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Reponses to Consultation Questions 

Introduction 
 
BT supports the need for guidance and considers that complying with it can help maintain 
the reputation of industry in this area. Maintaining reputation has a wider benefit which is 
captured by all firms in the value chain. Reputation can take a long time to build up, but is 
easily lost. The guidance provides clarification of PPP‟s approach in this area, an area where 
PPP has a right to play given apps form part of the premium rate sector.  
 
Q1. Do you agree with this definition (of Application Based Payment below)? If not, 
why not?  
 
As drafted, the definition could be unnecessarily limited. We suggest the following changes 
are made for the reasons set out below: 
 
“a payment made using in respect of a premium rate service, that is made through a 
software application which is accessed (either through download or by alternative means 
without permanent storage of data on the device) via a website using a PC computer, mobile 
handset or other device (such as a tablet).” 
 
We suggest these amendments for the following reasons:  

 We see no reason to limit the guidance by the words deleted above. Not all apps are 
accessed by a website and whether or not there is “permanent data storage” should not 
inhibit the application of the guidance.  

 The term “computer” is more generic and would include the PC. 

 The handset should be qualified as a mobile handset. 
 
 
Q2. Do you agree with the diagram which sets out different developer payment 
options at paragraph 2 of the proposed Guidance? If not, why not? 
 
Yes. 
 
Q3. Are there any other areas of risk that you feel this Guidance should identify and 
address? If so, then please suggest them, and provide any supporting evidence you 
have as to the risk they pose and how to resolve it. 

 
Other areas of risk which the Guidance should also cover include: 

 Recurring mandates: We suggest there is prior notification and opt in to any purchase 
to refresh a mandate once a threshold is passed. For example, this could be set at every 
£30 spent. This would avoid the risk of bill shock. 

o For example, when a purchase of a virtual currency is depleted, we suggest it‟s 
not automatically replenished without prior notification and customer opt in.  

 Recurring charges for services delivered to a different device or after an app is 
uninstalled: Here we also suggest a threshold of around £30 is used, with further opt in 
required for ongoing charging. Opt in notification should also include details of how to 
stop the service.  

o A service may be provisioned and controlled via an app but delivered using a 
different channel. An example would be where an app can initiate payment (e.g. 
£1/month or 20p/news) for delivering the latest news directly to the user‟s set top 
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box. The types of news delivered can be configured via this app but most people 
may be happy to set up it once and then use the service without modification. 

 Age inappropriate material: Where required, we  suggest age appropriate warnings are 
delivered prior to charging.  

o For example, for an app for National Lottery participation, the age appropriate 
warning should be given before the commitment to purchase is made. 

 No Technical compromise: Where an app provides a service which can be accessed 
through a range of devices, then provided the associated payments (if any) are up to 
date, the provider should not be able to withdraw or compromise that service. 

o For example, an application may use some 24/7 server resources (e.g. an e-mail 
service). The user may install the e-mail application from an app store which 
initiates a £1 per month payment. The e-mail box should not be deleted if the app 
is uninstalled, given it probably can be accessed using different routes e.g. via 
web or MS Outlook. 

 
Q4. Do you agree with our proposed expectations around key information where a 
service can be accessed on more than one device? If not, why not? 
 
The draft Guidance says „….the consumer should be clearly informed about which devices 
their payment allows them to access content on (if it is not all device(s))‟. Yes, we agree with 
this statement. 
 
Q5. Do you agree with our proposed expectations around application-based payment 
services using a ‘freemium’ model? If not, why not? 

 
In our view, consumers should also be given a reminder/notification of how to exit before the 
charging period applies and not just at the beginning of interacting with an app.  
 

 For example, an application providing a magazine download service with 3 months‟ free 
before service before a monthly fee is charged should issue a notification shortly before 
charging kicks in to give sufficient time to allow cancellation. 

 For conditional freemium services, where any „free‟ element is conditional on the 
consumer not opting out before charging commences, this should not be promoted using 
the word „free‟ as there is clearly a minimum purchase requirement.  

 
Q6. Do you agree with our proposed expectations around pricing and key information 
for ‘in-app’ purchases? If not, why not? 

 
Within the draft guidance, it‟s not clear whether 21(a) and (b) are alternatives or if the 
guidance will plump for one or the other, or whether an SP can choose which one is 
appropriate according to the relevant service. 
 
In relation to (b), the consumer should be clearly informed of the cost – whether in actual or 
virtual currency - at each point of purchase and not just at the beginning of each interactive 
session. 
 
Q7. Do you agree with our proposals around virtual currency? If not, why not? 

 
Any restrictions on using a virtual currency should be made clear. For example, is the 
currency only usable within a particular app, is any refund available and do any time 
constraints apply? 
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Q8. Do you agree with our proposals around password protection? If not, why not? 

 
The term „password‟ doesn‟t seem appropriate as the text refers to „PIN protection‟. We 
suggest this is made consistent, e.g. one option is to use the term „PIN activation code.‟ 
Although the issues raised in clause 30 of the draft guidance are recognised within the 
industry, in our opinion the Guidance doesn‟t improve on what is already in other existing 
guidance. 

 
Q9. Do you agree with our proposals around technical quality? If not, why not? 

 
PPP proposes that all providers of services offered via a mobile-based payment mechanism 
should ensure their services are compatible with each technical network platform and/or 
handset on which they are promoted. We agree with this.  
 
Q10. Is there any consideration or evidence, especially around other methods of 
exiting or suspending PRS charging on an application-based service, that we should 
be aware of before we make changes to existing guidance in respect of methods of 
exit from application-based services? Please supply any evidence you have. 

 
A receipt should be a mandatory requirement for in-app charging and this should always 
include clear instructions on how to stop any app driven billing.  Where an in service cease is 
not possible (for example because the service is consumed on a different device to the one 
with the download), then specific opt-in should be required when certain thresholds (e.g. 
£30) are reached to reduce the risk of bill shock. 

 

 
END 

 


