
When OddsTrader says offshore and regulated operators have different complaint procedures, it is making a
practical point about where a customer can take a dispute—and which rules, if any, govern the operator. The
phrase does not mean that every state-licensed sportsbook resolves complaints quickly, or that every offshore
operator ignores them. It means the available routes for review, the regulator’s authority, and the customer’s legal
options can differ substantially.

The distinction is harder to draw when the product is a prediction-market contract rather than a conventional
sports wager. State-licensed sportsbooks, offshore betting sites, and prediction markets may all offer contracts tied
to sporting events, but they do not necessarily operate under the same laws. The central legal fight is often
whether a product falls under state gambling law or federal derivatives law.

One useful starting point: a platform’s label—“regulated,” “exchange,” or “prediction market”—does not, by itself,
settle what protections apply. Check who regulates the specific product, where the operator is authorized to serve
customers, and what written complaint process the platform provides.

What “Complaint Procedures” Usually Means
A complaint procedure is the set of steps available when a customer disputes a transaction or account decision.
Common issues include a wager or contract being settled incorrectly, a withdrawal being delayed, an account
being restricted, or a promotion not being honored. The process may begin with customer support, move to a
formal internal review, and then escalate to a regulator, an independent dispute service, or a court—depending on
the product and jurisdiction.

“Regulated” is not a promise that every dispute will be resolved in the customer’s favor. It generally means that a
named authority has some legal oversight of the operator or product, and that the operator must meet relevant
rules. Those rules may require complaint records, customer-fund safeguards, disclosures, or a route for regulatory
complaints. The details vary by state and product type.

By contrast, a customer dealing with an offshore operator may have fewer practical ways to compel a response.
The company may be licensed in another jurisdiction, may not be authorized to serve the customer’s state, or may
have no meaningful presence where the customer lives. The operator might still offer support or a complaint form,



but the key question is whether a regulator or https://www.thecoinrepublic.com/2026/09/24/sports-bettings-
three-way-legal-battle-crypto-quietly-maneuvers-between-the-lines/ court with effective authority can require
action.

Three Categories, Three Different Oversight Questions
Product or operator Typical oversight question Possible complaint route State-licensed sportsbook Is the operator
licensed to offer sports wagering in the customer’s state, and what state rules apply? Operator support and formal
escalation to the relevant state gaming regulator, subject to that state’s process. Offshore betting operator Is the
operator authorized in the customer’s location, and can local authorities exercise effective jurisdiction over it? The
operator’s own process, a foreign regulator if applicable, or possible legal action; practical remedies may be limited.
Prediction-market platform Is the product treated as a federally regulated derivatives contract, state-regulated
gambling, or something disputed between the two? Platform support and, depending on the legal classification
and facts, a federal regulator, state authority, or court.

State-licensed sportsbooks

A state-licensed sportsbook is generally subject to the rules of the state where it is authorized to operate. State
oversight can include licensing, rules for advertising and responsible gambling, requirements for handling
customer funds, and procedures for reviewing disputes. A customer who cannot resolve an issue with the operator
can usually identify the relevant state agency and follow its complaint instructions.

That route is not always simple. Regulators may distinguish between a matter they can investigate and a private
claim that belongs in court or arbitration. They may not recover money for an individual customer, and filing a
complaint does not guarantee a particular outcome. Still, the operator is within a defined licensing framework, and
the regulator can have enforcement powers that an offshore customer’s local authorities may lack.

Offshore operators

“Offshore” is a description of location or licensing, not a uniform legal category. Some operators hold licenses
abroad; others may have limited or unclear authorization. The important consumer question is not simply whether
a site says it is licensed, but whether that license covers the customer’s location and whether the licensing
authority offers a usable complaint route.
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If an operator is not authorized in a customer’s state, the state may warn consumers, investigate, or pursue
enforcement. But a customer may still face practical barriers: the operator may be outside the regulator’s reach,
the terms may designate a distant forum, or the customer may struggle to enforce a judgment. Payment disputes
can introduce another layer, because a card issuer, bank, or payment provider has its own rules and timelines. A
payment reversal is not the same thing as a successful complaint against the operator.

Prediction markets

Prediction markets can offer event contracts that resemble wagers to consumers, while arguing that the contracts
belong in a federally regulated financial-market framework. Kalshi, for example, operates in the prediction-market
space. Crypto.com has also offered event contracts in the United States. Their legal position and the treatment of a
particular contract can depend on its structure, the relevant regulator, and ongoing litigation—not simply on the
fact that the contract concerns a sporting event.

This distinction matters for complaints. If a platform’s product is treated as a federally regulated derivatives
contract, a federal framework may be relevant. If a state views the same product as unlicensed sports wagering,
state gambling rules and enforcement may come into play. A customer should not assume that a federal
regulatory claim automatically gives them the same complaint route as a state sportsbook customer—or that
state authorities have conclusively lost the power to act.

The Jurisdiction Fight: State Gambling Law vs. Federal Derivatives Law
The core dispute is about legal classification and authority. States generally regulate gambling offered within their
borders, including licensing sports betting and setting conditions for operators. Prediction-market firms may argue
that certain event contracts are swaps or other derivatives regulated under federal commodities law, placing them
under the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) rather than state gambling agencies.

