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Court Rules Online Gambling Offence to 
be Deserving of Harsher Punishment than 
Offence under Common Gaming 
Houses Act  

Introduction 
 

On 24 January 2019, District Judge Kenneth Yap handed down sentences to an accused person who 

had pleaded guilty to operating a common gaming house and to providing a Singapore-based remote 

gambling service. This judgment is noteworthy for the significantly harsher penalty that was meted out 

to the accused for his transgressions under the Remote Gambling Act (“RGA”), compared to his similar 

offence under the Common Gaming Houses Act (“CGHA”), due to the judge’s view of that online 

gambling posed a much greater threat to Singapore society compared to gambling which takes place in 

a physical environment, given the pervasiveness of the former and the difficulty of its detection. 

  

Factual Background  
 

The accused was a 38-year old permanent resident of Singapore. He owned a printing and design 

business, which he operated out of his rented office at Midview City.  

 

Between December 2015 and January 2017, the accused organised 15 Texas Hold’Em Poker 

tournaments at his office, which was made accessible to the public for participation in these 

tournaments. Each tournament lasted for around 14 hours and consisted of two stages – a satellite 

round and a main round. Players would have to pay a “buy-in” stake of S$50 to participate in the satellite 

round, with the winners progressing to the main round. Alternatively, players could directly enter the 

main round by paying a higher “buy-in” stake of S$350. The accused managed the operations and hired 

staff to run the tournaments. He made a profit of around S$2,000 from these tournaments. 

 

In addition, beginning from the later part of 2016, the accused started to offer remote gambling services 

through a mobile app called “PPPOKER”. Users of the PPPOKER app can participate in poker games 

with each other through the app, either by taking part in public poker games organised by the app, or 

by joining a private “club” in which members of the club play poker games against each other. In 

particular, for private clubs, members are only able to place bets using virtual credits known as PP 

Chips, which may only be used in these private club games. 
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The accused created his own private club within the PPPOKER app, which had approximately 296 

members, and used this to offer remote gambling services. He was primarily responsible for carrying 

out the following activities:- 

 

1) Inviting and granting approval to other PPPOKER users to join the private club and participate 

in private online poker games; 

2) Actively recruiting club members from his acquaintances, including players who participated in 

his Texas Hold’Em Poker tournaments; 

3) Purchasing PP Chips from the PPPOKER app, which he then sold at a rate of S$200 for 200 

PP Chips to club members, being the minimum “buy-in” amount for them to participate and 

place bets in the private club poker games; and 

4) Facilitating participation by the members in remote gambling by settling accounts with the 

members based on their wins or losses in game currency. The accused would hand over or 

collect monies either by meeting the members in person, or via bank transfer. 

 

Between 8 January 2017 to 14 January 2017, the accused’s private club hosted gambling activities 

involving its members which generated a total bet value of S$159,101. The accused earned about 5% 

of the bets from club members, which translated to a monthly gross profit of S$40,000. However, in 

order to encourage members to continue playing in the club, he would give discounts to members who 

had lost too much money, such that his monthly net profit became reduced to about S$10,000. 

 

The accused was charged with an offence under section 4(1)(a) of the CGHA for using his office 

premises as a common gaming house, and an offence under section 11(1) of the RGA for providing a 

Singapore-based remote gambling service. 

 

The Court’s Decision 
 

The accused pleaded guilty to his charges. As such, the only matter for consideration was his sentence. 

District Judge Kenneth Yap sentenced the accused to four weeks’ imprisonment and a fine of S$20,000 

for the section 4(1)(a) CGHA offence, and 14 months’ imprisonment and a fine of S$20,000 for the 

section 11(1) RGA offence.  

 

In coming to his decision, the judge considered the legislative history and intent behind the CGHA and 

the RGA. In particular, he noted that online gambling, especially via mobile apps, had changed the 

landscape of gambling significantly, due to its ease of use, shelter of user anonymity, availability of 

round-the-clock and immediate access, the ability to communicate in the vernacular of one’s choice, the 

convenience of cashless payment, the lack of entrance fees, inoperability of gaming exclusion orders, 

and availability to all users regardless of age, maturity or credit worthiness. He also noted that gambling 

addiction would be harder to detect by family members, as playtime was not marked by physical 

absence. The threat of online gambling had been raised in Parliament in several parliamentary debates, 

and the judge was of the view that Parliament had concluded that there was a demonstrable need to 

criminalise all aspects of online gambling and to impose sufficient deterrence to check its growth. 
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On this basis, the judge rejected the defence’s submissions that the accused’s culpability for providing 

a remote gambling service was minimal as he had simply made use of an off-the-shelf mobile application 

available on Google Play or the Apple Application Store, and had merely collected money on behalf of 

players, rather than establishing a complex system of operations to conduct the gambling. Instead, the 

judge held that the greater ease with which hosts and punters were now able to use off-the-shelf and 

publicly available platforms for the purposes of gaming made the need for deterrence more pronounced. 

The judge also justified the significant disparity between the sentences for the CGHA offence and the 

RGA offence on the basis of the need for a stiffer deterrent policy given the pervasiveness of online 

gambling and its difficulty of detection. In his view, the accused’s RGA offence posed a far greater threat 

to society than the CGHA offence. 

