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Background and 
aims of the project 

ÁPurpose 
ÁTo encouragethe provisions of self-exclusionschemes in 

all jurisdictions, irrespective of whether such schemes 
are mandatorily required or not. 

ÁTo highlight the need for further discussions among the 
industry and the regulators regarding online voluntary 
self-exclusion best practice. 

ÁTo encourage standardisation of requirements for online 
voluntary self-exclusion across different jurisdictions. 

ÁTo facilitate destigmatisation of online voluntary self-
exclusion and to hold the industry to the account. 

ÁTo encourage normalisationof the online VSE as a tool 
for harm-minimisation that may be needed and / or 
beneficial to anyone at some point in time, in addition to 
other safer gambling tools and measures. 



Methodology 

ÇProject stages 

ÇLiterature review 

ÇRegulatory overview of 5 jurisdictions 

Ç7 months long working group meetings face to face and online.

ÇAgreement of draft recommendations 

Ç International consultation / feedback 

ÇFinal consideration of feedback received from consultation 

ÇPublication of the proposed final set of international standards for VSE schemes

Completed between April 

2023 and May 2024

Currently ongoing 

To be completed by end 

of January 2025



Members of 
the working 

group 

×Main aims of working group composition

× International reach 

× Representations from all relevant 

stakeholdersõ group 

× Professional experience / expertise of 

gambling ð related issues. 

× Willingness to engage in an objective, 

evidence-based considerations.



Working 
group 

members / 
disclosures 

and 
limitations 

Dr Margaret Carran ð Chair, Associate Professor in Law - City Law School, City 
StõGeorges, University of London 

Victoria Reed ð Founder  ð Better Change, Gibraltar  

James Mpiirwe ð Attorney in Law ð Uganda. 

Matt Smith ð Head of External Affair ð Betknowmore, UK 

Tracy Parker ð Vice President, Policy, Standards and Accreditation ð RGC, 
Ontario, Canada 

Paul Dent ð Strategic Engagement Lead - Gordon Moody, UK 

Maris Catania ð Consultant / Researcher ð SGCertified, Malta 

Simon Vincze ð Head of Sustainable and Safer Gambling ð Casino Guru ð 
Slovakia 

Craig Cornforth ð Gambling Harm Prevention Manager ð EPIC Global 
Solutions, UK 

10. Chiara OõShea ð Barrister ð UK 



So, what are we seeking 
feedback upon?  

To start with, we ask whether the publication 

of recommended standards for online 

voluntary self-exclusion practices, that could 

be accepted internationally, would be 

beneficial for the industry and regulators in 

the first place? 

Then a selection of question that address  

specific details of our recommendations and 

seeks views on whether we got it right or not. 



What are our main recommendations?

General principles  

Some obvious & uncontroversial: 

ÅVSE to be offered by every operator and to allow 
player to self-exclude from all or selected 
gambling activities

ÅOperators to ensure that this choice is clearly 
communicated to the gambler and made 
expressly by the gambler 

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅEven if national self-exclusion register exists 

ÅAnd by ôall activitiesõ we mean all those that are 
offered by the operator and their brand, not just 
the given website unless otherwise requested by 
the players. 



What are our main recommendations?

VSE Awareness and de -stigmatisation  

Some obvious & uncontroversial: 

ÅAll operators to notify gamblers about the availability 
of and nature of VSE through information located in a 
permanent place on the operatorsõ website 

ÅThe information should be non-judgmental, not 
dismissive, separate from other t&c, engaging 

ÅOperators to check periodically how easy it is to 
access this information

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅAnd as part of an ongoing periodical and targeted 
communication that is separate from any marketing 
activities

ÅAnd through the integration with online gambling 
account opening process / registration

ÅAs well as interactive to prevent desensitisation to the 
message, includes information of third partiesõ treatment 
providers, support services and other relevant links, 
where such services are available

ÅAnd require affirmation from players that the information 
has been understood.   

ÅAnd this should be done by including feedback from 
their own players 



What are our main recommendations?

Initiation of VSE 

Some obvious & uncontroversial: 

ÅInitiation of VSE should be without any 
barriers

ÅOperators should offer a variety of options to 
initiate VSE:  

ÅWithin the gambling account

ÅThrough non-simultaneous 
communication 

ÅThrough simultaneous communication  

ÅInitiation methods should be reviewed 
regularly to ensure effectiveness.

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅAnd should not be prevented or delayed on account of 
identify verifications or on account of funds still being 
available in the account. 

