First, a precision point: a request asking the U.S. Supreme Court to review a case is not the same as the Court
agreeing to hear it. New Jersey's new jersey supreme court petition is best understood as a request for review in
the state’s dispute with Kalshi—not a Supreme Court ruling that Kalshi has violated gambling law, and not yet a

final answer to the wider fight over event contracts.

The sept 2 review request puts a fast-growing legal question in front of the justices: when a federally regulated
derivatives exchange offers contracts tied to sports outcomes, can a state treat those contracts as unlicensed
sports wagering? The answer matters beyond New Jersey. State regulators, federally regulated exchanges,
sportsbooks, payment companies, and technology platforms are all watching to see which rules apply—and who

gets to enforce them.

For now, separate what is known from what remains uncertain. A petition asks the Supreme Court to take a case;
it does not mean the Court has granted review. And a preliminary injunction, if one is in place, is temporary relief

while a case proceeds—not a final judgment on every legal question.

What New Jersey'’s review request does—and does not—mean

The state’s petition seeks Supreme Court review of the dispute with Kalshi. That is a significant escalation in the
Kalshi enforcement fight, but the Court has several options. It can deny review, grant the petition and hear the
case, or take other procedural steps. A denial would leave the lower-court result in place for the parties, but would

not necessarily endorse every part of that court’s reasoning.

The Supreme Court grants only a small share of the cases it is asked to hear. A petition therefore does not
guarantee a hearing, oral argument, or a nationwide rule. If the Court grants review, the parties would brief the
merits, outside groups could file friend-of-the-court briefs, and the justices would ultimately issue a decision. That

process can take months.

Fact: the review request asks the Supreme Court to consider the dispute. Not established by the request alone:

that the justices will take the case, that Kalshi has lost, or that all event contracts are legal or illegal nationwide.

The core jurisdiction fight: state gambling law versus federal
derivatives law

New Jersey's position is rooted in its authority to regulate gambling within the state. The state licenses
sportsbooks, sets rules for sports wagering, and can pursue operators it believes are offering gambling without
authorization. Kalshi's position relies on a different legal framework: it operates as a federally regulated derivatives
exchange, subject to the Commodity Exchange Act and oversight by the Commodity Futures Trading Commission
(CFTC).

That creates a dispute about jurisdiction, not just labels. Kalshi argues that the federal derivatives framework
governs its exchange and that state gambling enforcement cannot override that federal system. New Jersey
argues that sports-outcome contracts offered to its residents look like sports wagers and fall within state gambling
rules. The court must consider how federal law applies to these specific contracts, and whether it displaces—or

limits—the state’s authority.

The Commodity Exchange Act does not make every contract offered by a federally regulated venue immune from

scrutiny. It contains rules for event contracts, including a process that can involve the CFTC's review of contracts



tied to certain activities, such as gaming. The details matter: the contract’'s structure, the exchange's regulatory

status, the agency’s actions, and the precise legal question before the court.

Calling every sports event contract “a bet” skips the issue the courts are being asked to resolve. Calling it a
derivative does not resolve the issue either. The legal question is how the relevant federal statutes and state laws
apply to the product and the exchange.

Three markets that should not be lumped together

Type of operator Typical regulatory footing Why the distinction matters State-licensed sportsbook Authorized
under state sports-wagering law and subject to state licensing, tax, and consumer-protection rules It has
permission to offer specified wagering products in that state, subject to local requirements. Offshore operator May
be based outside the United States and may lack authorization in the customer’s state Offshore availability does
not establish that an operator is licensed or lawful for a U.S. customer. Prediction market or event-contract
exchange May operate under federal derivatives rules, with questions about the CFTC's authority and state
gambling laws still contested Its legal status depends on the product and regulatory framework; it is not

automatically equivalent to either a licensed sportsbook or an offshore book.

The categories can look similar to a customer who sees a price on a team’s outcome. But the regulatory path,
contract terms, settlement process, and enforcement authority may differ. That is why the New Jersey case is not
simply a contest between “legal betting” and “illegal betting.” It is a dispute about which regulator’s law controls a

particular product.

From cease-and-desist letters to subpoenas and wider scrutiny

State enforcement often begins with a cease-and-desist demand: a regulator tells a company to stop offering a
product in its jurisdiction, usually on the theory that it is operating without the required license. The company may
comply, challenge the demand in court, or take another position. A cease-and-desist letter is an enforcement

action or warning; it is not, by itself, a final judicial finding that the regulator’s legal theory is correct.

Regulators can also use subpoenas or information requests to learn how a product is marketed, distributed, and
accessed. Connecticut, for example, has referenced app stores in information requests involving prediction-market
activity. That does not mean an app store has been found liable or that an information request is a court
judgment. It does show why the enforcement picture can reach beyond the exchange itself—to distribution

channels, advertising, payments, and technology partners.

