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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
This Innovation Group report assesses the reliability of gaming revenue forecasts conducted by 
Spectrum Gaming Group in a December 2015 report on behalf of the Mashpee Wampanoag 
Tribe.  At issue are the fiscal impacts to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the event the 
Brockton casino is approved.   
 
The following bullet points summarize our findings: 
 

• The gaming revenue forecast offered by Spectrum is not credible.  It defies the laws of 
gravity to award a lower market share to Brockton, which has a superior location.   

Spectrum’s Local Market (Gravity Model) Forecast 
 Taunton Brockton  
Scenario 1 $414,255,799 $0 
Scenario 2 $364,505,452 $263,375,396 
Market Share Scenario 2 58% 42% 

Source: Spectrum Gaming Group  
 

• Access to population is the primary force behind a casino’s market potential.  Marketing 
spend and payout advantages can mitigate that force only to a degree, and not nearly to 
the magnitude proposed by Spectrum.  The Innovation Group’s drivetime gravity 
modeling awarded Taunton a higher attraction factor in recognition of its tax and 
marketing advantage but nevertheless resulted in a higher market share for Brockton in    
Scenario 2.  Please note the following table includes local market revenue only, to 
maintain consistency with the Spectrum report; it does not include out-of-market revenue 
from such sources as tourism. 

Innovation Group’s Local Market (Gravity Model) Forecast 
 Taunton Brockton  
Scenario 1 $332,462,572    
Scenario 2 $228,890,798  $303,528,870  
Market Share Scenario 2 43% 57% 

Source: Innovation Group  
 

• Spectrum’s high GGR forecast for Taunton has the effect of overestimating its revenue 
sharing (i.e., gaming tax) contribution, and the artificially low GGR estimate for 
Brockton has the effect of underestimating its tax contribution.   

• If the Spectrum forecast is to be believed, the Taunton casino would be better off in 
Scenario 2.  The 12% GGR impact from Brockton would be more than offset by the 17% 
savings on revenue sharing (i.e., 0% gaming tax rate), even accounting for the need for 
increased marketing.     

• The examples cited by Spectrum in support of its argument are in no way analogous to 
Brockton and Taunton.  The Native American casinos in Florida and New York are full-
scale Class III casinos competing against slots-only racinos.  Further, the Native 



 

The Innovation Group Project #018-15 September 2015  Page 2 

American casinos do not suffer from inferior locations, as Taunton will.  In fact, in many 
cases the casinos have superior locations to their racino competition. 

• Most devastatingly, the Spectrum report fails to acknowledge the fact that the slot 
facilities in Florida and New York are subject to smoking bans whereas the tribal casinos 
allow smoking, effectively giving them a 24%-36% advantage over their smoke-free 
competitors.  This omission in itself undermines its entire discussion of Florida and New 
York.  This smoking advantage will not apply in the case of Region C since the 
Commonwealth’s smoking ban will apply to the Taunton casino.   

• Therefore, the claimed $28 million gaming tax advantage to the Commonwealth without 
a Brockton casino is not a reliable figure.  The Innovation Group’s drivetime gravity 
modeling shows that the Commonwealth would receive $7 million more in gaming tax 
revenue in Scenario 2.    

• Further, Spectrum fails to account for annual slot license fees and the upfront license fee 
of $85 million the Brockton casino would pay. 

• Finally, the Commonwealth would receive economic and fiscal benefits from more than 
just gaming taxes and fees.  As Spectrum acknowledges, “Two properties, by definition, 
would create more direct employment.”  What Spectrum fails to acknowledge is that the 
larger the direct impacts, the larger the indirect and induced impacts.  Indirect and 
induced impacts are driven by direct impacts.  Therefore, the construction and operation 
of two similarly sized casinos will create more economic development and fiscal impacts 
(beyond gaming taxes) for a state than just one casino.    
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SPECTRUM’S FISCAL ANALYSIS IS FLAWED    
Spectrum’s December 2015 report on behalf of the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe claims that the 
Commonwealth would receive $28 million less in taxes on gaming revenue if the Brockton 
casino is approved.  However, the gaming revenue forecast that forms the basis of the tax 
analysis is not credible, and the supporting examples Spectrum cites are false analogies.    
 

The Gaming Revenue Projection is not Credible 
The report examines two scenarios for Region C resort casino development:  
 

1. Taunton Only 
2. Taunton and Brockton  

 
In Scenario 2, revenue sharing (or gaming taxes) for Taunton would drop to 0% from 17% in 
Scenario 1.  Unfortunately, no Brockton-only scenario is offered in the Spectrum report.   
 
The Spectrum analysis is confined to local gravity model revenues only, with the Spectrum 
report stating that out-of-market or tourism revenue “will not vary significantly under the 
proposed development scenarios” (21).  This assertion is debatable, but to maintain an apples-to-
apples comparison, the Innovation Group gaming revenues presented in this response are limited 
to the local market and therefore exclude out-of-market revenue from such sources as tourism.   
 

Gross Gaming Revenue (GGR) Comparison 
Spectrum achieves the $28 million tax differential by assigning 58% of Region C resort casino 
gaming revenue in Scenario 2 to Taunton, as shown in the following table, and only 42% to 
Brockton.   
 

