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Rationale and Focus

It is universally accepted by responsible regulators and operators that 

when a form of gambling – such as Internet (a/k/a online, remote, interactive, 

etc.) gambling - is legalized and made available, policies must be formulated 

and implemented to minimize the potential harm to the most vulnerable 

members of the public.1  Such policies are generally embodied in “responsible 

gaming” provisions, i.e.  requirements designed to ensure that legalized 

gambling – gaming2 – takes place in a socially responsible manner.3

Although responsible gaming provisions vary among regulatory 

jurisdictions, the best coalesce around three core elements: (1) Providing 

sufficient information to allow individuals to understand the nature of the 

gaming activity and make informed decisions regarding their participation; (2) 

ensuring a fair, well-regulated and controlled gaming experience for all players; 
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and (3) minimizing the potential social, health-related, and economic harm to 

vulnerable players.4 Although these core elements are broad enough to 

encompass many of the issues addressed in other Chapters, this Chapter will 

focus on what is arguably the most significant aspect of responsible gaming: 

protecting at-risk customers from the consequences of problem or pathological 

gambling.5

Scope of the Issue

As indicated, the question to be addressed here is what policies should 

be implemented to minimize the potential harm from Internet gambling to 

problem or pathological gamblers.  To answer this question, we must first 

define what is meant by “problem” or “pathological” gamblers, and then assess 

the dangers posed by Internet gambling specifically to this group.

Although there are no specific universally accepted definitions of 

“problem,” “pathological” or “compulsive” gambling, useful working definitions 

have been formulated the National Council on Problem Gambling (NCPG):

Problem gambling is gambling behavior which causes 
disruptions in any major area of life: psychological, 
physical, social or vocational. The term "Problem 
Gambling" includes, but is not limited to, the condition 
known as "Pathological", or "Compulsive" Gambling, a 
progressive addiction characterized by increasing 
preoccupation with gambling, a need to bet more 
money more frequently, restlessness or irritability 
when attempting to stop, "chasing" losses, and loss of 
control manifested by continuation of the gambling 
behavior in spite of mounting, serious, negative 
consequences.6
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The American Psychiatric Society, in the revised version of its widely-

used encyclopedia of mental illnesses to be published in 2013, has proposed 

that its previous diagnosis of “pathological gambling” as an impulse control 

disorder be renamed “gambling disorder,” reclassified with addiction disorders, 

and defined as follows:

Gambling Disorder

A. Persistent and recurrent maladaptive gambling behavior 
as indicated by five (or more) of the following:

1. is preoccupied with gambling (e.g., preoccupied 
with reliving past gambling experiences, 
handicapping or planning the next venture, or 
thinking of ways to get money with which to 
gamble 

2. needs to gamble with increasing amounts of 
money in order to achieve the desired excitement

3. has repeated unsuccessful efforts to control, cut 
back, or stop gambling

4. is restless or irritable when attempting to cut 
down or stop gambling

5. gambles as a way of escaping from problems or 
of relieving a dysphoric mood (e.g., feelings of
helplessness, guilt, anxiety, depression)

6. after losing money gambling, often returns 
another day to get even (“chasing” one’s losses)

7. lies to family members, therapist, or others to 
conceal the extent of involvement with gambling
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8. has jeopardized or lost a significant relationship, 
job, or educational or career opportunity 
because of gambling

9. relies on other[s] to provide money to relieve a 
desperate financial situation caused by gambling