ÅInitiation should be available at the first point of 
contact without any requirement to speak to another 
person. 

ÅNon-simultaneous initation should be actioned within 
48 hours of the receipt of communication 

Å And the possibility of using AI should be considered.  



What are our main recommendations?
Operatorsõ responsibilities once VSE initiated    

Some obvious & 

uncontroversial: 

ÅRemoval of the excluded gambler from 
all marketing activities

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅNon-commercial communication with the gambler within 3 
days of VSE initiation that focuses on:

ÅPossible treatment and self-treatment strategies and 
details of self-exclusion itself 

ÅUnbranded, devoid of any potential marketing message 

ÅSent within 3 days of VSE initiation. 

ÅReturn of all funds remaining in the account within 24 hours 
of VSE initiation: 

ÅTo the original payment methods; if not possible 

ÅTo the customerõs choice of methods but any contact 
about it must be devoid of any marketing content. 



What are our main recommendations?

Duration of VSE & panic button  

Some obvious & 

uncontroversial: 

ÅThe duration of VSE should be 
selected by the players and from the 
operators 

ÅLocation of panic button should 
minimise accidental trigger. 

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅThe options offered should be 6 months, 12 months, 24 
months, 5 years, or permanently. 

ÅIrrespective of the above, operators should ensure that 
players are also able to restrict their gambling activities during 
specific dates/times on a regular and recurring basis (e.g., 
weekends, paydays, major national sporting events). 

ÅAll operators should include panic button to complement (not 
replace) short breaks / time-outs)

ÅLocated on all pages accessible to the player / within the 
app menu

ÅActivation should trigger contact with safer gambling team 
within 3 days to see if further support is needed. 



What are our main recommendations?

Termination   

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅTemporary VSE should not be revocable regardless of the reasons why it was initiated (unless fraudulent) 

ÅPermanent VSE should be revocable upon the expiry of 5 years 

ÅVSE should not terminate automatically but should require gamblers to take an ôactive stepõ to resume 
gambling 

ÅGamblers should not be reminded that their VSE period id due to expire or has expired 

ÅGamblers who wish to reinstate gambkling should notify thei operators of their wish to do so in a 
method that allows for record keeping 

ÅA minimum of 24 hour cooling off period should be imposed before the account is reinstated 

ÅReturning gamblers should be categorised as those who are a higher risk of experiencing harm and 
should be required to set up finiaila limits that should apply to their account for minimum of 6 months. 



What are our main recommendations?

Organisational culture    

Some obvious & 

uncontroversial: 

ÅOperators should ensure that everyone 
in their organisation has training and 
awareness of voluntary self-exclusion 
scheme 

ÅTraining should be offered, as a 
minimum, on an annual basis and 
refresher courses should be available. 

Some perhaps much more debatable: 

ÅAll operators should have an indepdnent individual(s) or a 
team dedicated to VSE 

ÅThis person may be within the organisation or an 
independent third party. 

ÅDesignated person should be of sufficient seniority to 
ensure accountability and to ensure that they are part 
of teams that take strategic and operational decisions. 

ÅTheir internal rank and status should equal those 
afforded to individuals responsible for the commercial 
part of the operator. 

ÅThey should be responsible for strategy relating to, and 
oversight of,  the voluntary self-exclusion scheme. 



Feedback so far 

Ç 38 overall valid responses 

Ç 34 - Fully or almost fully completed responses 

Ç 4 ð Partially completed responses 

Ç 3 ð responses included for consideration by the group but 
excluded from the data here as no consent given for publication. 

Ç numerous invalid responses removed ð empty responses, or 
less than 25% of questions answered, no identifying details, 
verbatim comments unrelated to the question or nonsensical, 
answers not in English, test answers.  

ÇResponses received from the following jurisdictions: United 
Kingdom, Malta, Uganda, Greece, Romania, Gibraltar, Spain, 
Italy, Ireland, US, Canada, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Macao, 
the Netherlands. 

ÇResponses received from the following stakeholdersõ 
groups: members of the industry, individuals with lived-in 
experience, academic researcher and individuals working for 
the regulators. 



Feedback so 
far to 

selected 
questions 

ÁWould publication of recommended standards, that can 
be adopted internationally, be beneficial to the industry / 
regulators?

o 23 ð definitely yes 

o 10 ð probably yes 

o 2 ð might or might not 

ÁOnline VSE should be offered by every online operator 

Á34 ð yes 

Á2 ð no 

Á òThe VSE scheme should be very simple and easy to 
understand. There are too many choices for the 
player to self-exclude. This VSE should cover ALL 
operators, the player should not have the possibility 
to select only one operator or some of themó. 

