
 1

 
 
 
A Statement by PhonepayPlus following 

its Consultation Review of the current 
PhonepayPlus Live Entertainment Services 

Compensation Scheme Arrangements 

 
Issued by PhonepayPlus on 11 December 2008 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 2

Contents 
 
Section          Page 
 
1.    Executive Summary     3  
     
2.    Summary of Responses     5   
 
3.   Next Steps       11   
 
Appendix A   List of Respondents     15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 3

Section 1 
 
Executive Summary  
 
PhonepayPlus issued its consultation document on the review of the current 
PhonepayPlus Live Entertainment Services Compensation Scheme Arrangements on 10 
July 2008. There was a three month period for response, with the closing date being 3 
October 2008. 
 
The purpose of the consultation document was to address the issue of whether or not 
the current arrangements - service providers paying a fixed, non-refundable sum of 
£7,500 into an independent Trust Fund and also provide a bond, which is a legally 
binding guarantee set up by a third party (such as a bank), to a value determined by a 
number of factors including whether the service provider intends to employ information 
providers - were still fit for purpose, given that the industry has altered so much since the 
arrangements were first adopted.  
 
The consultation document set out a range of options for alterations to the current 
arrangements, and invited respondents to comment on the premise that the most 
appropriate solution would be to remove the Compensation Fund, but to keep the bonds, 
which currently act as a ‘back-up’ to the Compensation Fund, in place.  
 
In summary, and in practice, this option would mean the following: 
 

• All service providers that have paid into the Scheme would receive part of the 
money back that they originally paid in from the Trustees of the Fund (see 
Section 3 of this document – Next Steps); 

 
• Any new providers wishing to enter into the industry would no longer be required 

to pay into the Fund. Instead, they would only now require prior permission from 
PhonepayPlus, and a bank bond; 

 
• Claims for compensation would continue to be processed and dealt with as they 

currently are, the only difference being that there would not be a Fund to fall back 
on should the need arise (this is considered highly unlikely); 

 
• The preference for this option is further enforced by virtue of the fact that no 

changes to the Code of Practice would be required in order for this option to be 
put in place. 

 
Responses and outcomes 
 
Responses to this consultation were received from 12 organisations. Their details are 
listed at Appendix A of this document and all non-confidential responses to the 
consultation have been published on our website at: http://www.phonepayplus.org.uk. 
 
The low number of responses may reflect the niche nature of the subject matter, 
meaning that, taking the phone paid industry as a whole, few service providers or 
industry members have a direct interest in the subject and any potential regulation that 
arises. In addition, PhonepayPlus sought opinions from many of the relevant 
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stakeholders in the form of a ‘workshop’ during the pre-consultation period, which may 
have meant that some stakeholders felt no need to reply to the final consultation. 
 
However, based on the responses that we did receive, and based on our own views as 
laid out in the consultation review document, PhonepayPlus has concluded that the 
option to remove the Compensation Fund, whilst keeping the existing bonds in place, is 
the most appropriate under the present circumstances, and that this is the option which 
will now be implemented. All respondents bar one agreed with PhonepayPlus that this 
was the best option available. 
 
In taking this decision we would like to offer assurances that we have appraised the risks 
to consumers which could arise and conclude that given the bond is being retained, 
along with other Code provisions, there should be no overall adverse impact for 
consumers. We can also instruct that service provider bond levels be increased should 
this ever be deemed necessary.  
 
Please refer to Section 3, Next Steps, to obtain the full details and all of the 
practical issues that the implementation of this option entails for service 
providers.  
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Section 2  
 
Summary of Responses 
 
We set out below a summary of the responses to the consultation questions that we 
identified. 
 
Q1 – This question asked what evidence could be shared to support our 
data and intelligence about the growth in the number of mobile phone calls 
to live entertainment services 
 
The decision to review the compensation arrangements which are currently in place for 
live entertainment services had been derived from several factors, one of which was the 
following as proposed by PhonepayPlus as part of the consultation review document: 

 
• A changing industry, where the majority of consumers who call these types of 

services do so from their mobile phones which by their nature are not as 
susceptible to unauthorised use as landline telephones are. We have been 
made aware that over 60% (industry estimates) of calls to live entertainment 
services are now made from mobile phones – even though many mobile 
phones are pre-barred from calling sexual services and in some cases 
premium rate numbers altogether, unless the network operator is requested 
to have the bar removed by the owner. We have received only a handful of 
claims for compensation from mobile phone holders in all of the time that 
mobile phones have been in circulation and it is likely that calls from mobiles 
will increase further in the future. 
 