B. The gambling behavior is not better accounted for by a 
Manic Episode.7

It is estimated that 1% of adults meet the existing criteria for the more 

serious pathological or compulsive gambling (or gambling disorder), while an 

additional 2-3% would be considered problem gamblers.8  Studies conflict on 

whether problem and pathological gambling rates are higher among online 

gamblers.9

There is little evidence to support a conclusion that Internet gambling 

directly causes problem gambling.10  Nevertheless, a number of specific 

features of online gambling have been suggested as having the potential to 

facilitate problem gambling, including: its 24/7 availability; its faster speed of 

play; the variety of games offered; the smaller permissible bet size; players’ 

anonymity and isolation; the possibility of players gambling while impaired or 

under the influence; and players’ decreased perception of the value of money.11  

On the other hand, because of the nature of Internet gambling, operators have 

the technological ability to deliver measures that reduce potential risks in 

effective and innovative ways.12

Evolution of Global Best Practices
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As Internet gaming has exploded globally, Internet gaming regulation has 

also expanded and evolved. Generally, online gaming regulatory jurisdictions 

are viewed as falling into one of three distinct groups or tiers:  “Tier 1”

jurisdictions are focused on maximum player protection and compliance; “Tier 

2” jurisdictions are characterized by a more flexible approach aimed at

attracting a higher number of operators; and “Tier 3” jurisdictions are those 

that allow companies to conduct Internet gambling in a mostly unregulated 

environment. 13

Tier 1 jurisdictions include, but are not limited to, the United Kingdom 

(UK) and those on the UK’s so-called “White List,” i.e. a list of countries whose 

licensed operators are permitted to advertise within the UK. To be included on 

the UK White List, the licensing jurisdiction must be approved by the UK, 

which requires either a European Union connection (Alderney, Isle of Man, 

Gibraltar, Cyprus, and Malta) or a demonstration that the licensing jurisdiction 

has a regulatory system sufficient to ensure the suitability, solvency and social 

responsibility of its licensed gaming operators (Tasmania, and Antigua and 

Barbuda).14 Tier 1-quality regulations are also embodied in the standards 

employed by private trade organizations such as e-Commerce and Online 

Gaming Regulation and Assurance (eCOGRA), and the European Gaming and 

Betting Association (EGBA).15

Although all Tier 1 jurisdictions have s o m e  requirements

addressing responsible gaming, no two sets of regulations are 

identical, and reasonable minds can and do differ over details.  For 
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example, Gibraltar mandates that licensees have: a direct “conspicuous

link” on the gaming website to a problem gambling treatment 

organization,  with compulsive gambling warnings at the entry page o f  

t h e  g a m b l i n g  s i t e ; a self-exclusion policy; and a designated person to 

formulate responsible gambling polices and train staff.16 Gibraltar 

operators must also ensure that systems are in place to:  Warn gamblers not

to gamble beyond their means; “set controlled, daily deposit, time or 

gambling amount limits; and provide for self exclusion.”17

Alderney requires licensees to establish procedures to identify

potential problem gamblers.18 If a licensee has “reasonable notice” that a

customer is a problem gambler, the licensee must terminate the 

customer’s account and cease marketing activities. Other Alderney 

regulations mandate that the licensee provide self-limitations on 

customer game play, with a 24-hour “cooling off period,”19 and provide a

player protection page that contains information on problem

gambling and problem gambling services. Alderney operators are

expected to spend a designated amount or percentage of gross gambling yield

on problem gambling treatment.20

The Isle of Man mandates several responsible gaming safeguards:

Online gambling advertisements m u s t  have hyperlinks to Gamblers

Anonymous or other problem gambling websites approved by the 

Gambling Supervision Commission;21 gaming operators must provide 

players with options to set a maximum bet per session or a set time and 
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seven days are required to increase the maximum bet limit; an

operator’s application must include provisions for account limits and for self-

exclusion; and operators must contribute “a sum” to the government’s

“Problem Gambling Fund.”22

Pursuant to the Gambling Act of 2005, the UK established a 

Gambling Commission, which has issued regulations setting forth

minimum requirements for the protection of problem gamblers. An 

online operator must provide information at regular intervals on “the

licensee’s policies in relation to, and experiences of, problem gambling.” They

must establish policies for how they will contribute to problem gambling

research and public education on the risks of gambling, and “how they

will contribute to the identification and treatment of problem gamblers.” UK 

licensees must also develop self-exclusion procedures with a six-month

minimum, and ensure that self-excluded customers are barred from all 

accounts with the operator.23

The differences aside, the features shared by Tier 1 jurisdictions and the 

leading industry groups suggest certain global “best practices” in the area of 

responsible Internet gaming. These best practices may be viewed as the 

baseline standards necessary for socially responsible Internet gaming 

regulation.24 However, as is the situation with many Internet gaming 

regulations that are framed in general terms, the specific means by which 

responsible gaming standards are implemented is generally left to the operators 

themselves, subject to the approval of the regulators.25
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Player Limits

