Short answer: A Ninth Circuit decision affecting interim court protection does not, by itself, mean that Kalshi has
been finally declared legal or illegal under Nevada law. The key practical question is whether a court order still
prevents Nevada regulators from enforcing state gambling laws against Kalshi. If that injunction has been removed

or denied, Nevada regulators may have more room to act while the underlying legal dispute continues.

That distinction matters. A ruling about an injunction is not necessarily a final ruling on the merits. It may change
what regulators can do during litigation without deciding whether Kalshi's event contracts are federally regulated

derivatives, state-regulated gambling, or something that depends on the particular contract and facts.

This article explains the dispute in plain English. It separates what a court decision can establish from what remains
uncertain, and it distinguishes contracts traded from dollars wagered. It is general information, not legal advice;

the status of a particular case should be checked against the latest court docket and regulator notices.

What the Ninth Circuit decision means for Kalshi in Nevada

Kalshi offers event contracts: customers trade contracts whose value depends on whether a specified event occurs.
Some contracts concern sports. That makes them commercially similar to wagering for many customers, but

similarity alone does not settle their legal classification.

The Nevada dispute is part of a broader jurisdiction fight. Kalshi argues that certain event contracts fall under
federal derivatives law and the oversight of the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC). Nevada
regulators, including the Nevada Gaming Control Board, have taken the position that sports-related event

contracts offered to Nevada residents can amount to unlicensed gambling under state law.

When people refer to the “Ninth Circuit decision,” they should be precise about what the court actually decided.
An appellate court can grant or deny emergency relief, pause or lift an injunction, or decide a procedural issue
without resolving the full legal question. If the decision leaves Kalshi without an injunction protecting it from
Nevada enforcement, that changes the immediate risk—but it does not automatically produce a final judgment

that every Kalshi contract violates Nevada law.

What “injunction removed” does—and does not—mean

An injunction is a court order that can temporarily require a party to stop or refrain from doing something. If an
injunction protecting Kalshi is removed, narrowed, or denied, Nevada regulators may be able to pursue
enforcement while the case continues. The exact effect depends on the order’s wording, who it binds, and whether

another stay or court order applies.
It does not necessarily mean:

* The Ninth Circuit issued a final ruling that Kalshi's contracts are gambling under Nevada law.
® The CFTC has lost all authority over event contracts.
® Every contract offered by Kalshi has the same legal status.

e Customers have been found to have committed a crime.
It can mean:

e Kalshi has less court-ordered protection from state enforcement during the case.
* Nevada regulators may be able to continue or restart enforcement steps, subject to other legal limits.

® Businesses and customers face more uncertainty about availability and access in Nevada.



Three different markets people often lump together

Headlines sometimes use “sports betting” as shorthand for several distinct products. The legal framework can be

different depending on who offers the product, where the operator is licensed, and how the contract is structured.

Product or operator Typical regulatory framework What customers should understand State-licensed sportsbook
State gambling laws and licensing rules, with oversight by the relevant state regulator The operator is authorized
to offer specified wagering products in that jurisdiction, subject to local rules. Offshore operator May be licensed
outside the United States; U.S. access can raise separate state and federal issues An offshore licence is not the
same as a Nevada gaming licence or permission to serve Nevada residents. Prediction market offering event
contracts May involve federal derivatives law, state gambling law, or both, depending on the product and legal

rulings Calling a product a “contract” does not settle its classification or make state law irrelevant.

Nevada has a mature, closely regulated casino and sportsbook industry. A state-licensed sportsbook generally
operates under Nevada’'s gaming framework. Kalshi's argument is different: it says that qualifying event contracts
are federally regulated derivatives, not wagers that require a state sportsbook licence. Nevada's counterargument
is that certain sports contracts function as gambling offered to state residents without the required state

authorization.

Offshore operators are a separate category. They do not become equivalent to federally regulated prediction
markets merely because they use online accounts or financial-style language. Nor does a prediction-market
platform become a state-licensed sportsbook just because customers can trade contracts linked to sports

outcomes.

The jurisdiction fight: state gambling law versus federal derivatives law

The central legal question is not simply whether a customer can profit if an event occurs. It is which law governs

the product and which regulator has authority over it.

Kalshi’s federal-law argument

Kalshi's position is that its contracts are derivatives traded on a federally regulated exchange and fall within the
CFTC's authority under the Commodity Exchange Act. In that view, state gambling regulators cannot treat

federally regulated contracts as ordinary sports wagers merely because the underlying event is a game or match.

The federal framework does not amount to a blanket licence for any product described as an event contract. The
contract's terms, the platform’s regulatory status, and any applicable statutory restrictions matter. Federal
oversight and state authority can also overlap in contested areas, which is why the issue has produced litigation

rather than a simple nationwide answer.

Nevada’s state-law argument

Nevada regulators can argue that a sports-linked contract offered to state residents is, in substance, an unlicensed
wager under Nevada law. States have long regulated gambling within their borders, including operator licensing,

customer protections, and restrictions on particular types of wagering.

The dispute is therefore about more than labels. Courts may have to examine whether federal derivatives law
displaces, or preempts, a state’s gambling rules for the specific contracts at issue. The answer may depend on

statutory language and the product’s design—not just on the platform’s marketing.