ÁòIn our opinion, only general ban for set period of 
time can be effective for solving excessive gambling 
problems.ó 



Feedback so far to selected questions 

ÁSeparate VSE should be offered by every operator even if there is a national self-exclusion register 

32

5

Yes No



Feedback so far to selected questions 

ÁDo you agree that the default position should be to exclude the gamblers all brands that are run by the operators 

unless the players requests otherwise 

 

29

6

Yes

No

љ ŸЯНƣőŔƚНƚőŸƨũĬНŸŰũǃНĤĲНƣőĲНĦċƚĲН
if the deposit limits are not 
ƚőċƖĲĬНċĦƖŸƚƚНƣőĲНĤƖċŰĬƚЮњ

љfНƣőŔŰťНƣőĲНƓũċǃĲƖНƚőŸƨũĬНŰŸƣНĤĲН
allowed to request otherwise. A 
VSE should include all gambling 
products for all operators. This is 
how the xxx system works in xxx 
and I think that's the right way to 
ĬŸНŔƣњЮН



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

ÁDo you agree that the main (but not exclusive) responsibility to promote VSE schemes, alongside other safer 

gambling tools, shall fall on the gambling providers?

Á29 ð yes / 4 ð no 

љAlthough some experts working in safer gambling discourage this (for signposting the *possibility* of circumventing a 
self-exclusion arrangement, XXX believes it is important from a fairness perspective to advise players what the 
consequences will be if they attempt to continue to gamble on a website while self-excluded from it. This is 
particularly true if the consequences will be that they forfeit their right to payment of winnings but also their right to 
reclaim any losses. We believe that such information can be an effective deterrent against breaching a self-exclusion 
arrangement, as well as helping to keep each player informed about the choices they are making.њН



Feedback so far to selected questions 

ÁDo you support the overriding recommendation that self-exclusion should be capable of being initiated without 

any barriers?

Á 28 ð yes ð there should be no barriers to entry 

Á 4 ð no ð some barriers are necessary 

џѢBarrier' is not the right word in this instance for me 
BUT dependant on the time-lime/duration of the 
exclusion a player intends to apply; there should be a 
prompt for Password Verification to confirm the SE-
request is coming from the genuine user. In instances 
where a player needs to initiate an immediate STOP 
on activity; this is where 'Panic Button's should be 
ċĬĬĲĬЮƣŸЮŊċůĲЮĦũŔĲŰƣƚЮċŰĬЮƣƖĲċƣĲĬѠ



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

ÁDo you agree that lack of full identity verification or funds remaining in the account should not prevent or delay entry onto 
the voluntary self-exclusion register?

Á24 ð yes to both 

Á7 ð no to identify verification only 

Based on protecting the right of personal data(privacy), we need to  identity verification of applicant to ensure accuracy

Full identity is important to ensure customers privacy and security and no process regarding taking an action on a account should 
happen without verifying that it is the account holder requesting the action 

Operators should be sure that the VSE is the choice of the real player, and not be "enforced" upon player by 
friends/parents/relatives/spouse. 



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

Simultaneous forms of requests to 
self-exclusion register (within the 
gambling account or through an 

instant contact with the operator's 
representative) should be actioned 

immediately?

29 - yes 

2 - no 

Non-simultaneous requests for self-
exclusion should be completed 

within 48 hours?

12 ð yes ð 48 hours is the right 
duration 

18ð no ð 48 hours is too long; 
VSE should be actioned quicker 

What maximum period would you 
recommend?

10 minutes, 

12 hours, 

24 hours most common. 



Feedback so 
far to 

selected 
questions 

ÁDo you support the recommendation that 

operators should provide information about 

available treatment providers and other support 

agencies within their operators' territory to 

gamblers?

Á29 ð yes 

Á2 ð no 

ÁI think it should be mandatory to have a check in 
session with a health professional or a 
counsellor to discuss the state of mind of the 
client who uses VSE. 
ÁThere may be too many; geographical distances 

are large; can provide general number of helpline 



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

ÁDo you agree that operators should be allowed to devise their own processes to ensure that gamblers on the 
self-exclusion registered re prevented from gambling or do you believe that a specific process should be 
recommended?

Á15 - There should be a specific process, relevant for diverse range of jurisdictions, that should be recommended. 