Research suggests that mechanisms allowing players to establish their 

own limits – either of time, money, or both – are viewed favorably by online 

gamblers.26  It has been theorized that the very act of establishing limits may 

induce problem gamblers to reassess their behavior.27

Although limits can also be established by the operator, in most cases 

such limits are self-imposed by players using whatever procedures have been 

established for that purpose.28 Limits which have as their purpose the 

assistance of problem gamblers, as opposed to the prevention of money 

laundering or other criminal activity, are the focus of this section.

The eCOGRA Generally Accepted Practices (eGAP), which set forth the

policies and procedures required to obtain the eCOGRA seal of approval, is 

economical in its player-limits mandate:

The operator shall provide players with the option to
set their own deposit limits per day, week and month.

Operators shall deal with requests to decrease deposit
limits immediately. Player requests to increase
previously set deposit limits shall only be effective
after a minimum waiting period of 24 hours.

There shall be a clear link from the deposit page to
the facility to set deposit limits and/or to the
Responsible Gambling page.29

These provisions suggest three features required for an effective player deposit 

limit procedure.
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First, its availability should be made known to the player, and it should 

be easy to initiate. Second, the options should be flexible. Finally, player 

deposit limit requests should be effective immediately, while requests to 

increase previously established limits should require a delay or “cooling off 

period” of some length.

But what if a player who has already deposited money in an account 

wishes to limit the volume or frequency of gambling activity? A regulation of 

Antigua and Barbuda addresses that scenario by providing that “[a] player

may, by notice to the licence holder, set a limit on the amount the player may 

wager.”30

While instructive, this provision raises the question of what precisely is 

meant by “set[ting] a limit on the amount the player may wager.” That issue is 

addressed in greater detail in the statutes of Alderney, which state in part:

(1) A registered customer may, by written notice to a 
… licensee, set a limit on his gambling activity with 
that licensee in accordance with one or more of the 
means specified in paragraph (2).

(2) A limit may be set under paragraph (1) in relation 
to the amount a customer -

(a) may deposit during a period of time specified in 
the notice;

(b) may lose by way of a maximum amount that 
may be lost by reference to -

(i) a number of gambling transactions; or
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(ii) a period of time, as specified in the notice; 
or

(c) may wager.

(3) A limit set under paragraph (2)(c) may be set -

(a) in relation to a single gambling transaction or 
any number of gambling transactions;

(b) by way of a maximum limit that may be 
wagered over a number of gambling transactions 
specified in the notice or effected during a period of 
time specified in the notice; or

(c) at zero.

….

(5) A … licensee who has received a notice under 
paragraph (1) from a customer setting his limit in 
accordance with paragraphs (2)(c) and (3)(c) at zero 
shall not directly market or otherwise publicise its 
gambling services to that customer whilst the 
customer’s limit continues at zero.

(6) A licensee who has received a notice under 
paragraph (1) shall not, directly or indirectly, 
encourage the customer who has set that limit to raise 
or remove it.

(7) A customer who has set a limit under this 
regulation may change or remove the limit by further 
written notice to the … licensee.31

These and similar provisions,32 along with the relevant literature and 

empirical data,33 suggest the following best practices regarding player limits:

 Gambling sites should have reasonable, posted 
default limits on the amount players may 
deposit per day, week and month. Any decreases 
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to the default limits requested by a player 
should be given effect immediately, while any
increases requested by a player should require a 
waiting period of at least 24 hours.

 Players should be also provided with clear 
notice of, and easy access to, a mechanism to 
establish and pre-set wagering or loss limits. 