Spectrum’s Scenario 2 Local Market Gross Gaming Revenue (GGR) 
 

          Source: Spectrum Gaming Group  
 

 
This heavy weighting toward Taunton results in a low tax contribution by Brockton, as shown in 
the following table:  
 
 

 Taunton Brockton  Total 
Scenario 1 $414,255,799 $0 

 Scenario 2 $364,505,452 $263,375,396 $627,880,848 
GGR split Scenario 2 58.1% 41.9% 100.0% 
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Summary of the Spectrum Analysis 
 Taunton Brockton Plainridge Other 

Massachusetts 
Total 

Scenario 1 GGR $414,255,799  $106,890,563 $933,154,785 $1,868,556,946 
Tax Rate 17%  49% 25%  
Taxes $70,423,486 $0 $52,376,376 $233,288,696 $356,088,558 
      
Scenario 2 GGR $364,505,452 $263,375,396 $94,890,287 $862,908,910 $2,213,560,893 
Tax Rate 0% 25% 49% 25%  
Taxes $0 $65,843,849 $46,496,241 $215,727,228 $328,067,317 
      
Tax Differential     -$28,021,241 

          Source: Spectrum Gaming Group  
 
 
In Scenario 1, Taunton achieves GGR of $414 million from the gravity model only, compared to 
just $933 million for Wynn and MGM combined, a 44% ratio.  Given that MGM faces limited 
competition in the western part of the state, and that Wynn will dominate the largest population 
base of Massachusetts, it is not credible that Taunton could approach near parity with the average 
GGR of those two facilities.  The gaming tax advantage for Taunton in Scenario 1 is negligible. 
 
In summary, the high GGR forecast for Taunton has the effect of overestimating its revenue 
sharing (i.e., gaming tax) contribution, and the low GGR estimate for Brockton has the effect of 
underestimating its gaming tax contribution.  Further, Spectrum fails to account for annual slot 
license fees and the upfront license fee of $85 million the Brockton casino would pay. 
 
As the Innovation Group estimated in its 2015 forecasting for Mass Gaming & Entertainment, 
gaming taxes to the Commonwealth, including the annual slot license fee, are projected to be $7 
million higher in Scenario 2. 

Summary of the Spectrum Analysis 
 Status Quo* Scenario 1 Scenario 2 

Total State Revenue $372,152,385 $405,201,629 $412,510,794 
Change from Status Quo  $33,049,244 $40,358,408 

          Source: Innovation Group; *Status Quo includes Plainridge, MGM, and Wynn  
 
 
According to the Spectrum analysis, Brockton would cause GGR at Taunton to decline by 12%. 
As noted, Spectrum does not offer a Brockton Only scenario.  However, given its superior 
location it is more than reasonable to assume that, at a minimum, Brockton in a Brockton-Only 
scenario would achieve the same level of GGR as Taunton in Scenario 1.  Utilizing this 
assumption, the implication is that Taunton would impact Brockton by 36%. 
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Impacts of Scenario 2: Spectrum 
 Taunton Brockton 
"Only" Scenarios $414,255,799 $414,255,799* 
Scenario 2 $364,505,452 $263,375,396 
% Change -12% -36%* 

             Source: Spectrum Gaming Group, *Innovation Group  
 
These impacts and the gap between them are not credible given that Brockton is approximately 
17 miles closer to the Boston area.  Furthermore, they are well outside the estimates cited by 
Spectrum in a quote by the long-time gaming consultant Clyde Barrow, that cannibalization 
typically ranges between 20 and 30 percent.   
 
By comparison, our estimates of impacts fall almost precisely within Mr. Barrow’s range.  In our 
gravity modeling we estimated that Brockton would impact Taunton by 31% whereas Taunton 
would impact Brockton by 19%, as shown in the table below. The larger percentage impact on 
Taunton results from the superior location of Brockton.  

Impacts of Scenario 2: Innovation Group (Gravity Model Only)1

 
 

Taunton Brockton 
"Only" Scenarios $332,462,572  $375,603,014  
Scenario 2 $228,890,798  $303,528,870  
% Change -31% -19% 

             Source: Innovation Group  
 
This raises the question as to why Spectrum chose to quote at such length from the Cape Cod 
Times article when the only actual numbers in the passage undermine Spectrum’s analysis.  We 
can only surmise that it gave Spectrum the opportunity to include inflammatory quotes from 
third parties disparaging the Brockton project—“death knell” and “no scenario where that comes 
out better for the state”—and the Innovation Group with a blatant falsehood that the Innovation 
Group “never factors in cannibalization.”   
 

EBITDA Analysis 
Another indication that the Spectrum numbers are suspect is that the Taunton casino would be 
better off in Scenario 2.  The 12% GGR impact from Brockton would be more than offset by the 
17% savings on revenue sharing.  The Innovation Group collected operating data from publicly 
traded casino companies to identify major operating expense categories for facilities comparable 
to the proposed Taunton casino.  The goal was to derive a reasonable order-of-magnitude 
EBITDA2

   

 estimate for Taunton.  The analysis resulted in an estimate of $175 million in 
EBITDA in Scenario 1, using Spectrum’s revenue forecast for Scenario 1.    

                                                 
 
 
1 By way of reference, the Innovation Group’s total GGR estimates for Brockton, including out-of-market revenues 
from such sources as tourism, are $404.3 million in the Brockton-only scenario and $326.5 million in Scenario 2.   
2 Earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortization, a commonly used measure of operating profit. 
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Taunton EBITDA Analysis Using Spectrum GGR Forecast ($000s)  
 Scenario 1 Ratio 

GGR 414,256  
 Marketing, Promotions, and Comps 52,818  12.75% 

All Other Operating Expenses 115,992  28.00% 
Total Op Expenses 168,809  40.75% 
Gaming Tax 70,423  17.00% 
EBITDA 175,023  42.25% 

 
 
In Scenario 2, marketing costs would be expected to rise along with increased competition, fixed 
costs would remain relatively unchanged, and variable costs could be reduced with reduced 
business volume.  In all, EBITDA would increase by $15 million in the reasonably aggressive 
assumption that marketing related costs would increase by 20%, going from $53 million (or 
12.75 of GGR) to $63 million (or 17.39% of GGR).3

  
   

Taunton EBITDA Comparison Using Spectrum GGR Forecast ($000s)  
 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Variance Ratio 

Scenario 2 
GGR 414,256  364,505  -12.0%  

Marketing, Promotions, and Comps 52,818  63,381  20.0% 17.39% 
All Other Operating Expenses 115,992  111,103  -4.2% 30.48% 
Total Op Expenses 168,809  174,485  3.4% 47.87% 
Gaming Tax 70,423  

  
0.00% 

EBITDA 175,023  190,021  8.6% 52.13% 
 
 

Summary  
In summary, there are many reasons to doubt the consistency and credibility of the Spectrum 
analysis. 
 