Whilst most respondents agreed with this evidence and offered no specific evidence to 
share, we did receive some specific responses to this question in the form of the 
following: 
 
Candywall: “According to our most recent statistical analysis, currently 70% of calls to 
our adult services come from callers dialing from a mobile phone. The increase rate for 
the last 5 years running has been on the range of an average 5% more mobile callers 
every year. It also worth mentioning that 20% of callers using their mobile phone are 
dialing a short code number, instead of a long premium rate number: this percentage is 
growing very fast.” 
 
Premier Communications: “From our records we can support the data that the amount 
of calls generated from mobile telephones has steadily increased in recent years. In 
some instances on PRS numbers we are currently seeing in excess of 60% of calls 
coming from mobiles. We also feel it is worth noting that with the release of full cross 
network mobile voice short codes the number of people actually using live chat services 
from mobile devices will increase.” 
 
Inveroak: “We agree that the number of calls made to live entertainment services via 
mobile phones has increased to (in our opinion) at least half of total calls made.” 
 
Telecom Express, however, provided evidence to the contrary as follows: “Telecom 
Express has reviewed responses to its live psychic services over the last few months; 
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this shows a tendency towards responses from landlines. The results are as follows:- 
Landline-59%, Mobile- 24% & With-held CLI- 17%” 
 
 
Q2 – This question asked whether ‘Doing Nothing’ to the current 
compensation arrangements was the favoured option 
 
PhonepayPlus had proposed the following as part of the consultation review document: 
 

Do Nothing (This option would not require any alteration to the Code of Practice) 
 

• This option would mean the Compensation Fund would not be dismantled 
and the service provider bonds would also remain in place; 

• New providers wishing to operate live entertainment services would continue 
to pay £7,500 into the Fund, would still have to lodge a bond with their bank 
and have to gain prior permission from PhonepayPlus before being permitted 
to operate;  

• Claims for compensation would continue to be processed and dealt with as 
they are currently;  

• This option was considered by PhonepayPlus to be outdated and the 
Scheme is in need of change, and for these reasons was not a favoured 
option. 

 
All respondents to the consultation were in full agreement with PhonepayPlus that doing 
nothing would not be the right decision, and thus we can confirm that this option is no 
longer fit for purpose and was therefore not considered any further.  
 
 
Q3 – This question asked whether the ‘Removal of the Current 
Arrangements in their Entirety’ was the favoured option, and also asked 
whether the current arrangements were seen as being the valuable ‘barrier 
to entry’ into this section of the industry that some providers had stated 
 
Q4 – This question asked whether the industry were in agreement with our 
assessment that the risks attached to this option are greater than the short-
term positive business impact that would arise. And further asked ‘if you 
are not in agreement, why not?’ 
 
PhonepayPlus had proposed the following as part of the consultation review document: 
 

Removal of the Current Arrangements in their Entirety (This option would 
require alteration to the Code of Practice) 

 
• Implementation of this option would mean a drastic overhaul of the 

arrangements as they currently stand as it would involve the complete 
dismantling of both the Compensation Fund and the bonds; 

• All service providers that have paid into the Scheme would eventually 
receive part of the money back that they originally paid in, from the 
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Trustees of the Fund (with the exact amount being determined by the 
Trustee’s at a later date);  

• New providers wishing to operate live entertainment services would 
continue to require prior permission from PhonepayPlus before operation 
of such services, but they would no longer be required to pay into the 
Fund or lodge a bond with their bank;  

• Claims for compensation would continue to be administered by 
PhonepayPlus, but there would not be a Fund or bonds to fall back on 
should service providers default on required compensation payments to 
consumers;  

• Further, some commentators have argued that “sex lines” and psychic / 
tarot services are types of services that can, in some instances, prey on 
the vulnerable; 

• In summary, this option was considered by PhonepayPlus to be too much 
of a change to go through at once, and one which it is felt may place 
unnecessary risk on this section of the industry; notwithstanding the 
immediate positive financial impact, in the short-term at least, for 
businesses/service providers. For these reasons it was not a favoured 
option. 

 
All respondents except one were in agreement with PhonepayPlus that the removal of 
the current arrangements in their entirety was the favourable option. 
 