 Such wagering or loss limits should be available 
by time, gambling transaction, or any other 
reasonable criteria. 

 Any decreases to such pre-set wagering or loss 
limits requested by a player should be given 
effect immediately, while any increases 
requested by a player should require a waiting 
period of at least 24 hours.

 The gambling site should refrain from 
advertising or other marketing to a player 
during any period in which that player has 
established any deposit, wagering, or loss limits. 

Self-Exclusions and Time-Outs

Self-exclusion34 programs, i.e. those which allow players to bar 

themselves from play at a specific gambling site, are common in Tier 1 

jurisdictions and in standards promulgated by the leading trade groups.35 A 

related concept is the “time-out” or “cooling off period,” a mechanism to allow 

players to bar themselves from playing for a specific time period. This can be 

used either as a measure for players desiring an immediate break from 

gambling or as a means by which players can manage their gambling during 

particularly tempting or risky periods (e.g., days immediately following the 
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receipt of paychecks or before or during major sporting events such as March 

Madness, the Superbowl, World Cup, etc.).36

Self-exclusion and time-out programs are generally viewed favorably and 

used frequently by online gamblers.37 The research concerning such bans 

suggests their overall effectiveness.38

Specific issues involving self-exclusion and time-out programs are 

numerous, and include the following:

1. How should the availability and details of the 
programs be communicated to players? 

2. How should a player register for the programs? 

3. What options should be offered regarding the length of 
the self-exclusion or time-out? 

4. How should the self-exclusion or time-out be enforced?

5. Should a player be permitted to modify a previously 
selected self-exclusion or time-out and, if so, how? 

6. Should the regulatory authority be involved in the 
modification process? 

7. Should third parties, i.e. parties other than the player, 
be permitted to initiate exclusion or time-out programs
and, if so, how?

8. What should happen if a player who has self-excluded 
or requested a time-out successfully circumvents the 
process and gambles, with wins or losses? 

Although spare, Antigua and Barbuda’s regulation governing self-

exclusion is typical:

A player may request to be self excluded from a licenced 
interactive gaming or interactive wagering site by means of a
telecommunication device. Players that are self excluded 
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may not be reinstated for a period of six (6) months from 
the date of self-exclusion. Revocation of a self-exclusion 
must be requested in writing to the Commission after the 
six (6) month self-exclusion period has expired.39

This regulation addresses the issue of registration (by means of a

telecommunication device), the minimum period of self-exclusion (six months), 

and revocation of the self-exclusion (must be requested in writing to the

Commission).

Although the six month minimum period for self-exclusion is a common 

choice, the longer the minimum, the more likely some problem gamblers will be 

reluctant to initiate the procedure. That issue would be mitigated by a time-out 

provision, if one were available. And the involvement of the Commission in the 

revocation process lacks any clear purpose, unless the Commission is prepared 

to evaluate whether the player’s gambling problem has been overcome. This 

would be a difficult task even for a health care professional, and seems an 

impossible one for gaming regulators.

To date, Nevada is the only United States jurisdiction to adopt a full set 

of “interactive gaming” regulations, and its regulation governing self-exclusion, 

provides: 

1. Operators must have and put into effect policies and 
procedures for self-exclusion and take all 
reasonable steps to immediately refuse service or to 
otherwise prevent an individual who has self-
excluded from participating in interactive gaming. 
These policies and procedures include without 
limitation the following: 

(a) The maintenance of a register of those 
individuals who have self-excluded that includes 
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the name, address and account details of self-
excluded individuals; 

(b) The closing of the interactive gaming account 
held by the individual who has self-excluded; 

(c) Employee training to ensure enforcement of 
these policies and procedures; and 

(d) Provisions precluding an individual who has 
self-excluded from being allowed to again engage 
in interactive gaming until a reasonable amount 
of time of not less than 30 days has passed since 
the individual self-excluded. 