Á10 - Operators should devise their own processes taking into account what is practical in their own jurisdiction 

Á6 ð other 

Á òI believe that a hybridised approach would be best, a combination of clear and concise processes for each 
ŢƨƖŔƚĬŔĦƣŔŸŰеЮċƚЮŉŸƖЮƚŸůĲЮёŢƨƖŔƚĬŔĦƣŔŸŰƚђЮƣőŔƚЮĬŸůċŔŰЮŔƚЮƚŔůƓũǃЮƣŸŸЮџŸƓĲŰЮƣŸЮŔŰƣĲƖƓƖĲƣċƣŔŸŰѠЮċŰĬЮũĲċƻĲƚЮůċŰǃЮ
ŔŰĬŔƻŔĬƨċũƚЮёĦƨƚƣŸůĲƖƚђЮƻƨũŰĲƖċĤũĲЮƣŸЮŉċũũŔŰŊЮŉŸƨũЮƣŸЮŸƓĲƖċƣŸƖƚЮƽŔƣőЮċЮőŔŊőЮÅŔƚťЮ ƓƓĲƣŔƣĲдѠЮ
Áџ I believe there should be perspective processes - but getting this adopted consistently across [different states] 

would be challenging and lead to delays of implantation of this schemeњН



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

Do you support the recommendation that 
operators should send unbranded, non-
marketing communication to self-excluded 
customers with information about what 
support may be available?

24 - yes 

7 no 

To what extent do you think it would be feasible 
for operators to maintain an accurate and up-to-
date list of third-party providers that offer 
support for players who experience gambling 
related harm?

20 ð highly feasible / 9 ð feasible 

1 ð highly unfeasible / 1 ð unfeasible 



Feedback so far to 
selected questions 

ÁDo you support our recommendation that any 

funds that remain in the account after entry 

into the VSE scheme should be refunded to the 

customers automatically, regardless of the 

amount?

20

12

2

Yes

No

Yes but only if a minimum

amount is set



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

Some comments relating to automatic refund of remaining funds. 

ÁôAML reasons must be given a priority to sending funds back or else it opens up money laundering 
syndicates to get clean money by excluding accountsõ.

ÁôHaving worked in the industry for some years now (CS, RG & AML) I have witnessed my share of customers 
admit to Voluntarily Self Excluding upon hitting the EDD threshold/ when supportive documentation has 
been requested due to suspicious activity, as a means to acquire an account balance/ pending withdrawal 
and to avoid complying with the operators requestõ

ÁôFraudsters now hide behind SE to get money out without having to go through checks. KYC should always 
be completed to ensure it is a real customer and not a criminal hiding behind SE / It must be a conscious 
choice, sure facilitated, but still conscious. Mostly because self-exclusion might not be even initiated by the 
subject or might be initiated via an operator, affecting automatically a pluralityõ. 



Feedback so far to selected questions 

Å25 ð yes 

Å6 ðno  (suggestions to add 3 months, shorter times or no set)

Do you agree with out recommended 
durations for VSE (6 months, 12 

months, 24 months, 5 years, 
permanent)

Å16 ð definitely yes 

Å11 ðprobably yes 

Å4 - might or might not 

Do you support our 
recommendations that panic button 

should be available on all sites? 

Å23 ð yes 

Å11 ðno 

Do you agree that the panic button 
activation should lock the gambler 

for 24 hours only? 

Å26 - yes

Å2 - no

Å2 - yes but only if longer period was allowed 

Do you  believe that it is feasible for 
operators to contact customer within 

3 days of panic button activation?



Feedback so far to selected 
questions 

Do you agree that 
temporary self-
exclusion should not 
be revocable for any 
reasons? 

Á26 ð yes 

Á5 ð no 

Do you agree that self-
exclusion should not 
terminate 
automatically? 

Á28 - yes 

Á3 - no 

Do you support that 
players should not be 
reminded that the VSE 
has or is due to expire? 

Á24 - yes 

Á5 - no 



Conclusion 
This is where we are now. But we want to have many more responses to the consultation so we 

hope that this encouraged you to look further into our project and to contribute to this. 

Our preferred format in which to receive the responses is via the smart survey that can be 
accessed here: https://cityunilondon.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3HLCy5FbdXCsPnE  

Alternatively, email responses can be sent to me at Margaret.Carran.1@city.ac.uk. Written responses can also be 

posted to Dr Margaret Carran, City Law School, Northampton Square, London EC1V 0HB. If responding through this 

method, please include your name and the details of the organisation. Please indicate if you are representing your own 

views or the view of your organisation. 

https://cityunilondon.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3HLCy5FbdXCsPnE
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