In its description of gravity model methodology, Spectrum writes: 
 

In addition, an inversely proportional relationship exists between visitation and distance.  
In other words, a greater distance makes visitation from any particular region less likely.  
This relationship has been shown to be exponential, such that the effects of a doubling in 

                                                 
 
 
3 The Innovation Group performed a similar analysis using our GGR estimates for Taunton in Scenario 2 and 
concluded that Taunton’s EBITDA would exceed $100 million.     
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distance is amplified through a series of non-linear equations and leads to a precipitous 
loss in visitation.  (16)  

 
This highly accurate description of gravity modeling begs the question: how can Taunton, which 
is much farther from the majority of the population base for the Region C market, achieve this 
significant premium in market share? 
 
Spectrum’s answer, in effect, is that Taunton can overcome the laws of gravity by buying 
customers.  This is an extremely dubious premise, and as the next section will unequivocally 
demonstrate, the “evidence” cited by Spectrum in support of it is fundamentally flawed.     
 
 

The Supporting Examples are not at all Analogous  
To support its implicit premise that Taunton’s tax advantage will allow it to overcome the laws 
of gravity, the Spectrum report relies exclusively on gaming markets in Florida and New York, 
where according to Spectrum tribal casinos are able to out-compete commercial facilities 
because of lower tax rates.    
 
To begin with Florida, the southern Florida Seminole and Hard Rock properties cited by 
Spectrum are full Class III4

 

 casinos with slots and table games competing against slot machines 
only at racetracks and frontons.  Furthermore, neither the casinos nor the slot facilities enjoys a 
particular location advantage as the facilities are generally spread around the Miami-Fort 
Lauderdale metropolitan area.        

Moreover, Spectrum’s Florida analysis is pure speculation.  As the report acknowledges, “the 
amounts spent on marketing programs are not reported for either the pari-mutuels or the 
Seminole casinos…” (10).  Further, slot payout percentages are not reported by the Seminoles, 
while the pari-mutuels pay higher than the national average.   The claim that the Seminoles are 
out-spending and out-pricing the slot facilities is based entirely on public comments by slot 
facility operators and a single Seminole Classic website ad, “Play the loosest slots in America!”   
The context of the public comments—were they a play for a lower tax rate? a plea for sympathy 
by besieged slot operators?—is not given, and the possibility that the Seminole website is an 
exaggeration is not entertained.   
 
Spectrum fails to identify other reasons that the Seminole casinos apparently out-perform the slot 
facilities.  What is the impact of the Hard Rock brand?   What is the level of customer service?  
Are the Seminole casinos better managed?  What is the significance of having table games?  
Table games are not only revenue generators in themselves, but they also add to the overall 

                                                 
 
 
4 Class III is the highest category of gambling.  Class III casinos offer house-banked slot machines and table games.  
Class II gaming is limited to gamblers betting against each other and is typically less attractive and lower in revenue 
generation than Class II gaming. 
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attractiveness of a casino and they typically increase slot machine revenue because of companion 
play. 
 
Finally, and most devastatingly, the Spectrum report fails to acknowledge the fact that the slot 
facilities are subject to Florida’s Clean Indoor Air Act whereas the Seminole casinos allow 
smoking.  This omission in itself undermines its entire discussion of Florida (and New York).  
Jurisdictions that have imposed smoking bans have seen gaming revenue decline by 12%-18% 
where alternatives are convenient.  This effectively means that the Florida and New York tribal 
examples cited by Spectrum have a 24%-36% advantage over their smoke-free competitors, 
since revenue lost by the smoke-free casino is gained by the tribal casino.   
 
The smoking ban disadvantage faced by the Florida slot facilities will not apply in the case of 
Region C since the Commonwealth’s smoking ban is to apply to the Taunton casino.    
 
The New York discussion is on even thinner ice than the Florida examples since the Seneca 
Nation casinos generally enjoy far superior locations than their machine-only counterparts.  The 
Hamburg and Batavia Downs racinos are remotely located whereas two of the Seneca’s three 
casinos are located in the center of Niagara Falls and Buffalo.  As for the third racino cited by 
Spectrum, Finger Lakes is 85 miles east of the nearest Seneca casino (Buffalo).   
 
The Turning Stone casino was open for more than a decade before Vernon Downs.  Turning 
Stone’s decade-long monopoly in the Syracuse market allowed the Oneida Nation to amass the 
extensive resort amenities that were in place before Vernon Downs even opened.  Neither facility 
enjoys a location advantage since they are essentially across the street from each other.    
 
Moreover, not only are the New York racinos disadvantaged by not having table games, the 
machines they are limited to are Class II video lottery terminals, which are not as competitive a 
product as Class III slot machines.   
 