2. Operators must take all reasonable steps to prevent 
any marketing material from being sent to an 
individual who has self-excluded.40

This regulation makes explicit a few additional and beneficial features of a self-

exclusion process. 

First, it makes clear the obvious requirement that during any period of 

self-exclusion, further play from the self-excluded person must be refused; 

closing the interactive gaming account of the person who has self-excluded is 

an efficient method of enforcement. Second, it mandates employee training to 

ensure implementation of the self-exclusion policies. Third, it establishes a 

minimum self-exclusion period of 30 days. Finally, it specifies that no 

marketing material be sent to a self-excluded individual.

The eGAP Standards governing self-exclusion provide:

The Responsible Gambling page shall provide players 
with an option to set a “cooling off” exclusion period of 
at least 24 hours.  

Best endeavours shall be made to prevent marketing 
to players during their “cooling-off” period.  
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The Responsible Gambling page shall provide players 
with an option to “self exclude” in accordance with the 
following:

The account shall be locked and any 
funds in the account paid out, subject to 
appropriate and necessary checks and 
verifications.

Best endeavours shall be made to ensure 
that the player does not receive any 
marketing material during the exclusion 
period.

Self exclusion due to a gambling addition 
shall be for a minimum period of 6 
months.

A third party making an application for a 
player’s exclusion shall be properly 
identified.  Based on the circumstances, 
the appropriate manager shall contact the 
player for whom the exclusion is being 
sought and take appropriate action.41

These standards allow for a time-out (cooling off) period of at least 24 hours 

without marketing, mandate advertisement of the self-exclusion program on a 

page with other responsible gambling information, set a minimum self-

exclusion period of six months, and also establish a procedure under which a 

third party may initiate the self-exclusion process. This procedure may only be 

completed by an operator’s employee, who must first contact the player. But 

what happens then?  

It seems unrealistic to expect an employee, even a highly trained one, to 

be able to ascertain from limited contact whether a player is a problem 

gambler. For that reason, the third party-initiated exclusion procedure appears 
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difficult to administer in practice, and is unlikely to be useful in any event 

since a problem gambler who has not affirmatively chosen to seek help can 

simply gamble elsewhere.

The responsible gaming regulations of Gibraltar address the mandated 

self-exclusion process in the following way:

5.1 Licence holders should have defined systems in place 
to enable customers to request to be self excluded. 
Such requests should be a deliberate and considered 
action by the customer and should be implemented by 
the licence holder as soon as practicable and in 
compliance with the defined procedure. 
Implementation should include confirming receipt of 
the request to self exclude via an identified e-mail 
account or the means of 
correspondence/communication used by the 
customer. Confirmation should include specific 
information on the process and consequences of self 
exclusion, including the point at which self exclusion 
has commenced. 

5.2 In respect of those matters under the control of the 
operator, self exclusion should include the prevention 
of the use of all known existing accounts, and the 
prevention of the opening of new accounts by the 
customer using the same or very similar registration 
details, and the early removal of the customer from all 
gambling marketing databases, and as far as is 
reasonably practicable, all third party databases. The 
Gambling Commissioner will not normally regard self 
exclusion to be in place until it has been confirmed by 
the licence holder. 

5.3 Subject to the Gambling Commissioner’s further 
advice, self exclusion systems modelled on mainstream 
industry bodies’ advice, and recognised by the 
Commissioner, such as GamCare, eCogra and RGA
[Remote Gambling Association], will be regarded as 
effective systems for the purposes of this requirement. 
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5.4 The Gambling Commissioner recognises that self 
excluded persons may successfully circumvent a self 
exclusion agreement. Where this is found to have 
occurred, a record should be kept and the 
Commissioner should be advised. As a general policy, 
in respect of the return of deposits or payment of 
winnings to the customer, each case should be judged 
on its merits but the Commissioner would expect any 
“winnings” to be retained by the licence holder.