States may respond that a contract tied to a sporting event is effectively sports wagering under state law,
particularly when it is offered to local consumers in a way that resembles a sportsbook product. The arguments
can turn on statutory definitions, the structure of the contract, the federal regulator’s actions, and whether federal
law preempts particular state restrictions.

That is why a platform’s complaint page may not tell the whole story. A customer could file with the company first,
but the next step depends on which authority has jurisdiction over the product and what courts have said about
that authority. In a contested market, the answer may not yet be settled.

Cease-and-Desist Letters, Subpoenas, and Enforcement Campaigns
State regulators and attorneys general have used a range of tools in disputes over online wagering and event
contracts. A cease-and-desist letter typically tells a company to stop conduct the agency believes is unlawful; it is
not, on its own, a final court judgment. A subpoena can seek records or testimony as part of an investigation. An
enforcement campaign may include public warnings, investigations, licensing actions, or lawsuits.

These actions are important signals of a regulator’s position, but they should not be mistaken for a final resolution
of the legal question. A company may challenge a state’s authority, and the dispute may move into court.
Likewise, an investigation does not establish that every customer transaction was unlawful or that a specific
customer has a right to reimbursement.

Connecticut information requests have referenced app stores in the broader examination of event-contract
distribution and marketing. That detail matters because regulators may look beyond the platform itself at how



products are presented or made available. Robinhood is relevant to this discussion because its event-contract
offering has been described in connection with exchange infrastructure routing contracts. That description is not a
conclusion that Robinhood or any infrastructure provider has violated a law; it is a reminder that the customer-
facing app, the exchange, and the routing arrangement may involve different entities and legal questions.

In practical terms, customers should check the terms and disclosures to identify the contracting party, the
exchange or venue involved, the stated regulator, and the process for disputes. An app-store listing or familiar
brand name does not by itself establish the legal status of the underlying contract.

Why Court Uncertainty Changes the Complaint Picture
Some prediction-market cases have involved preliminary injunctions. A preliminary injunction is a temporary court
order issued before a final decision, often to preserve a party’s position while a lawsuit proceeds. It can limit or
block a regulator’s action in a particular dispute, but it does not automatically settle the law nationwide or
establish that every similar product is lawful in every state.

There is also a developing circuit-level disagreement over aspects of federal authority and state attempts to
restrict event contracts. When federal appeals courts interpret the law differently, the result is often described as a
circuit split. A split can increase the chance of further appeals or eventual review by the U.S. Supreme Court, but it
does not mean that the customer-facing rules are identical across the country while the issue is pending.

For customers, uncertainty can mean that the answer to “which regulator handles my complaint?” depends on
location, product, and timing. A state agency may assert authority while a company argues that federal law
controls. A court order may apply to one company or state, not every platform or jurisdiction. Keep copies of
account statements, contract details, settlement notices, support messages, and the terms that applied when the
transaction was made.

Contracts Traded Are Not Dollars Wagered
When a platform or news report cites the number of contracts traded, do not read that figure as the same thing
as dollars wagered or customer losses. One contract can have a stated payout, a changing market price, and a
particular settlement value. “Contracts traded” is a count of transactions or units under the platform’s
methodology; it is not automatically the total amount customers deposited, risked, or lost.

The same caution applies to comparisons among sportsbooks and prediction markets. A sportsbook may report
handle, which generally refers to the amount of wagers placed, while an exchange may report contract volume
using a different measure. These figures are not interchangeable without checking definitions. Volume can describe
market activity, but it does not tell a customer what remedy is available or which regulator will review a complaint.

A Practical Checklist for a Dispute
1. Identify the product. Was it a conventional sportsbook wager, an event contract, or another financial

product?

2. Identify the parties. Check the operator, any exchange or venue, and the entity named in the customer
agreement.

3. Check authorization. Look for the regulator and the states or jurisdictions where the product is authorized—
not just general claims of being “regulated.”

4. Use the written process. Submit the complaint through the platform’s stated channel and save the
confirmation, response, and relevant terms.



5. Escalate carefully. Contact the regulator named for the product, while recognizing that a regulator may
investigate without deciding a private refund claim.

6. Keep evidence. Preserve transaction records, settlement details, payment records, screenshots, and support
communications.

The Bottom Line
OddsTrader’s point about different complaint procedures is fundamentally about access to oversight and
enforceable remedies. State-licensed sportsbooks sit within state licensing systems. Offshore operators may leave
customers with a complaint process that is harder to enforce locally. Prediction markets occupy a contested space
where federal derivatives law and state gambling law can point in different directions.

Robinhood, Crypto.com, and Kalshi are useful names to understand the debate, but a brand alone does not
answer which rules apply to a particular contract. Look at the product, the parties, the regulator, and the current
court posture. Treat cease-and-desist letters, subpoenas, preliminary injunctions, and enforcement campaigns as
important developments—not as final answers unless a court or regulator has actually resolved the issue.

Fact vs. inference: Regulatory actions, court orders, and the terms of a platform’s product are facts that should
be checked against current filings and official notices. The practical likelihood that a customer can obtain a remedy
is an assessment that depends on jurisdiction, the operator’s presence, and the specific dispute. This article is
general information, not legal advice.