 

Concluding Remarks 
 

The Singapore government has always taken a strict stance against illegal gambling. The advent of 

online gambling poses substantial challenges to the detection of such illegal activity and the 

enforcement of our anti-gambling laws. Recognising the need to address the proliferation of illegal online 

gambling, and for the law to be nimble and flexible in dealing with the quick pace of technological 

advancements, Parliament introduced the RGA in 2014, which adopts very broad definitions of 

gambling-related offences. Since the RGA came into effect, there have been no less than 13 cases of 

prosecutions for offences under the RGA. 

 

On the facts of this case, the Court’s decision appears to be justified. For the accused’s terrestrial 

gambling operations, he only managed to organise 15 Texas Hold’Em Poker tournaments in the span 

of 13 months, and made a mere S$2,000 profit. Furthermore, the accused was required to hire 

administrative staff and dealers to help him run his tournament. In contrast, in a single week of remote 

gambling operation, the accused’s PPPOKER private online club managed to amass a total bet value 

of S$159,101, without the need for any additional manpower.  

 

It is also observed that five members of the accused’s PPPOKER club who had participated in the 

private online poker game were charged with offences under section 8 of the RGA for participating in 

online gambling which is not provided by an exempt operator1. This suggests that the authorities are 

taking a multi-pronged approach to enforcement, aiming to deter both providers of remote gambling 

services, as well as players who use such services.  

 

It is also interesting to note that while the PPPOKER app facilitates online gambling by providing a 

platform for gambling on poker games to take place, the app itself does not have any mechanism to 

allow users to cash out their winnings. It was therefore necessary for the accused to make arrangements 

with members for him to collect the buy-in monies and distribute the winnings. This may be a reason 

why the company that developed and made available the PPPOKER app was not prosecuted for any 

offence under the RGA. 

 

                                                                    
1 Singapore Pools (Private) Limited is currently the only exempt operator under the RGA 
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For further queries, please feel free to contact our team below. 
 

 

Contacts 
   

     

 
 

Lau Kok Keng 
Partner 
Head, Intellectual Property, 
Sports and Gaming 
 
D +65 6232 0765 
F  +65 6428 2118 
kok.keng.lau@rajahtann.com 
 

 

 
 

Daniel Quek 
Associate 
Intellectual Property, Sports 
and Gaming 
 
D +65 6232 0758 
F  +65 6428 2109 
daniel.quek@rajahtann.com 
 

   

   
Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com
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Our Regional Contacts 

  

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

T  +65 6535 3600   

F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Christopher & Lee Ong 

T  +60 3 2273 1919    

F  +60 3 2273 8310 

www.christopherleeong.com  

  

 

R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113    

F  +855 23 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

T  +95 9 7304 0763 / +95 1 9345 343 / +95 1 9345 346 

F  +95 1 9345 348 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 

  

 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

T  +86 21 6120 8818    

F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & Protacio (C&G Law)  

T  +632 894 0377 to 79 / +632 894 4931 to 32 / +632 552 1977 

F  +632 552 1978 

www.cagatlaw.com 

  

 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

T  +62 21 2555 7800    

F  +62 21 2555 7899 

 

Surabaya Office 

T  +62 31 5116 4550    

F  +62 31 5116 4560 

www.ahp.co.id 

 

R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 

T  +66 2 656 1991    

F  +66 2 656 0833 

th.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 

 

Ho Chi Minh City Office 

T  +84 28 3821 2382 / +84 28 3821 2673    

F  +84 28 3520 8206 

 

Hanoi Office 

T  +84 24 3267 6127    

F  +84 24 3267 6128 

www.rajahtannlct.com 

 

 

Rajah & Tann (Laos) Sole Co., Ltd. 

T  +856 21 454 239    

F  +856 21 285 261 

la.rajahtannasia.com 

Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 

independently owned and managed. Services are provided independently by each Member firm pursuant to the applicable terms 

of engagement between the Member firm and the client. 



 
 

Client Update: Singapore 
2019 FEBRUARY 

 

 
© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 6 

Our Regional Presence 
 

 
 
 
 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is one of the largest full-service law firms in Singapore, providing high quality advice to an impressive list of clients.  
We place strong emphasis on promptness, accessibility and reliability in dealing with clients. At the same time, the firm strives towards a practical 
yet creative approach in dealing with business and commercial problems. As the Singapore member firm of the Lex Mundi Network, we are able to 
offer access to excellent legal expertise in more than 100 countries.  
 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is part of Rajah & Tann Asia, a network of local law firms in Singapore, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes regional desks focused on Japan and South Asia.    
 
The contents of this Update are owned by Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP and subject to copyright protection under the laws of Singapore and, through 
international treaties, other countries. No part of this Update may be reproduced, licensed, sold, published, transmitted, modified, adapted, publicly 
displayed, broadcast (including storage in any medium by electronic means whether or not transiently for any purpose save as permitted herein) 
without the prior written permission of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 
 
Please note also that whilst the information in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing, it is only intended 
to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific professional advice for any particular course 
of action as such information may not suit your specific business and operational requirements. It is to your advantage to seek legal advice for your 
specific situation. In this regard, you may call the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP or e-mail Knowledge & Risk 
Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 
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