5.5 Licence holders are required to make information 
available to customers about responsible gambling 
practices, including self exclusion. For remote licence 
holders, in addition to a reference in the terms and 
conditions, a conspicuous link to responsible gambling 
information, including details of organisations 
dedicated to assisting problem gamblers, should be 
displayed on the website and on a page at the start of 
any gambling session, often referred to as the “lobby” 
or “entry” pages, or where username, password and 
other site access information is typically provided. 
Similarly, such a link should be provided at the end of 
the gambling session when the player uses the log out 
facility. 

5.6 Responsible gambling facilities should be offered in the 
language(s) of the predominant users or intended 
users of the licence holders’ site(s). In the case of non 
remote licence holders, pamphlets providing 
appropriate advice should be available on the premises 
in places regularly accessed by customers. 

5.7 Licence holders should designate a named individual 
of appropriate seniority to hold responsibility for 
ensuring that the licence holder’s responsible 
gambling policies are relevant, up to date and 
effectively communicated to all members of the 
organisation associated with providing gambling 
facilities.

5.8 Licence holders should ensure that systems are in 
place to warn customers not to gamble beyond their 
means to pay, and should have systems in place to 
take into account information (such as 
communications and contact by the customer or 
advice/information from financial institutions) that 
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indicates that the customer may be gambling beyond 
their means. Where this occurs the licence holder 
should initiate measures to assist the customer 
manage their gambling. This should include the 
generally available facility to set controlled, daily 
deposit, time or gambling limits, and self exclusion. 
The Commissioner will monitor local arrangements 
before considering whether specific standards for 
limits should be set. 

5.9 Licence holders are expected co-operate with the 
Licensing Authority, Gambling Commissioner and
other licence holders to develop techniques to identify 
and discourage problem gambling.42

These unusually specific and detailed provisions add a few additional self-

exclusion features for analysis. 

First, they specify that “self exclusion systems modelled on mainstream 

industry bodies’ advice … will be regarded as effective systems.” This is a

benefit to operators, who need not “re-invent the wheel” regarding self-

exclusion processes. 

Second, they provide that where a self-excluded person successfully 

circumvents the self-exclusion agreement, any winnings by that person may be 

retained by the license holder. Precluding a self-excluded person from receiving 

any winnings as a result of circumventing the self-exclusion process is an 

effective way of deterring such conduct by the player by removing its economic 

incentive. However, allowing winnings to be retained by the operator seems 

counter-productive. At best, it constitutes an undue windfall to an operator 

who has failed to bar the self-excluded person. At worst, it gives the operator 

an incentive to allow self-excluded persons to gamble, in the hope of retaining 
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forfeited winnings.43 A better approach would be to mandate that any forfeited 

self-excluded person’s winnings go to the regulatory authority, preferably to 

fund programs addressing responsible or problem gambling. 

Third, they reflect the obvious truism that, to be effective, responsible 

gaming information must be offered in the language of the player. Fourth, they 

mandate accountability by requiring a designated employee of the operator to 

be responsible for formulation, review, and enforcement of the operator’s 

responsible gaming policies.

Finally, the provisions mandate a level of proactivity on the part of 

operators in identifying and assisting problem gamblers. This is difficult to 

accomplish in practice, however, as objective and precise criteria indicating 

that a “customer may be gambling beyond their means” are lacking.4443

These and similar provisions regarding self-exclusions and time-outs,44

along with the relevant literature and empirical data,45 suggest the following 

best practices:

 Gambling sites should have comprehensive, 
staff-supported programs in place covering time-
outs and self-exclusions, subject to periodic 
review and revision.

 Such programs should be: well promoted; in the 
appropriate language(s); preferably on 
registration or login pages; easily accessible by 
players; and administered by trained and 
knowledgeable operator staff.
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 A strong enforcement process should be in place 
to prevent play by self-excluded players, and
should be extended to all sites made available by 
the operator and/or subject to the jurisdiction 
of the regulator.

 Players should be informed of the enforcement 
process. 

 The enforcement process should remove any 
incentive for self-excluded players to attempt to 
circumvent the ban by providing for the 
forfeiture of winnings. 