The Spectrum analysis is further undermined by its erroneous tax rate analysis and its failure to 
acknowledge the tax-free offers the racinos are permitted to offer.  Spectrum applied a statewide 
effective tax rate of 66.5% to the four small facilities it cited in upstate New York; this is 
erroneous since the smaller racinos in New York have a lower effective tax rate than the major 
revenue producers in the New York City area.  For example, Hamburg’s effective rate is only 
55%, using the same distribution buckets as Spectrum (operator commission, marketing 
allowance, and capital award).  Further, a large portion of the 10% “Gaming Floor and 
Administration” fee goes toward the operation and maintenance of the machines, so Hamburg’s 
actual effective rate is likely less than 50%.  The racinos are also able to offer free play credits 
net of taxes, which diminishes the marketing advantage of the tribal casinos.    
 
As with the Florida analysis, there is very limited revenue data for the New York tribal casinos 
and absolutely no marketing or slot payout data.  So here, too, the Spectrum analysis is 
speculation.  The one piece of data presented for Turning Stone, $207 million in slot revenue in 
2014, pales in comparison, for example, to the $537 million in GGR at Yonkers in 2014.  
Yonkers is a Class II VLT racino north of New York City and has the highest tax rate in the 
state. 
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Finally, as noted, New York racinos do not permit smoking whereas the tribal casinos are 
exempt from the state’s smoking ban.   
 
It is also worth noting that Spectrum ignores a major example right in the Commonwealth’s 
backyard.  The tribal casinos in Connecticut enjoyed a near-decade long duopoly in the entire 
New England market, allowing them to build massive resort facilities.  However, despite these 
infrastructure advantages, and despite the tribe’s enormous tax advantage,5

 

 the Twin River 
racino in Rhode Island has been highly competitive solely because it is much closer to the major 
population bases in Rhode Island and Massachusetts.     

Access to population is the primary force behind a casino’s market potential.  Marketing spend 
and payout advantages can mitigate that force only to a degree, and not nearly to the magnitude 
proposed by Spectrum.   
 

Spectrum’s Discussion of other Economic Impacts Misses the 
Point 
In its discussion of other economic impacts, Spectrum concedes that Rush Street is correct in 
asserting that two casinos in Region C would create more direct employment: “Two properties, 
by definition, would create more direct employment” (14).  What Spectrum fails to acknowledge 
is that the larger the direct impacts, the larger the indirect and induced impacts.6

 

  Indirect and 
induced impacts are driven by direct impacts.  Therefore, the construction and operation of two 
similarly sized casinos will create more economic development and fiscal impacts (beyond 
gaming taxes) for a state than just one casino.      

While indirect and induced impacts at an individual casino would be reduced as a result of 
cannibalization, Region C as a whole would see increased employment, increased business 
volume, increased purchases of goods and services by the casino, and therefore increased 
indirect effects.  As shown in the table below, the addition of Brockton to the Taunton-only 
scenario is projected to increase casino resort GGR in Region C by 60%, which in turn would 
have a greater economic impact on the state as a whole, even with reduced spending by each 
facility.   
 

                                                 
 
 
5 The Connecticut tribes pay 25% of slot revenue to the State and 0% of table revenue, compared to approximately 
60% on VLTs at Twin River and 17% on table revenue. 
6 As explained in the Spectrum report, indirect effects result from spending by the casino resort itself on goods and 
services whereas induced effects refer to spending by employees of the resort.   



 

The Innovation Group Project #018-15 September 2015  Page 10 

Innovation Group Impacts of Scenario 2 : Local Market GGR  
 Taunton Brockton Total Relative 

to Taunton 
Only 

"Only" Scenarios $332,462,572  $375,603,014  $332,462,572  
Scenario 2 $228,890,798  $303,528,870  $532,419,667  
% Change -31% -19% 60% 

             Source: Spectrum Gaming Group, *Innovation Group  
 
Even Spectrum’s numbers result in a 52% increase for casino resort GGR in Region C with two 
casino resorts:  

Spectrum’s Scenario 2 Local Market (GGR) 
 

          Source: Spectrum Gaming Group  
 

 
This increased economic activity would add to the state’s fiscal impacts, which are derived not 
only from gaming taxes.  First of all, sales taxes on non-gaming amenities would generate 
revenue for the Commonwealth as well as for the City of Brockton. 
 

Brockton Resort Casino, Sales  and Hotel Tax Breakdown (MMs) 
 Sales Brockton 

Tax Revenue 
Massachusetts 

Tax Revenue  
Total Tax 
Revenue 

F&B $38.82  $0.29  $2.43  $2.72  
Hotel $11.52  $0.69  $1.38  $2.07  
Retail $1.62  $0.00  $0.10  $0.10  
Total $51.95  $0.98  $3.90  $4.89  
Source: Massachusetts Department of Revenue, City of Brockton, Innovation Group 

 
 
In addition, IMPLAN calculates the taxes that go into “production” such as business taxes 
(including sales taxes from the property’s purchase of goods and services), payroll taxes, and 
state income tax from employee wages.  The fiscal impacts resulting from the operation of the 
Brockton casino are shown in the table below.  Again, while cannibalization from Taunton 
would reduce these numbers emanating from Brockton individually, the Commonwealth as a 
whole would experience a net gain.  
 

 Taunton Brockton  Total 
Scenario 1 $414,255,799 $0 $414,255,799 
Scenario 2 $364,505,452 $263,375,396 $627,880,848 
Impact 58% 42% 52% 
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Fiscal Impacts from Operations ($MMs) 
 Total MA 
Direct Effect $7.54  
Indirect Effect $10.46  
Induced Effect $5.59  
Total $23.59  
IMPLAN Group, LLC, IMPLAN System (data and software) 

 
 
Moreover, the Spectrum report fails to acknowledge the one-time impacts of construction, which 
would support over 3,000 jobs on a full-year equivalent basis and add $278 million of value to 
the Massachusetts economy: 
 

Brockton Construction Impacts—Total Massachusetts ($MMs) 
 Employment Labor Income Value Added 

Direct Effect 2,018 $142.49 $152.21 
Indirect Effect 515 $33.68 $52.42 
Induced Effect 848 $40.63 $73.37 
Total 3,381 $216.80 $278.00 

IMPLAN Group, LLC, IMPLAN System (data and software); The Innovation Group 
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DISCLAIMER 
Certain information included in this report contains forward-looking estimates, projections 
and/or statements. The Innovation Group has based these projections, estimates and/or 
statements on our current expectations about future events. These forward-looking items include 
statements that reflect our existing beliefs and knowledge regarding the operating environment, 
existing trends, existing plans, objectives, goals, expectations, anticipations, results of 
operations, future performance and business plans. 
  
