algorithm to generate winning blackjack hands, spins of the roulette wheel, etc.).
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Exhibit 1.34 summarizes and expresses in graphical form the results from Exhibit 1.33.

Exhibit 1.34: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year with Tables Games at Plainridge
Park Casino ($s million)

$800.0
$751.1 $755.6
$729.0 =
$713.1 $704.6 $706.2 $706.9 $707.7 $708.8
$700.0
$600.0
$500.0
$400.0
64.1
354.6 49.9 350.7
$300.0
$200.0
$100.0
$0.0 — = = — = — — =
2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
H Rhode Island Gaming Revenue H Rhode Island Gov't Revenue

Source: Rhode Island Department of Revenue, Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC. estimates




Rhode Island Gaming and State Revenue Forecast
PAGE 50

REVENUE FORECAST SCENARIO D: TABLES GAMES AT PLAINRIDGE PARK CASINO AND A TRIBAL
CASINO IN EAST TAUNTON, MA

Scenario D provides an eight-year projection of Rhode Island gross gaming revenue and the State of
Rhode Island’s share of that revenue forecast as in Scenario C above, but also assuming the development
of a tribal casino in East Taunton, Massachusetts. For the purposes of this forecast we assume that the
Taunton casino begins operations in fiscal year 2029.

The Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe previously proposed a $500 million destination gaming resort facility in
East Taunton, Massachusetts which is located approximately 35 miles south of Boston and 20 miles east
of Providence (Exhibit 1.1). Publicly released plans included a 150,000 square foot gaming facility with
3,000 slot machines, 150 house-banked table games, and 40 poker tables.”

The Tribe’s planned program for the East Taunton casino was released before the Newport Grand Casino
was closed and the Tiverton Casino Hotel opened. CCA believes that the presence of competition in
Tiverton, RI will significantly curtail the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe’s proposed investment in an East
Taunton casino, reducing it by as much as half from their original plans. Thus, CCA assumes that the
potential East Taunton tribal casino will be reduced to a $250-$300 million gaming facility with 1,500-
2,000 slot machines 75-100 house-banked table games, and approximately 25 poker tables.”!

70 http://www.mashpeewampanoagtribe.com/content/pages/77/MW T-Presentation.pdf
7! The Tiverton Casino Hotel currently operates 1,000 video lottery terminals; 32 house banked table games and no poker tables.
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The resulting projections are presented in Exhibit 1.35 and 1.36.

Exhibit 1.35: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year with Tables Games at Plainridge
Park Casino and a Tribal Casino in East Taunton ($s million)

GGR (in millions) 2024A 2025A 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $396.7 $389.4 $387.5 $379.1 $353.1 $333.5 $331.8 $330.2 $328.5 $326.9 $325.3
Twin River Tables $106.5 $103.5 $102.5 $99.8 $88.4 $78.8 $78.0 $77.2 $76.4 $75.7 $74.9
Twin River Sports Wagering $4.4 $3.1 $3.2 $3.2 $3.2 $2.8 $2.9 $3.0 $3.1 $3.2 $3.3
Tiverton VLTs $125.8 $129.8 $129.2 $126.4 $120.1 $101.5 $101.0 $100.5 $100.0 $99.5 $99.0
Tiverton Tables $24.6 $23.7 $23.4 $22.8 $21.2 $16.9 $16.7 $16.5 $16.4 $16.2 $16.0
Tiverton Sports Wagering $2.4 $1.2 $1.3 $1.3 $1.3 $1.1 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.3 $1.3
Remote Sports Wagering $31.8 $33.5 $35.2 $36.9 $38.8 $40.7 $42.7 $44.9 $47.1 $49.5 $51.9
iGaming $7.8 $44.8 $69.0 $86.2 $94.9 $99.6 $103.1 $105.7 $107.2 $108.9 $110.5
Rhode Island Gaming Revenue $700.0 $729.0 $751.1 $755.6 $721.0 $674.9 $677.4 $679.1 $680.0 $681.0 $682.2
Net State Revenue (in millions) 2024E 2025E 2026E 2027E 2028E 2029E 2030E 2031E 2032E 2033E 2034E
Twin River VLTs $236.8 $232.5 $231.3 $226.3 $210.8 $199.1 $198.1 $197.1 $196.1 $195.2 $194.2
Twin River Table $15.9 $15.4 $15.2 $14.8 $13.1 $11.6 $11.4 $11.3 $11.2 $11.1 $11.0
Tiverton VLTs $75.1 $77.5 $77.1 $75.4 $71.7 $60.6 $60.3 $60.0 $59.7 $59.4 $59.1
Tiverton Table $3.4 $3.2 $3.2 $3.1 $2.8 $2.2 $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.0
Sports Wagering $20.0 $19.6 $20.5 $21.5 $22.5 $23.2 $24.3 $25.5 $26.7 $28.0 $29.4
iGaming $2.7 $15.9 $28.8 $35.9 $39.5 $41.5 $43.0 $44.0 $44.7 $45.4 $46.1
Rhode Island Gov't Revenue $353.9 $364.1 $376.1 $377.1 $360.4 $338.1 $339.3 $340.1 $340.6 $341.1 $341.7

Source: Rhode Island Department of Revenue, Christiansen Capital Advisors, LLC. estimates
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Exhibit 1.36 summarizes and expresses in graphical form the results from Exhibit 1.35.

Exhibit 1.36: Rhode Island Revenue Projections by Fiscal Year with Tables Games at Plainridge
Park Casino and a Tribal Casino in East Taunton ($s million)
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The projections presented herein are based upon the accompanying assumptions. Some of these assumptions will
inevitably not materialize, and unanticipated events and circumstances will occur. Actual results may therefore vary from
our projections, and such variations may be material.