In relation to the question of whether the current arrangements acted as a valuable 
‘barrier to entry’ into this section of the organisation, we received responses from some 
respondents, as follows: 
 
Premium Rate Association: “We are of the view that appropriate regulation is good 
regulation and that the industry does benefit from having correct safeguards in place. 
The removal of all consumer protection measures at once may expose the industry to 
unwelcome risk. Rapid deregulation is likely to send undesirable signal to less reputable 
operators and encourage the testing of yet unproven boundaries ... We understand that 
the current arrangements do form a ‘barrier to entry’ and whilst this is not the stated 
purpose of the scheme, this would appear to serve as a useful additional protection. The 
flip side is that live licenses now appear to be being brokered. If the bond were to be 
retained purely as a ‘barrier to entry’ then we believe that it would be appropriate for this 
money to be returned following completion of a suitable probation period.” 
 
Com & Tel: “We do feel that current arrangements are indeed a valuable barrier to 
entry, which help protect the industry and the consumer. The Bond is a guarantee of 
commitment by the Service Provider to run his services according to his agreement with 
PhonepayPlus and according to the details he has declared during the Prior Permission 
application process.” 
 
In relation to the question of whether the industry were in agreement with our 
assessment that the risks attached to this option are greater than the short-term positive 
business impact that would arise, responses received from some of the respondents 
were are follows: 
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Premium Rate Association: “The desire within the industry to disband the fund, and 
ultimately the bond, is based not upon short term financial returns, rather it is the spirit of 
having regulation appropriate to purpose. As the fund is not being drawn-down upon for 
compensation claims, its continued existence for this purpose is without foundation. It 
must be acknowledged that the industry and the code have moved on from when this 
system was put in place. Once the stability of the industry without the fund has been 
assessed, we believe that similar consideration should be given to the removal of the 
bond, based upon Service Providers proven record in the payment of claims.” 
 
Com & Tel: “Yes we absolutely agree. The risks on Service Providers running live 
services (which often run at necessarily high tariffs due to operator cost) with no bonds 
in place are potentially enormous. Service Providers having taken no financial risk and 
having made no commitment other than a signature could disappear overnight. This 
would leave the calling customer without recourse for compensation. Small companies 
who are not financially stable and potentially unable to pay their customers would also 
be able to enter the market. The Bond therefore offers security and commitment of the 
Service Provider. The Bonds should reflect the size of the intended project in terms of 
billable traffic as well as a risk assessment based on the history of the Service Provider. 
We feel the initial entry level of the Bond should be high (amounts above £20,000 as 
indeed is the case of chat line application) to give a guarantee of commitment, protect 
the industry, the Consumers and give adequate protection in the case of compensation. 
This amount can then be reduced when a track record is proven in this field.” 
 
 
Q5 – This question asked whether the ‘Removal of the Fund, but keeping 
the Bonds in place’ was the favoured option 
 
PhonepayPlus had proposed the following as part of the consultation review document: 
 

Removal of the Fund, but keeping the Bonds in place (This option would not 
require any alteration to the Code of Practice) 

 
• All service providers that have paid into the Scheme would receive part of 

the money back that they originally paid in from the Trustees of the Fund 
(with the exact amount being determined by the Trustees at a later date); 

• For new providers wishing to enter into the industry it would mean that 
they would no longer be required to pay into the Fund – instead, they 
would require prior permission from PhonepayPlus and a bank bond; 

• Claims for compensation would continue to be processed and dealt with 
as they currently are, with the only difference being that there would not 
be a Fund to fall back on should the need for this ever arise;  

• However, should PhonepayPlus become aware of any risk once the Fund 
had been dismantled, this option would allow for bonds – for either 
individual service providers or across the board - to be increased in value, 
thus covering any such risk as and where deemed necessary; 

• This option is the preference of PhonepayPlus. As well as minimising 
risks of consumer harm or detriment, the business impact of this 
approach is net-positive, reduces the regulatory burden and provides a 
one-off cash refund to existing contributors to the Fund. 
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All respondents bar one agreed with PhonepayPlus that this was the best option 
available, and as such this option is the one which will now be implemented. The 
reasons for the respondent disagreeing that this was the most favourable option are 
shown here: 
 
Premier Communications: “Our view would be that there is no valid reason to keep the 
bonds in place as they have not been called upon in recent years and have a significant 
cost attached to them in terms of running the actual fund.”  
 