Further, statements that include the words "may," "could," "should," "would," "believe," 
"expect," "anticipate," "estimate," "intend," "plan," “project,” or other words or expressions of 
similar meaning have been utilized. These statements reflect our judgment on the date they are 
made and we undertake no duty to update such statements in the future.  
 
Although we believe that the expectations in these reports are reasonable, any or all of the 
estimates or projections in this report may prove to be incorrect. To the extent possible, we have 
attempted to verify and confirm estimates and assumptions used in this analysis. However, some 
assumptions inevitably will not materialize as a result of inaccurate assumptions or as a 
consequence of known or unknown risks and uncertainties and unanticipated events and 
circumstances, which may occur. Consequently, actual results achieved during the period 
covered by our analysis will vary from our estimates and the variations may be material. As 
such, The Innovation Group accepts no liability in relation to the estimates provided herein. 
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Spectrum’s Unsound Forecast
 The gaming revenue forecast offered by Spectrum is not 

credible.  It defies the laws of gravity to award a lower market 
share to Brockton, which has a superior location.
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Spectrum Revenue (000s) The Innovation Group Revenue (000s)

Brockton 
$263,375 

Taunton 
$364,505 

Brockton 
$303,529 

Taunton 
$228,891 



Spectrum’s Unsound Forecast
 Access to population is the primary force behind a casino’s 

market potential.  Marketing spend and payout advantages 
can mitigate that force only to a degree, and not nearly to the 
magnitude proposed by Spectrum.
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Gaming Tax Discrepancies
 Spectrum’s high GGR 

forecast for Taunton = 
overstated gaming tax. 

 Conversely, the artificially 
low GGR estimate for 
Brockton = understated 
gaming tax.

 TIG estimates a $6MM 
advantage in Scenario 2 
(Taunton and Brockton)
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$356.09  $368.32 
$328.07 

$374.06 

Spectrum The Innovation Group

Estimated Statewide Gaming 
Tax Revenue ‐ Gravity Model 

(MMs)
Taunton Only Taunton and Brockton



Bottom Line Analysis

 If the Spectrum forecast is to be believed, the Taunton casino 
would be better off in Scenario 2 (Taunton and Brockton).  

 The Innovation Group estimates that EBITDA would go up by 
$15 million in Scenario 2, using Spectrum’s numbers.
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Taunton EBITDA Comparison Using Spectrum GGR Forecast ($000s) 
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Variance

GGR 414,256 364,505 -12.00%
Marketing, Promotions, and Comps 52,818 63,381 20.00%
All Other Operating Expenses 115,992 111,103 -4.20%
Total Op Expenses 168,809 174,485 3.40%
Gaming Tax 70,423
EBITDA 175,023 190,021 8.60%



Spectrum’s Unsound Forecast

 In summary, there are many reasons to doubt the consistency 
and credibility of the Spectrum analysis.

 Spectrum claims that Taunton can overcome the laws of gravity 
by buying customers.  This is an extremely dubious premise, 
and the “evidence” cited by Spectrum in support of it is 
fundamentally flawed. 
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Examples Are Not Comparable
 The examples cited by Spectrum in support of its argument are in no 

way analogous to Brockton and Taunton.  
 The Native American casinos in Florida and New York are full-scale 

Class III casinos (slots and tables) competing against slots-only 
racinos.  

 Further, the Native American casinos do not suffer from inferior 
locations, as Taunton will.  

 In fact, in many cases the casinos have superior locations to their 
racino competition. 
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Smoking Ban Impact
 Most devastatingly, Spectrum fails to acknowledge that the slot 

facilities in Florida and New York are subject to smoking bans 
whereas the tribal casinos allow smoking, effectively giving 
them a 24%-36% advantage over their smoke-free competitors.  

 This omission in itself undermines its entire discussion of 
Florida and New York.  

 This smoking advantage will not apply in the case of Region C 
since the Commonwealth’s smoking ban will apply to the 
Taunton casino.  
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Twin River is More Comparable

 There is a more comparable example in Massachusetts’ 
backyard. 

 Twin River faces a huge tax disadvantage relative to tribal 
casinos in Connecticut (60% to 25% on slots and 17% to 0% 
on tables).

 Despite this disadvantage, it competes very effectively because 
of its greater proximity to population centers. 
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Economic Impact Analysis

 The Commonwealth would receive economic and fiscal 
benefits from more than just gaming taxes and fees.  

 The larger the direct impacts, the larger the indirect and 
induced impacts.  

 Therefore, the construction and operation of two similarly sized 
casinos will create more economic development and fiscal 
impacts (beyond gaming taxes) for a state than just one casino. 

3/24/2016 10



Economic Impact Analysis
 While cannibalization would reduce economic impacts at an individual 

casino, Region C as a whole would see increased employment and 
increased purchases of goods and services by the casino. 

 Casino resort GGR in Region C is estimated to increase 60% by The 
Innovation Group and 52% by Spectrum in Scenario 2 (Taunton and 
Brockton), which in turn would have a greater economic impact on the 
Commonwealth as a whole. 

