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Chapter 13 
Gambling 

Summary and risks 
13.1 The 2015 NRA identified the main risks in the gambling sector as being: 

negligent gambling operators allowing money laundering in the sector 
through poor compliance with the Money Laundering Regulations 2007 and 
POCA; criminals gaining control of a licensed gambling business and using it 
as a cover for money laundering; the sector’s exposure to criminals’ lifestyle 
spending; criminals using products and services to store and move the 
proceeds of crime; and cash transactions by anonymous customers. The 
Gambling Commission’s 2016 risk assessment highlights that these risks 
generally continue.1 While recognising that the level of money laundering 
and terrorist financing risk varies across gambling sectors, it notes that a 
significant proportion of the money laundering that takes place within the 
industry is by criminals spending the proceeds of crime (including acquisitive 
crime and the sale of illicit commodities) for leisure rather than ‘washing’ 
criminal funds. More specifically, the Gambling Commission’s risk 
assessment notes that betting (non-remote), casinos (non-remote) and 
remote (casinos, betting and bingo) all carry significantly higher risks than 
other gambling sectors.  

13.2 The 2015 NRA assessed overall that the gambling sector was less attractive 
to criminals than other sectors and less exploited to launder significant 
volumes of criminal funds. Due to the continued lack of evidence of the use 
of the sector for money laundering on a significant scale, the sector 
continues to be assessed as low risk for money laundering. Neither regulated 
nor unregulated gambling are judged to be attractive for terrorist financing, 
and we have seen no evidence of these services being abused by terrorists, 
so the terrorist financing risk associated with the sector is low. 

13.3 The gambling sector comprises remote and non-remote licensed casinos, 
remote and on and off-course betting, remote and non-remote bingo and 
lotteries, and arcades.2 At the time of the 2015 NRA, there were almost 150 
land-based casinos in UK (with a 16% share of the licensed gambling 
market), 170 remote casino licences and 9,000 licensed betting shops. As of 

                                                                                                                                 
1 ‘Money laundering and terrorist financing risk within the British gambling industry’, Gambling Commission, October 2016 

2 Remote casinos are those offering account-based gambling offered to GB consumers through the use of remote communication 

such as internet; telephone; television; radio or any other kind of electronic for communication remotely. 
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2016, there were 147 land-based casinos in the UK, 177 remote casinos and 
8,788 licensed betting shops.3 

13.4 Currently, only remote and non-remote casinos are subject to the MLRs. The 
government is required to keep the position of other gambling providers 
under review. All gambling operators are required by POCA to be alert to 
money laundering and disclose knowledge or suspicions of money 
laundering to the NCA. 

Casinos 
13.5 The 2015 NRA reported that both remote and non-remote casinos are 

vulnerable to criminal control and the ability to use certain elements of 
casino services to store or transfer funds. The large cash payments element, 
the relative lack of familiarity between the casino and the customer, the 
ability to exchange chips between third parties, the ability to open a 
customer account through which funds can be stored or remitted, and the 
ability to use foreign exchange and safety deposit services continue to 
expose the sector to the risk of money laundering including through criminal 
lifestyle spending. Recent legislative and regulatory changes outlined below 
should, however, help to mitigate some of this risk. 

13.6 The 2015 NRA highlighted the potential risk posed by criminal use of casino 
chips and of Ticket In Ticket Out (TITO) vouchers, which can be obtained 
from machines in casinos, arcades or betting shops. Law enforcement 
agencies have observed TITO vouchers being used to launder tens of 
thousands of pounds, whereby criminals obtain the vouchers and cash out 
at a later date to disguise the origin of funds. The CFA included steps to 
address this risk, introducing powers which will allow law enforcement 
agencies to seize TITO vouchers and casino chips.  

Box 13.A: Casinos 

Case study: Over a five year period an individual deposited over £600,000 in 
cash at five different casinos. In the absence of a bank account, he used the 
casinos to hold these funds on his behalf. He subsequently gambled and 
generated winning cheques that were then paid into the bank account of a 
family member. This individual was subsequently convicted for the offence of 
money laundering during the relevant period. 

13.7 Recent supervisory action has restricted the risks posed by overseas 
customers. This has included addressing the risk posed by junkets, whereby 
casino agents take deposits from overseas clients travelling to the UK to play 
in higher end casinos. However, due to differing levels of regulatory controls, 
use of overseas remote casinos by UK customers is still assessed to pose a 
risk. 

Retail betting 
13.8 The 2015 NRA identified the main money laundering risks faced by the non-

remote betting sector as the combination of anonymity and extensive use of 
                                                                                                                                 
3 ‘Industry statistics: April 2013 to March 2016’, Gambling Commission, May 2017 
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cash in the sector. At a high level, these risks are not thought to have 
changed since 2015, though as with the casino sector, retail betting remains 
more exposed to criminal lifestyle spending than being used to integrate 
criminal funds into the wider economy.  

