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1 INTRODUCTION TO MONSTERMOB 

1.1 Corporate  
 

MonsterMob was founded in June 2000, has a turnover in excess of 
£20M/year is on the AlM of the London Stock Exchange.  It provides 
mobile content services to more than 6 million consumers. 

  

1.2 Services 
 

Monstermob provide high quality mobile content via single pay per 
download transactions or subscription service. Monstermob is the UK’s 
best selling mobile content brand, with an unrivalled track record in SMS 
response generation.  
 
MonsterMob is now developing and delivering unique mobile content 
including video on demand, interactive communities, real-music ring 
tones, high res personalisable graphics and superior java games to 
provide effective differentiation for service providers, retailers and 
handset distributors.  Its interest in the proper regulation of these services 
as provided for by ICSTIS is thus evident. 
 

 
The Mob service, operated by Monstermob, is an unlimited downloads 
subscription service, priced at £3.00 per week and aimed at the aged 
sixteen and over market. The Mob delivers unrivalled value for money in 
the mobile entertainment market. Ringtones, logo’s, wallpapers, full 
tracks, games, real tones, jokes, and chat are all to be found in our 
offering as well as gossip, sport and news editorials.  

  

2 REPLIES 
 

These comments balance the requirements to protect the consumer so they can 
use premium services with confidence, with the need for appropriate regulation, 
so that investment and innovation are encouraged.   MonsterMob is of the belief 
that these two needs are not in conflict and that good regulation benefits all 
stakeholders in the sector. 
 
Our comments are set out below:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Corp:1964210:1 21 September 2005 Page 2 of 4 

Section Comment 
 

2 Monstermob has significant concerns regarding the NO’s 
level of due diligence requirements which may be 
disproportionate or unduly onerous. Due to past and 
current issues that the NO’s have had with a small number 
of SP’s with inappropriate practices, knee-jerk reactions 
have occurred in every instance. 
 
These new and implemented resolutions have been 
overkill. The implementation of the STOP command, 
allows users to terminate subscriptions at any time with no 
commitment has meant that the quality of services offered 
has had to be downgraded.  With no commitment, the 
traditional benefit of subscriptions – enhanced value for 
money on services in return for a defined period of 
recurring income for the service provider – has been lost.   
 
This has forced service providers to only be able to take a 
very short term view on the value of mobile services.  This 
in turn has produced an environment where service 
providers are only able to provide poorer quality services 
where the emphasis is on maximising revenue over the 
short term rather than investing in a strong relationship 
with its end user for the longer term.   
 
The recent implementation of the NO’s very own 
regulations such as the double opt-in, is also symptomatic 
of an environment whereby the NOs do not pay heed to 
ICSTIS as the regulator of this industry.  Monstermob has 
confidence in the ability of ICSTIS to uphold the Code, yet 
the NO’s appear to abuse their use of “due diligence”. 
Implementing changes such as substituting “as soon as 
reasonably practicable” for “immediately” would be far 
more appropriate for promoting confidence in the 
regulatory environment within which the end user 
consumes content services.   
 
 

Section Comment 
 

4 MonsterMob are of the opinion that regulatory powers 
given to the NO’s should also be given to the SP’s in 
relation to offending IP’s. Under the suggested draft either 
ICSTIS or an NO can block an SP’s service. That particular 
service may include many services provided by many IP’s 
therefore it would be seen as unreasonable to block a 
whole service when an SP could have the power to block 
the offending IP. And although SP’s would have contracts 
in place to protect themselves from this with the offending 
IP, other IP’s involved in the service would be affected 
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through no fault of their own through the ICSTIS/NO 
blocking. However should an SP abuse these powers then 
a full block of the service would be implemented by 
ICSTIS/NO’s. 
 

5.13.4 Monstermob no longer runs children’s services.  However 
we do agree that transparent pricing must be provided on 
GPRS charges, etc from the NO’s. This should be across 
all services, not just on children’s services. 
 
The reference to the cost to the consumer is important 
here and should be noted here and throughout the draft 
Code where cost is referred to. The lack of transparency 
on the part of the NOs in relation to cost with the large 
number of tariffs has created an unlevel playing field 
between themselves and SP’s in relation to the delivery of 
mobile entertainment. Whereas an NO can absorb the cost 
for data downloads via say GPRS, a consumer has to 
absorb them and is hence punished for using a third party 
for their mobile content instead of an NO.  This is a clearly 
uncompetitive position in many instances for SPs, which 
should be investigated by the regulator.  Advertisements 
have even been run by NOs that promote the logging off of 
SPs services through use of the ‘STOP’ command, and the 
re-subscribing to NOs own content services.    
 
The lack of transparency also creates a lack of confidence 
in the mobile content industry. We do of course set out in 
the terms and conditions that network charges apply and to 
seek further information from the NO. However when a 
consumer is charged the downloading costs it makes the 
initial transaction seem much poorer value for money. 
 

7.10 This section is critical to the development of the business 
of Monstermob and to the sector generally.  The draft 
currently prohibits the use of the subscription model for 
premium services as effectively the use of the STOP 
command and the inability to charge further renders any 
such model inoperative. 
 
Monstermob is aware that there is public concern over the 
abuse of the subscription model but the blanket prohibition 
of such a model is disproportionate and Monstermob are of 
the opinion that subscription services should be allowed to 
adopt a minimum term of subscription. This is in line with 
other consumer agreements such as insurance companies’ 
home content insurance and magazine subscriptions. 
 
The insurance subscription model contains the rule that 
should you wish to cancel the contract at any time then you 
are required to pay the monies due for the remainder of the 
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period. This is also the requirement for other businesses 
such as mobile phone contracts.  With a higher opt-in 
standard now enforced by the NOs it seems SPs should be 
in the position to enforce minimum commitment periods in 
line with this higher standard.    
 
Whereas a magazine subscription would use a minimum 
subscription term, for example six months. This method 
would be more appropriate and discourage the number of 
service abusers and those that use subsection 7.10.5a as 
a tool for abuse. 
 
Therefore the definition of a subscription service should be 
re-addressed, as what is currently defined is not 
appropriate. A clear definition of a permitted subscription 
service is needed to provide for consumer choice and 
further investment in the sector. 
 

 

3 OTHER COMMENTS 
  

Monstermob feel they have a very strong relationship with ICSTIS. It has created 
a greater bond between industry, regulator and consumer. As well as instill 
greater consumer confidence. 

 
We do feel though that although we have no other major issues save as set out 
above, The draft Code seems somewhat redundant now that the NO’s have 
issued their own codes of practice and the industry has to now fall in line or have 
services terminated, even if the services are in line with ICSTIS.  

 
Monstermob thus poses the question:  What now for ICSTIS?  

 
The NO code is aimed at subscription services. The NO’s are to bring their 
operations in line with the Code. However this is seen as a token gesture by the 
industry as they have very few, if any, premium rate services.   
  

4 NEXT STEPS 

 
We would grateful for your comments on all of the above points raised and would 
welcome the opportunity to develop these comments in a bilateral meeting with 
ICSTIS representatives.  


