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Dear Alex, 

 

Here is our response to the PhonePayPlus consultation described above and we confirm that our response can be published 

in full. 

 

Lexgreen Services Limited has been involved in the provision of personal number, non-geographic and premium rate 

number services for a number of years. We have built up a significant business in providing discount international phone 

calls via premium rate and non-geographic numbers. Many of our services are operated on low value 5p and below 08 

revenue share number ranges. 

 

We respond to the questions as follows: 

 

Question 1: Do Question 1: Do you consider that PhonepayPlus’ consumer protection rules are appropriate for the 

lower-cost revenue-sharing ranges if they were to be administered by PhonepayPlus? If not, why not? Please supply 

any evidence that supports your view. 

 

No, we do not. The lower-cost revenue share numbers all generally cost 5p per minute or less to call. The fact that there is 

revenue share does in itself mean that there is likely to be a disproportionate amount of consumer harm caused by the use 

of these numbers. In most cases the consumer harm is caused by phone providers, in particular mobile networks, charging 

excessive rates for calling such numbers. Ofcom’s proposed approach to mitigate this by proposing “unbundled tariffs” 

with an access charge will not really help. It is quite possible that the access charge will amount to more than the actual 

charge for calling the number, leading to the perverse result that the numbers will be regulated, but the more expensive 

access charges will not be. It would be the access charges which would likely be causing consumer harm. Evidence of 

overcharging for 08 numbers can be found on the website of any UK mobile network. Calls to 5p per minute 0844 numbers 

can cost up to 40p per minute, with 25p per minute being very common. Applying consumer protection rules to numbers 

which should cost consumers less than calling mobiles, is crazy. Would the next step be regulating mobile numbers? 

 

Question 2: Question 2: In the event of the lower-cost 08xx revenue-sharing ranges being subject to PhonepayPlus 

regulation, do you consider it would be necessary to modify the branding or presentation of this regulation? If so, 

what changes would you consider to be necessary?  

 

Yes we would. It would be totally disproportionate to apply the same rules that apply to numbers costing £1.50 per minute, 

to those that cost less than 5p per minute. The low value numbers are used in far greater numbers and are generally used for 

services which cause no consumer harm. 

 

Question 3: We discuss the appropriateness the application of the existing PhonepayPlus rules to the remaining 

08xx ranges in Section 3. Do you have any comments on the potential additional regulatory burden that inclusion of 

a low-cost number range in the PhonepayPlus regulatory controls might impose, and how we can ensure it is 

proportionate to the risks identified in Section 3? 

 

Any extra regulatory burden is obviously bad for business. At this time, with the exception of over-charging for calsl to 

these numbers by mobile networks in particular, there does not appear to be any great issue to solve, so it seems pointless 



  

 

 

to impose extra rules to fix a problem that does not really exist. Proper regulation of calling costs, particularly of those 

impose by mobile networks, would make all these numbers cost about the same or less than calling a mobile phone. 

 

Question 4:  Do you have any views on whether the current levy approach would be appropriate for the low-cost 

revenue-sharing ranges? 

 

Yes we do. The current levy approach would add a cost to providers of services to pay for regulation for which no case has 

properly been made. If a case could be made, then a levy approach would be sensible, but until such times, the low value 

08 ranges do not require further regulation. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mikael Armstrong 

Director 