 Fiscal impacts from other sales and other non-gaming taxes from 
operations at Brockton are estimated to total over $28 million. 
Spectrum does not acknowledge this category of fiscal impacts.

3/24/2016 11



March 24, 2016



Spectrum Analysis is the Outlier
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Spectrum Analysis is the Outlier
• Spectrum’s numbers imply a 37% decrease to Brockton with 

Taunton, whereas the other three average 19%; 
– Other studies were done as part of our normal due diligence with reputable firms 
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Introduction 
Leisure Dynamics Research (“LDR”) was retained by Clairvest to prepare a technical 
memorandum, forecasting top-line gaming revenue potential for two alternative sites for a 
Region C (Southeastern Massachusetts) gaming license, considering one location in Bridgewater 
and one at the Brockton Fairgrounds in Brockton.  Based on our discussion with Clairvest, LDR 
assumes in this analysis that there would be approximately 3,000 gaming positions at the 
property (either location), including a hotel sized at approximately 300 guest rooms. The 
analysis also considers different scenarios with respect to regional competition. Specifically, our 
models compare and comtrast: 
 
Scenario 1:  
Clairvest in Bridgewater as the only full-scale casino in SE Massachusetts 
 
Scenario 2:  
Clairvest in Brockton as the only full-scale casino in SE Massachusetts 
 
Scenario 3:  
Clairvest in Bridgewater, with the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe developing a casino in Taunton 
with 3,500 positions 
 
Scenario 4:  
Clairvest in Brockton, with the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe developing a casino in Taunton with 
3,500 positions 
 

Scenario 1: Development in Bridgewater with no Wampanoag 
 
LDR considers two sources of demand for the Clairvest casino. The first source would be day-
trip demand from the population of the regional market area, as calculated through gravity 
models. We estimate the gaming revenue potential for this market segment would be $390 
million ± $25 million or approximately 6.5 percent, depending on the attractiveness of the 
Plainridge facility and the amenities offered (overall attractiveness) at Clairvest’s facility.  
 

Scenario 1 Local Market Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$363,799,776  $390,061,218  $415,179,289  
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The second source of demand would be gamers from outside of the local area, most of which 
would be accounted for through hotel room demand. We further note that some of the room 
demand would be from gamers within the regional market as accounted for in the gravity 
model, as many gamers from northern New England may not be day-trippers. Based on the 
projected source of demand, we estimate approximately 1 percent of the regional gamers 
would stay overnight, accounting for 57 to 69 rooms demanded per night, assuming an average 
win per day-trip gamer of $90 and an average occupancy rate of 1.8 gamers per room.  
 
Based on LDR’s experience in other markets, it is reasonable to assume a gaming win per 
occupied room would be in the range of $250 to $300. Therefore, for each of these overnight 
regional gamers we therefore inflate their gaming expenditure to the equivalent of $250 to 
$300 per room. As a result, the incremental gaming expenditure from regional room demand 
would be in the range of $1.8 million to $3.5 million. 
 

Scenario 1 Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip  

Value 
Overnight value @ 

$250/occupied room 
incremental  

value 
57 $3,370,410 $5,201,250 $1,830,840 
63 $3,725,190 $5,748,750 $2,023,560 
69 $4,079,970 $6,296,250 $2,216,280 

    
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip 

Value 
overnight value @ 

$300/occupied room 
incremental 

value 
57 $3,370,410 $6,241,500 $2,871,090 
63 $3,725,190 $6,898,500 $3,173,310 
69 $4,079,970 $7,555,500 $3,475,530 

 
Finally, we assume there will be non-regional demand for the hotel as well, based on the 
proximity to the interstate, the Cape and Boston, as well as for events to be held at the casino 
resort. For this estimate we examine the implications if the hotel can attain an occupancy rate 
in the range of 80 percent to 90 percent (inclusive of the local demand for rooms), again 
considering a win per occupied room in the range of $250 to $300. 
 
This non-local market segment has the potential to contribute an incremental $15.6 million to 
$23.3 million in gaming revenues, as demonstrated in the following table, based on utilization 
of 57 to 69 rooms per night by local gamers. 
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Scenario 1 Non-Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 80% overall occ. 
(total 240 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 90% overall occ. 
(total 270 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

183 $16,698,750 213 $19,436,250 
177 $16,151,250 207 $18,888,750 
171 $15,603,750 201 $18,341,250 

    
Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 80% overall occ. 
(total 240 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 90% overall occ. 
(total 270 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

183 $20,038,500 213 $23,323,500 
177 $19,381,500 207 $22,666,500 
171 $18,724,500 201 $22,009,500 

 
In total, we project the range in gaming revenue potential in Scenario 1 would be $412 million, 
± $29 million, or approximately 7 percent.  
 

Scenario 1 Total Gaming Revenue Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$382,329,366  $411,931,653  $440,664,319  
 
 
In the most likely case scenario the win per position with 3,000 positions would be $376/day, 
with a high/low range of $349 to $402.  
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Scenario 2: Development in Brockton with no Wampanoag 
 
Scenario 2 differs from Scenario 1 in that it assumes Clairvest develops at the Brockton 
Fairgrounds instead of in Bridgewater. All other development parameters are equal. From a 
regional capture rate perspective there would be greater demand from the Greater Boston 
market and the south suburban area, but less demand from central Massachusetts, i.e. from 
Framingham out to Worcester (points on the Mass Turnpike) due to the lack of direct access 
routes into Brockton from the north/northwest. A Brockton casino may also attract a less 
affluent demographic due to it being more of a blue-collar, urban environment than the more 
rural Bridgewater location. Ultimately, this scenario may generate very comparable revenues to 
Scenario 1, but may take a slightly greater patron visitation level to generate the revenues. 
 