Cease-and-desist letters, subpoenas, and enforcement campaigns



Regulatory action can take several forms, and not all of them are final judgments. A cease-and-desist demand may
direct a company to stop offering a thecoinrepublic.com product in a state, but it is not itself a court ruling that
the regulator’s legal theory is correct. A subpoena may seek information or records; receiving one does not

establish that the recipient broke the law.

States have used or considered a range of tools in disputes over prediction markets, including cease-and-desist
notices, investigative demands, subpoenas, and public enforcement warnings. These actions can place pressure on

a platform and its commercial partners even while the legal question remains unresolved.

Connecticut provides one example of regulators seeking information about how prediction-market products are
distributed and promoted, including requests referencing app stores. That kind of inquiry can help officials
understand how customers encounter a product. It should not be confused with a court finding that an app store,

payment company, or platform violated gambling law.

Payment and distribution arrangements also attract attention. Robinhood has been associated with exchange
infrastructure routing event contracts, illustrating how a product may reach customers through more than one
company or technical layer. The identity of the platform that displays a contract, the entity that routes or executes
it, and the regulated exchange involved may all matter when regulators assess responsibility. A commercial

relationship does not, on its own, resolve the legal classification.

Crypto.com is another familiar company in discussions of prediction markets and event contracts. Its involvement
in the market illustrates that this is not a dispute about one brand alone. But company names and partnerships
should not be treated as proof that a particular product is lawful in Nevada—or unlawful there. The relevant

guestions remain product-specific and jurisdiction-specific.
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Why preliminary injunctions create confusion

A preliminary injunction is temporary relief a court may grant before a final decision. The party seeking it generally
must meet legal standards that can include showing a likelihood of success, irreparable harm, and that the balance
of equities and public interest support relief. The court is making an early assessment, not necessarily resolving

every disputed issue after a full trial or final briefing.

That is why a preliminary-injunction ruling can be important without being conclusive. A denial may mean the
court was not persuaded that immediate protection was justified on the record then presented. It does not
necessarily mean the plaintiff loses the entire case. Likewise, an injunction that is granted and later stayed or

removed can shift the practical position without settling the underlying statutory dispute.


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

For Kalshi, the “injunction removed” question is therefore practical: can Nevada regulators currently enforce their
position while litigation proceeds? The answer must come from the operative court orders, including any later stay,

appeal ruling, or modification—not from a headline that describes only one stage of the case.

Circuit split and continuing court uncertainty

Prediction-market disputes have produced different outcomes in different courts and procedural settings. Courts
may disagree about how to interpret federal derivatives law, whether a particular contract falls within a federal

regulator's authority, and how far that authority limits state gambling enforcement.

That patchwork is sometimes described as a circuit split, but the phrase should be used carefully. Different trial-
court rulings or appeals at different stages do not automatically establish a formal split among federal appeals
courts. A true circuit split generally means that federal appellate courts have reached conflicting legal answers on

the same important question. Until that happens—or until the U.S. Supreme Court or Congress provides a clearer

answer—state-by-state uncertainty can remain.

For businesses, the uncertainty is not academic. A platform may face a regulator’'s demand in one state, win
temporary relief in another, and still have no definitive nationwide answer. For customers, access can change
because of a company’s compliance decision, an app’s availability, or a new court order—even if no final decision

has been made about the product’s legality.

Contracts traded are not dollars wagered

One reporting point is easy to miss: contracts traded and dollars wagered are not interchangeable
measures. A reported number of contracts counts transactions or contract positions under a particular
methodology. It does not automatically show the total cash customers deposited, the maximum possible loss, the

amount at risk at one time, or the platform'’s revenue.

Similarly, trading volume is not necessarily the same as customer losses or the amount a sportsbook would
describe as handle. Any comparison among Kalshi, Robinhood, Crypto.com, or a state-licensed sportsbook should
identify the measure being compared and how it was calculated. Otherwise, a headline may sound like marketing

rather than a fair description of the market.

What Nevada customers and businesses should watch



Anyone trying to understand kalshi nevada enforcement should follow the operative legal documents, not just

summaries of the case. In particular, check:

® Whether a current injunction, stay, or appellate order restricts Nevada regulators.

* Whether Nevada has issued a new cease-and-desist demand or started a court enforcement action.
® Which contracts and customer activities are covered by the order or enforcement notice.

® Whether Kalshi has changed access for Nevada residents while the dispute is pending.

® Whether a court has issued a final merits ruling, rather than only deciding temporary relief.

For businesses, the practical risk may include enforcement costs, changes to customer access, and uncertainty for
vendors or distribution partners. For customers, the key point is that access to an app does not necessarily
establish that a product is authorized under Nevada law. Nor does the removal of an injunction automatically

mean customers have been adjudged to have violated a law.

Bottom line

After a Ninth Circuit ruling that leaves Kalshi without an effective injunction against Nevada enforcement, the
company may face greater immediate exposure to state regulatory action. But that is not the same as a final ruling
that Kalshi is illegal in Nevada. The underlying dispute—state gambling authority versus federal derivatives
regulation—can continue, and the legal answer may depend on the contract, the order, and later appellate

decisions.

Facts versus inference: A court’'s order determines whether temporary protection exists and what parties it
covers. The broader conclusion that Kalshi's sports contracts are definitively lawful or unlawful requires a merits
ruling or other controlling legal authority. Until then, claims that the Ninth Circuit has settled the entire question

should be treated with caution.



