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Some Observations

Not all handleisegual asfar as
monetization

Initially (prior to SPMO’s) host track
market areas were somewhat protected

SPM Os reached into Host and Guest track
market areas.

SPMO activity has changed at |east some
9.5% monetized handle to 3.5% monetized
handle.



Some Observations

 Moving adollar from SPMO to Host track
1ISa 271% Increase In revenue from that
dollar.

 Thereissome “leakage’ of industry
revenue as aresult of SPMQO’s lower
monetization rate.

e Question is, Isthere enough added host
track revenue from lower monetized handle
to offset the total industry |eakage?