We estimate the gaming revenue potential for the defined local market segment would be 
$397 million ± approximately 5 percent, depending on the attractiveness of the Plainridge and 
Wynn facilities and the amenities offered (overall attractiveness) at Clairvest’s facility. 
 

Scenario 2 Local Market Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$378,086,381  $397,213,478  $417,248,023  
 
 
We do not perceive there would be a material difference in overnight room demand from the 
regional market relative to Scenario 1, such that the range in incremental gaming revenues 
from overnight guests would be comparable to that which was projected in Scenario 1.  
 
In total, we project the range in gaming revenue potential in Scenario 2 would be $419 million, 
± $23.5 million, or 5.5 percent.  
 

Scenario 2 Total Gaming Revenue Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$396,793,361  $419,202,173  $442,792,183  
 
 
In the most likely case scenario the win per position with 3,000 positions would be $383/day, 
with a high/low range of $362 to $404.  
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Scenario 3: Bridgewater with Wampanoag  
 
Scenario 3 differs from Scenario 1 in that it assumes the Mashpee Wampanoag will be 
successful in developing a casino of comparable size to Clairvest’s in Taunton, such that 
Clairvest would be competing against an additional property in the market area between 
Boston and Providence. We project cannibalization of Clairvest’s local market potential relative 
to Scenario 1 would be approximately 22 percent, resulting in a most likely case revenue 
projection of $305 million from the regional market area. 
 
 

Scenario 3 Local Market Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$277,251,277  $304,611,510  $332,226,155  
 
 
The comparatively lower local market demand would imply fewer rooms per night demanded 
from the regional population. We estimate this range would fall to 53 to 64 rooms per night. As 
a result, we project the incremental gaming expenditure from regional room demand would be 
in the range of $1.7 million to $3.2 million. 
 

Scenario 3 Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip  

Value 
Overnight value @ 

$250/occupied room 
incremental  

value 
53 $3,133,890 $4,836,250 $1,702,360 
59 $3,488,670 $5,383,750 $1,895,080 
64 $3,784,320 $5,840,000 $2,055,680 

    
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip 

Value 
overnight value @ 

$300/occupied room 
incremental 

value 
53 $3,133,890 $5,803,500 $2,669,610 
59 $3,488,670 $6,460,500 $2,971,830 
64 $3,784,320 $7,008,000 $3,223,680 

 
Finally, we calculate non-regional demand for the hotel using the same methodology as in 
Scenario 1, this time with the assumption that the 300-room hotel would attain an occupancy 
rate in the range of 75 percent to 85 percent (inclusive of the local demand for rooms), as there 
would be fewer rooms demanded by regional gamers and the Taunton resort would create 
some saturation to regional room demand. 
 
This non-local market segment has the potential to contribute an incremental $14.7 million to 
$22.1 million in gaming revenues, as demonstrated in the following table, based on utilization 
of 53 to 64 rooms per night by local gamers. 
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Scenario 3 Non-Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 
Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 75% overall occ. 
(total 225 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 85% overall occ. 
(total 255 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

172 $15,695,000 202 $18,432,500 
166 $15,147,500 196 $17,885,000 
161 $14,691,250 191 $17,428,750 

    
Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 75% overall occ. 
(total 225 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 85% overall occ. 
(total 255 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

172 $18,834,000 202 $22,119,000 
166 $18,177,000 196 $21,462,000 
161 $17,629,500 191 $20,914,500 

 
In total, we project the range in gaming revenue potential in Scenario 3 would be $325 million, 
± $31 million, or approximately 9.5 percent.  
 

Scenario 3 Total Gaming Revenue Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$294,648,637  $325,212,840  $356,364,335  
 
 
In the most likely case scenario the win per position with 3,000 positions would be $297/day, 
with a high/low range of $269 to $325. In total, relative to Scenario 1’s most likely case, the 
impact of a casino in Taunton would be a 21 percent decline in revenue potential. 
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Scenario 4: Brockton with Wampanoag  
 
Scenario 4 differs from Scenario 2 in that it assumes the Mashpee Wampanoag will be 
successful in developing a casino of comparable size to Clairvest’s in Taunton, such that 
Clairvest would be competing against an additional property in the market area between 
Boston and Providence. Scenario 4 differs from Scenario 3 in that it assumes the Clairvest 
casino will be in Brockton instead of Bridgewater. The key differences here between the 
Brockton and Bridgewater locations reflect accessibility and intercepts from the central I-495 
loop, including towns such as Framingham; this could be a fertile market for a casino in 
Bridgewater, but a Taunton casino could be a significant interceptor. We envision a more 
significant market for Brockton will be Brockton itself, as well as some of the urban and 
suburban cities and towns south and southwest of Boston. Thus, we would expect Taunton to 
be more of a threat to a Bridgewater casino than one in Brockton, but not a significantly greater 
one since the locations are still all relatively proximate.  
 
We project cannibalization of Clairvest’s local market potential relative to Scenario 2 would be 
approximately 21 percent, resulting in a most likely case revenue projection of $315 million 
from the regional market area. 
 
 

Scenario 4 Local Market Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$298,576,758  $314,525,840  $331,124,457  
 
 
The comparatively lower local market demand would imply fewer rooms per night demanded 
from the regional population. We estimate this range would fall to 48 to 56 rooms per night, as 
the vast majority of demand would be from within a 30-mile drive. As a result, we project the 
incremental gaming expenditure from regional room demand would be in the range of $1.5 
million to $2.8 million. 
 