 Any winnings forfeited by self-excluded players 
should not be retained by the operator, but 
instead should go to the regulatory authority, 
preferably to fund programs addressing problem 
gambling research, education, or treatment.

 Available time-out periods should be flexible, 
but no longer in permissible duration than the 
minimum self-exclusion period. 

 Self-exclusion periods should have a minimum 
duration of between one and six months, with 
available options for a period of years or 
permanent ban. 

 Time-outs or self-exclusions requested by a 
player should be effective immediately, and 
should be irrevocable during the period selected.

 The gambling site should refrain from 
advertising or other marketing to a player 
during any time-out or self-exclusion period. 

 Reinstatement at the conclusion of the selected 
time-out or self-exclusion period (other than a 
permanent ban) should require an affirmative 
request by the player.
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 Neither regulators nor operators should be 
required to engage in any particular assessment 
or render any independent judgment on whether 
a player who has requested reinstatement at the 
conclusion of a selected time-out or self-
exclusion period (other than a permanent ban) 
should be reinstated.

 Requests by players for renewals of time-outs or 
self-exclusions should be treated in the same 
manner as initial requests.

 Third party-initiated exclusions are not 
recommended, as they are difficult to 
administer, raise complex legal issues, and are 
unlikely to be effective as they run counter to 
the accepted theory that a problem gamblers 
must personally recognize their problem and 
choose to seek help. 

 These issues notwithstanding, an operator 
should contact any player about whom a 
concern has been expressed by a third party, if 
only to reiterate all relevant responsible gaming 
information, including the availability of player 
limits, time-outs, and self-exclusions.

Other Miscellaneous Provisions

There are a number of other miscellaneous responsible gaming 

provisions which have been adopted in various jurisdictions or suggested by 

industry groups or researchers to help protect at-risk customers from the 

consequences of pathological or problem gambling. In no particular order, 

these suggested best practices include the following:

Information

 Players should be provided with information in a 
prominent location and in the appropriate 
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language(s) regarding: (1) the rules, odds, and 
nature of the gaming activity, the need to 
maintain responsible gambling behaviors, and 
the risks associated with gambling; (2)  problem 
gambling, including self-diagnostic tools; and (3) 
the availability of resources to assist problem 
gamblers.46

Reality Checks

 Players should be provided with time reminders 
or other reality checks (e.g., a visible clock in 
real-time, pop-up messages notifying players
when they have been playing for an extended 
period of time and asking whether they would 
like a break, running displays of bets, wins, 
losses, and account balances, etc.).47

 Players should be afforded easy access to their 
account information (past or current) and 
gambling history (overall or for a specific 
period).48

Exclusion Issues

 Tracking play to detect problem gambling is not 
recommended, as there is currently insufficient 
information to know either what the tracking 
criteria should be or what ensuing interaction 
with the player would be appropriate and 
effective.49

 Nevertheless, if any objective outside criteria 
raise a suspicion of problem gambling, an 
operator should contact the player, if only to
reiterate all relevant responsible gaming 
information, including the availability of player 
limits, time-outs, and self-exclusions.50

Funding of Problem Gambling Programs

 As parties directly benefitting from online 
gambling, operators should be required or 
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encouraged to contribute funds to organizations 
dedicated to problem gambling research, 
education, or treatment.51  

Socially Responsible Behavior

 An operator should appoint a designated senior 
management staff member to assume 
responsibility for the implementation and 
monitoring of responsible gaming practices.52

 Relevant third party and business partner 
contractual terms and conditions should 
provide the operator the right to terminate the 
contract where any third party of business 
partner’s conduct conflicts with the operator’s 
responsible gaming program.53

Playing on Credit

 Operators should not provide credit to players 
unless the regulatory authority permits such 
practice.54

                                                          

END NOTES

1 Smith and Rubenstein, “Socially responsible and accountable gambling in 
the public interest,” 25 Journal of Gambling issues 54, 54-60 (2011),
http://jgi.camh.net/doi/pdf/10.4309/jgi.2011.25.5; 
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