13.9 Those products which include cash payment and a lack of face-to-face 
interaction pose a greater risk than other areas, though this may be 
mitigated by cash payment limits. The speed with which funds can be 
cashed in and out, the high level of footfall, the ability to deposit and 
withdraw on different dates and locations, the international reach of remote 
operators and the ease with which customers can move between operators 
(without information being shared) continue to pose further risks. Law 
enforcement agencies have also observed criminals using remote gambling 
sites to transfer illicit funds through peer-to-peer play and to move funds 
between online accounts and land based betting shops. 

Box 13.B: Retail betting 

Case study: A criminal gang targeted ATM machines in Scotland for theft. The 
gang then employed a network to launder the stolen funds through Fixed 
Odds Betting Terminals (FOBT) in numerous betting shops in England, 
inserting the stolen notes from the ATM machines into TITO enabled 
machines. The network played minimally and then cashed out tickets at the 
betting counter to break the audit trail of the laundered cash. 

13.10 The advent of self-service betting terminals, contactless payments and 
payment cards issued by operators are all areas which may pose emerging 
risks not identified in 2015. FOBTs have been perceived as a risk, though 
recent regulatory amendments have somewhat mitigated the risks through 
encouraging the move towards account-based play, making it easier for 
operators to monitor play and mitigate the risks.4  

Supervision, compliance and law enforcement 
response 
13.11 All gambling operators offering services in Great Britain must be licensed by 

the Gambling Commission, including operators based overseas offering 
services to consumers in Great Britain. Only casinos are subject to the MLRs. 
The licensing objectives include the prevention of gambling being used as a 
source of, associated with or used to support crime or disorder. In 2016, the 
Gambling Commission amended its licensing conditions and codes of 
practice for all operators in relation to the prevention of crime associated 
with gambling, with a particular focus on AML/CTF provisions. While the 
Gambling Commission’s remit does not extend to Northern Ireland, casinos 
are banned in Northern Ireland and law enforcement agencies in Northern 
Ireland do not see gambling as a material money laundering risk.  

13.12 The 2015 NRA reported that non-remote casinos had some weaknesses in 
their systems and controls, in particular with respect to CDD, PEPs, SARs and 

                                                                                                                                 
4 Evaluation of Gaming Machine (Circumstances of Use) (Amendment) Regulations 2015, Department for Culture, Media and Sport, 

January 2016 
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MLRO responsibilities. The Gambling Commission has continued to observe 
cases of poor practice in record keeping and due diligence checks in non-
remote casinos, and law enforcement agencies have observed a recent 
increase in allegations of corruption in these casinos. The Gambling 
Commission has recently amended licence requirements for all licensed 
operators to mitigate these risks, requiring casinos (and others) to conduct 
an assessment of the risks of their business being used for money laundering 
and ensure they have appropriate policies, procedures and controls in place.  

13.13 Several casino operators and trade bodies have worked with the Gambling 
Commission in order to establish an effective common approach to 
operators meeting their responsibilities. The non-remote casino industry has 
developed guidelines, through the National Casino Forum and with the 
Gambling Commission’s assistance, with the aim of providing the sector 
with guidance on good practice in AML/CTF controls. 

13.14 Retail betting operators are not covered by the MLRs, so are not required to 
verify or record customer identity, but are required through the Gambling 
Commission’s licensing regime to have regard to guidance issued relating to 
their compliance with POCA and to prevent gambling being used for crime.5 
The 2015 NRA highlighted the wider licensing obligations faced by betting 
operators, but suggested that compliance with these requirements was 
mixed. However, due to increased awareness, the retail betting industry has 
taken steps recently (including through creation of the Gambling Anti-
Money Laundering Group and the subsequent publication of a money 
laundering risk assessment) to mitigate the risks of money laundering, 
primarily through improvements in appropriate systems and controls.  

13.15 Obligations under POCA apply to all gambling operators. POCA places an 
obligation on the gambling operator to submit a SAR where operators know 
or have suspicion that a person is engaged in money laundering. The 2015 
NRA identified that SARs from the gambling sector had seen an upward 
trend due to work by the Gambling Commission and the NCA. These trends 
have continued, with SARs increasing from 704 in 2013/14 to 1,564 in 
2015/16.6 Between October 2015 and March 2017, the UKFIU participated 
in a number of workshops with firms and the Gambling Commission to 
improve knowledge around CDD and SARs. The UKFIU has seen a 
considerable improvement recently in SAR quality and understanding of the 
sector’s obligations under the MLRs. 

                                                                                                                                 
5 The Gambling Commission publishes advice to non-casino operators on complying with POCA, which includes advice on “know 

your customer” (KYC) checks, but does not mandate these checks. An ordinary code provision within the Gambling Commission’s 

licensing conditions requires non-casino operators to act in accordance with this advice. 

6 ‘Suspicious Activity Reports (SARs) Annual Report 2017’, NCA, October 2017 