Scenario 4 Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip  

Value 
Overnight value @ 

$250/occupied room 
incremental  

value 
48 $2,838,240 $4,380,000 $1,541,760 
52 $3,074,760 $4,745,000 $1,670,240 
56 $3,311,280 $5,110,000 $1,798,720 

    
Rooms 

demanded/night 
Day-trip 

Value 
overnight value @ 

$300/occupied room 
incremental 

value 
48 $2,838,240 $5,256,000 $2,417,760 
52 $3,074,760 $5,694,000 $2,619,240 
56 $3,311,280 $6,132,000 $2,820,720 
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Finally, we assume the 300-room hotel would attain an occupancy rate in the range of 75 
percent to 85 percent (inclusive of the local demand for rooms), consistent with the Scenario 3 
assumption. 
 
This non-local market segment has the potential to contribute an incremental $15.4 million to 
$22.7 million in gaming revenues, as demonstrated in the following table, based on utilization 
of 48 to 56 rooms per night by local gamers. 
 

Scenario 4 Non-Local Market Overnight Gamer Revenue Potential 
Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 75% overall occ. 
(total 225 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 85% overall occ. 
(total 255 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $250/room 

177 $16,151,250 207 $18,888,750 
173 $15,786,250 203 $18,523,750 
169 $15,421,250 199 $18,158,750 

    
Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 75% overall occ. 
(total 225 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

Non-local rooms demanded 
per night @ 85% overall occ. 
(total 255 rooms demanded 

per night) 

Non-local Gaming 
Revenues 

@ $300/room 

177 $19,381,500 207 $22,666,500 
173 $18,943,500 203 $22,228,500 
169 $18,505,500 199 $21,790,500 

 
In total, we project the range in gaming revenue potential in Scenario 4 would be $335 million, 
± $20 million, or approximately 6 percent.  
 

Scenario 4 Total Gaming Revenue Potential 
Low Most Likely High 

$316,269,768  $335,541,080  $355,735,677  
 
 
In the most likely case scenario the win per position with 3,000 positions would be $306/day, 
with a high/low range of $289 to $325. In total, relative to Scenario 2’s most likely case, the 
impact of a casino in Taunton would be a 20 percent decline in revenue potential. 
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Summary Tables 
 

 Low Most Likely High 

Bridgewater Only $382,329,366  $411,931,653  $440,664,319  

Bridgewater and Taunton $294,648,637  $325,212,840  $356,364,335  

Taunton impact (% change) -22.9% -21.1% -19.1% 

       
Brockton Only $396,793,361  $419,202,173  $442,792,183  

Brockton and Taunton $316,269,768  $335,541,080  $355,735,677  

Taunton impact (% change) -20.3% -20.0% -19.7% 

 
 



Brockton Top line Gaming Revenue Estimates 
 

A gravity model was used to assess the gaming revenue potential of a potential development at the 

Fairgrounds located in Brockton, Massachusetts.  For purposes of this analysis, we assumed 2,700 

gaming positions, a 250-room hotel with the appropriate supply and variety of additional amenities that 

would allow the property to be competitive. 

The analysis analyzed the Brockton location with and without a competitive location near Taunton, 

Massachusetts at approximately the intersection of Highways 24 and 140. 

It should be noted a site visit was not done for this analysis.  Potential issues with location, traffic or 

accessibility could affect the assessment. 

Market Demographics 
To Come.. 

Map 
To Come.. 

Model Inputs 
 

Model Inputs Massachusetts Connecticut Rhode Island 

  
Brockton 

Fairgrounds 

Plainridge 
Park 

Casino 
Mashpee 

Wampanoag* 

Wynn 
Resort 
Everett 

MGM 
Springfield 

Mohegan 
Sun Foxwoods Twin River Newport 

Estimated Development 
Costs   

$225 
million N/A $1.6 billion 

$800 
million         

                    

Slots   1,250 3,000 3,072 3,000 5,440 5,765 4,540 1,097 

Tables   0 110 125 75 300 350 80 0 

Gaming Positions 2,700 1,250 3,660 3,822 3,450 7,240 7,865 5,020 1,097 

Poker   0 40 25 25 45 100     

                    

Hotel Rooms 250 0 300 * 500 250 1176 2577 0 0 

LTM GGR ($M)                   

Slots           $580.6 $485.0 $465.8 $45.2 

Tables **           $191.6 $160.1 $79.6 $0.0 

Total           $772.2 $645.1 $545.4 $45.2 

*Phase 2                   

** CT Casinos do not report Table Game Rev.  Estimated               

 



Results 
Without a competitor in Taunton, the Brockton location could potentially generate $379 million in gross 

gaming revenue from 3.9 million visits.  The local market would be responsible for 89% of the revenue, 

while the 250-room hotel would generate incremental gaming revenue of $35 million. 

If a competitor operated in Taunton, the Brockton facility would be negatively impacted approximately 

16.6%, generating revenue of $316 million.  Brockton is strategically closer to the population base of 

Boston and in fact, based on the modeling exercise generate approximately 8% more local market 

revenue than Taunton.   

Brockton Fairgrounds 

  

Without 
Mashpee 

Wampanoag 

With 
Mashpee 

Wampanoag Impact Impact % 

Local Market $335.9 $277.2 -$58.7 -17.5% 

Hotel $38.4 $34.9 -$3.5 -9.1% 

Other $5.0 $4.2 -$0.9 -17.5% 

Total Gross Gaming Revenue ($M) $379.3 $316.2 -$63.1 -16.6% 

Gaming Positions 2,700  2,700      

Win/Position/Day $385 $321     

          

VISITS (M)         

Local Market 3.735 3.074 -0.661 -17.7% 

Hotel 0.111 0.111 0.000 0.0% 

Other 0.086 0.071 -0.015 -17.7% 

Total Visits 3.932 3.256 -0.676 -17.2% 

Win/Visit $96 $97 $0.7 0.7% 
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