Robinhood has entered the event-contract market, and its exchange infrastructure has been described as routing
event contracts. That kind of arrangement raises practical questions about which entity operates the venue, which
entity handles customer access, and how the product is presented. It does not, on its own, answer the legal

question or establish that a particular state’s law has been violated.

Crypto.com is another company whose presence in this market makes the dispute relevant beyond Kalshi. For
companies entering the sector, the issue is not merely whether customers want sports-related contracts. It is
whether the product and the operating structure fit federal derivatives rules, state gambling rules, or both—and

what happens when regulators disagree.

Enforcement campaigns can therefore involve more than a single company and a single letter. A state may issue
demands, seek records, investigate marketing, or pursue litigation. Companies may challenge state authority, seek
injunctions, and argue that federal law preempts some or all of the state action. Each step creates a record, but

none should be confused with a final ruling on the entire industry.



Why preliminary injunctions do not settle the case

In disputes like this, a company may ask a thecoinrepublic.com court for a preliminary injunction to prevent a
regulator from enforcing a demand while the case is pending. To obtain one, a party generally must satisfy legal
tests that include the likelihood of success on the merits and the risk of harm without relief. The court may also

consider the public interest and the balance of harms.

A preliminary injunction can have immediate practical consequences: it may temporarily block enforcement against
a particular company or product. But it is not the same as a final ruling after a full record and trial—or a final
appellate decision on every issue. Its scope matters. An order protecting one company in one case does not

automatically bind every state or resolve every product configuration.

This distinction is important for customers and operators. A temporary court order can shape what is available
while litigation continues, yet the underlying jurisdiction fight may remain open. Companies should not treat an
interim win as a permanent nationwide license. Regulators should not treat an interim loss as a final declaration

that state law is powerless.

Is there a circuit split?

A genuine circuit split occurs when federal appeals courts reach conflicting answers to the same legal question.
That can be a strong reason for the Supreme Court to step in. In the event-contract disputes, courts have
considered overlapping questions about the CFTC's authority, federal preemption, and state enforcement. But

different procedural postures, contract designs, and records can make cases difficult to compare.

So “circuit split” should be used carefully. A petition may argue that appellate decisions conflict, or that courts are
applying federal law differently. That argument is not itself proof that the Supreme Court has recognized a clean
split. The justices may consider whether there is a direct conflict, whether the issue is important enough to resolve

now, and whether the case is a suitable vehicle for answering it.

If the justices deny review, the immediate lower-court result remains important, but the national legal picture may
stay uneven. If they grant review, the decision could clarify how federal derivatives law interacts with state

gambling enforcement—but the scope would depend on the questions presented and the Court's ruling.



https://www.thecoinrepublic.com/2026/09/24/sports-bettings-three-way-legal-battle-crypto-quietly-maneuvers-between-the-lines/

What happens next?

1. The Supreme Court considers the petition. The justices decide whether to grant review. Until then, filing

the petition is not the same as a merits decision.

2. The parties address the request. Kalshi can respond, and other interested parties may seek permission to

submit briefs supporting one side or explaining the broader consequences.

3. The Court acts on review. If review is denied, the lower-court disposition remains in place for that litigation.

If review is granted, the case proceeds to merits briefing and argument.

4. Other disputes continue. State regulators may keep investigating or pursuing separate cases, subject to

applicable court orders. Similar cases elsewhere may produce additional appellate decisions.

5. Companies reassess access and compliance. Exchanges, app distributors, payment providers, and market

participants may adjust products or geographic availability as rulings and enforcement positions develop.

What customers and companies should watch

* The exact wording of any Supreme Court order: a denial, grant, or procedural order has a different

meaning.
* The reach of injunctions: identify which parties and conduct an order actually covers.

* Regulator statements and court filings: distinguish allegations from findings and enforcement demands
from final judgments.

* Product structure: “event contract” is a broad label; terms, settlement, and venue arrangements can matter.

e State-specific access: a product available in one jurisdiction may be restricted in another.

The bottom line

New Jersey’'s new jersey supreme court petition is an important step in the kalshi enforcement fight, but it is a
request for the justices to review a dispute—not a Supreme Court decision against Kalshi. The sept 2 review
request puts the conflict between state gambling authority and federal derivatives regulation into sharper focus,

while leaving the outcome uncertain.




For now, the clearest takeaway is procedural: watch what the Court does with the petition, read any injunction by
its actual scope, and keep state-licensed sportsbooks, offshore operators, and prediction-market exchanges in
separate legal categories. The contracts traded are not the same thing as dollars wagered, and the legal treatment

of a contract cannot be settled by a headline or a company’s marketing language.