 
Q6 – This question asked whether the ‘Part-removal of the Fund, keeping 
the Bonds in place’ was the favoured option 
 
PhonepayPlus had proposed the following as part of the consultation review document: 

 
Part-removal of the Fund, keeping the Bonds in place (This option would not 
require any alteration to the Code of Practice) 

 
• Service providers that have paid into the Scheme would eventually 

receive some of the money back that they originally paid in – exactly how 
much would be dependent upon what the part-removal of the Fund meant 
in a practical sense, which would be decided later in the process; 

• The service provider bank bonds also would remain in place for existing 
providers. For any new providers wishing to enter into the market it would 
mean that they would now be required to pay the agreed lowered amount 
into the Fund, gain prior permission from PhonepayPlus and lodge a bond 
with their bank; 

• Claims for compensation would continue to be processed and dealt with 
as they currently are – changes would not be required, as the Fund and 
the bonds would still exist; 

• In summary, although this option offers the advantage of PhonepayPlus 
not having to decide whether to dismantle the Fund from the outset this 
option is not favoured by PhonepayPlus as it considers that the Fund is 
now out of date and no longer required in any size or in any format. 

 
All respondents to the consultation were in full agreement with PhonepayPlus that this 
option was not favoured, and thus we can confirm that this option was therefore not 
pursued or the considered any further.  
 
 
Q7 – This question asked whether ‘Replacing the current arrangements 
with an Independent Service Provider Insurance Scheme (either as 
individual or ‘blanket’ cover)’ was the favoured option 
 
PhonepayPlus had proposed the following definition as part of the consultation review 
document: 
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Replacing the current arrangements with an Independent Service Provider 
Insurance Scheme (either as individual or ‘blanket’ cover) (This option would not 
require any alteration to the Code of Practice) 

 
• Some providers have suggested the idea of having an independent 

insurance scheme in place, rather than the current compensation 
arrangements. This would mean that all current providers and any new 
providers would need to approach insurance companies in order to have 
a policy in place to provide cover for claims for compensation which are 
not met;  

• Alternatively, it could also mean service providers getting together as one 
to approach insurance companies in order to try to put ‘blanket’ 
compensation cover arrangements in place for the whole of the live 
entertainment sector of the industry; 

• No precise proposals had been brought to PhonepayPlus. However, our 
initial analysis of this option is not favourable as we envisage concerns 
arising from an enforcement perspective. Additionally, it may be unlikely 
that suitable insurance of this nature could be easily secured;  

• Our principle concern was that a service provider could evade their 
responsibilities by cancelling their policy before a number of claims 
emerged. This would leave the Claimant with no redress in the event that 
a claim was ordered to be paid by the Adjudicator, but the funds needed 
to pay it were not forthcoming and the call on the insurance invalid as the 
policy had been cancelled. For these reasons, this option was not 
favoured by PhonepayPlus. 

 
Again, all respondents to the consultation were in agreement with PhonepayPlus that the 
implementation of this option was not favourable, and thus we can confirm that the 
implementation of this option, in any form, was not deemed to be worth pursuing. Some 
specific feedback in relation to this option so as to offer further perspective was as 
follows: 
 
Com & Tel: “We do not favour this option. We also envisage concerns arising from an 
enforcement perspective and agree that it may be unlikely that suitable insurance of this 
nature could be easily secured. We feel should this option be approved, there should be 
a number of “industry approved” insurances available. PhonepayPlus should have a list 
of recommended Insurance Companies and should insist that Service Providers are 
covered by one of those on the recommended list. How keen PhonepayPlus would be to 
do this is a matter for their consideration. If however, a list of recommended Companies 
was not made available, Service Providers would risk inadequate coverage. We also 
concur that a service provider could evade their responsibilities by cancelling their policy 
before a number of claims emerged or indeed simply by failing to keep up repayments 
on their policy.” 
 
Premier Communications: “We have previously looked into the possibility of taking out 
insurance in this market and the problem we had was the fact that the decision to 
enforce a claim ultimately currently comes down to the regulator (PhonepayPlus) which 
means that quantifying the risk is virtually impossible. Without being able to quantify the 
risk the insurance underwriters can not arrange cover and therefore you can’t actually 
get insurance.” 
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Section 3 
 
Next Steps 
 
At the request of PhonepayPlus, the Trustees of the Compensation Fund have 
provided a provisional outline of the steps to be undertaken in connection with 
the proposed winding up of the Fund, including an estimation of the liabilities of 
the Fund and also the number of contributors. This outline should be regarded as 
a provisional outline only and subject to such changes as the Trustees determine 
to be appropriate following receipt of such professional advice as they require to 
be obtained. In particular, it should be noted that the outline set out below does 
not constitute any guaranteed amounts, which by definition are estimates only.  
 
Who is eligible to receive the proceeds on the winding up of the Fund? 
The Trustees will be writing to all existing Contributors specifying a date on which the 
formal winding up procedure of the Compensation Fund is to commence as well as 
further details, likely to be as set out below. 
 
The question of who is eligible to receive a distribution is determined by the Trust Deed 
and covers only those who are “current” service providers. This term is understood by 
the Trustees to refer to those contributors who remain liable under the Trust Deed to 
make a further contribution if required.  
 
Any Contributor which has notified the Trustees that they have ceased to operate is no 
longer liable under the Trust Deed and thus cannot be considered to be “current.” 
 
Any Contributor which has notified PhonepayPlus that they have ceased to operate has 
not technically notified the Trustees of their cessation and therefore our preliminary view 
is that they remain liable under the Trust Deed and thus eligible to be considered as 
“current” and entitled to a distribution on the winding up of the Trust Fund. 
 
Accordingly, we believe the following will be the basis on which Contributors may 
determine if they are eligible to receive a distribution: 
 

• Contributors who are individuals and who remain liable under the Trust Deed to 
make further contributions are considered “current” and thus are eligible under 
the same Trust Deed to receive a distribution on its winding up. Only those no 
longer alive will be considered ineligible. 

 
• Company Contributors which are shown at Companies House (or foreign 

equivalents) as being active remain liable under the Trust Deed to make further 
contributions are considered “current” and thus eligible under the same Trust 
Deed to receive a distribution on its winding up. 

 
• Companies which have been dissolved or liquidated cannot be said to be 

“current”. 
 

• Companies which are in administration or in the process of liquidation can also 
be said to be current, as we are not concerned as to whether or not they actually 
are financially capable of making a payment required under the Trust Deed as it 
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purely academic given there is no such liability to be met. However, if and when 
they are either dissolved or liquidated or struck off then those companies, at that 
point in time, will cease to be “current” and will therefore not be entitled to share 
any further distribution. 

 
How much will each Contributor receive? 
The Trustees appreciate that this is likely to be of significant interest to all concerned. 
The simple position is that whatever is available to be distributed will be distributed to 
those entitled as per the above eligibility criteria (which are not discretionary). 
Accordingly the actual distribution amount will depend on two factors. The first is the 
number of “current” Contributors and the second is the total amount of the liabilities.  
 
The first factor has been dealt with in the previous section under eligibility criteria. 
 
The second factor is dealt with below.  
 
However, there is a potential third factor, which is in fact not relevant, but we deal with it 
as it may be asked by Contributors. Dealing with this first, the Trust Deed provides that 
the repayment of monies should be “…in proportion to the amounts which each 
[Contributor] has respectively contributed…” and because every Contributor paid in (or is 
treated as having paid in) £7,500 then this means equally amongst all of them 
regardless of when they made the contribution. In other words, each Contributor will 
receive a fixed amount pro rata. 
 
The Fund as at the date hereof holds approximately £620,000 and it has liabilities to 
meet including the Trustees’ professional fees; advertising costs and expenses; 
accountancy and tax fees and expenses; tax and incidental costs and expenses arising 
during the course of the winding up.  
 
It is impossible at the outset of any such winding up to determine, precisely and 
definitively, the final amount which each Contributor will receive. This is because whilst 
cost and expenses (as mentioned above) can be estimated, it will of course depend on 
the status and position of the 96 Contributors. Current investigations show that 
approximately 70 to 74 Contributors remain eligible to receive a distribution from the 
Fund. It must be stressed, however, that this number is subject to change as a number 
of corporate contributors are in the process of administration, liquidation or being struck 
off. 
 
The Trustees are conscious of the need to achieve a fast and cost effective distribution 
of monies, but at the same time they require a conservative estimate to be used to 
ensure that there is no “false” hope.  
 
Total liabilities, including costs & expenses, are estimated, as at today’s date, to be a 
maximum of approximately £60,000 (including VAT where applicable), although it could 
be less and which are allocated as follows:- 
 

1. Trustees’ legal and professional costs & expenses – £30,000 
2. Accountancy & Tax costs & expenses – £5,000 
3. Newspaper Advertising expenses – £5,000 
4. HMRC Tax payable – £15,000 
5. Reserve - £5,000  
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The Trustees therefore estimate a total refund per Contributor in the sum of 
£7,500 assuming a total of 74 Contributors remain eligible to receive the 
refund. 
 
However, this could change. The amount could either: 
 
(a)  decrease if costs increase and/or there is an increase in the number of “current” 

Contributors; or 
 
(b)  increase if in fact there are fewer “current” Contributors and/or the total liabilities 

are less than estimated. 
 
How will each Contributor receive a distribution? 
Each eligible Contributor will receive a letter which they will need to sign and return. 
Once all letters returned duly signed, or an agreed period of time has elapsed with no 
response, then a distribution will be made as an interim payment. It will be paid by way 
of a cheque. The Trustees will have to determine if is appropriate to hold back funds to 
cover those Contributors who had not replied within the required timescale. It is probable 
that their monies will be held back pending the final distribution.  
 
Once those cheques have been cashed, then a revised and final quantum of liabilities 
will be ascertained, following which a final amount will be known and distributed. Any 
Contributor who has not responded by a given cut-off date will either delay the final 
dissolution of the Fund or the Trustees will require some form of indemnity against any 
future claim to deal with any unclaimed monies. 
 
Following the final distribution, and assuming all monies have been claimed, then there 
will be a number of administrative matters to be dealt with, such as finalising accounts, 
filing tax returns, making final tax payment, closing bank accounts and the like. 
 
Likely procedural steps to be followed by Trustees: 
 
Step 1:  
(a) Identify and locate current Contributors and publish list thereof. Allow a period of 
time for those not on the list but who otherwise believe they are entitled to make 
representations to the Trustees; 
(b) Provide accountants with all required information to prepare management accounts 
to provide a definitive estimate of tax payable. 
Step 2:  
Write to all current Contributors setting out (a) the total amount of distribution to be 
made, which would be an estimate only, and which amount will be paid in 2 or more 
distributions. In other words, there would be one or more interim distributions to be 
made and a final distribution once all costs and expenses known; 
(b) Require all eligible persons to provide an authorised signature confirming terms 
relating to the distribution. Any delays in responses will necessarily delay matters;  
(c) Propose a cut off date after which it must be resolved that no further distributions will 
be considered.  
Step 3:  
Once ALL signatures received, make the first interim payment in the sum of 
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approximately £[7,000] per Contributor. If any signatures are missing then this will delay 
matters. 
 
Step 4:  
Ensure that ALL cheques cashed; chase up as required. In the event that any 
Contributor fails to deal with the payment then this will delay matters. Provide a 
reasonable period of time. 
 
Step 5:  
Provide accountants with up to date expenditure and interest earned figures to 
determine tax payable, and thus the amount remaining to be distributed. Also, check 
records to determine that all Contributors remain current/in existence. 
 
Step 6:  
Make a final distribution likely to be in the region of £[500] per Contributor. 
 
Step 7:  
Ensure that ALL cheques cashed; chase up as required. Any delay in dealing with the 
payment will delay matters. The Trustees may seek an indemnity regarding any 
unclaimed monies and how such monies are held and ongoing Fund administration. 
 
Step 8:  
Prepare final accounts, complete tax return, pay tax and all other costs & expenses, 
close bank accounts and issue final notification to all Contributors and PhonepayPlus 
that the Fund has been dissolved. 
 
Again, please consider that the details of distribution as noted above are provisional 
only, and may therefore alter once professional advice has been received by the 
Trustees. Appreciation must be given to the fact that a lot of serious consideration is still 
required and is almost certain to involve the imposition of further terms and conditions. 
Full details will be available in due course - in the meantime, should service providers 
wish to contact the trustees, their contact details are as follows: 
 
Trustees: Steven Conybeare and Paul Hampton 
 
LSG, 3rd Floor  
Clearwater House 
4-7 Manchester Street  
London W1U 3AE 
 
Tel: 0870 753 0925  
Fax: 0870 762 7925 
 
E-mail: steven@conybeare.com 
             phampton@number28.co.uk  
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Appendix A   
 
List of Respondents 
 
Service Providers: 
3C 
Candywall 
Com & Tel 
D2SEE  
Ferda 
Inveroak 
Telecom Express 
Premier Communications 
 
Networks: 
BT 
Invomo 
Oxygen8 
 
Trade Bodies: 
Premium Rate Association (PRA) 


