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Introduction 
 
The nature of Anonymous SMS services is quite different to the traditional 
premium rate model as recipients of these messages have not paid for them, 
nor have they solicited them.  However, this does not mean that the recipient 
of the SMS should not be afforded the same protection as a user of a 
premium rate service (PRS) especially given that the payment mechanism is 
via a PRS SMS.  We see no reason why there should be any less protection 
for mobile customers against anonymous communication than there is for 
fixed line customers. 
 
BT is supportive of proactive regulatory action where it is believed there is 
potential for serious consumer harm as is the case with Anonymous SMS 
services.  Whilst there may be little evidence of consumer harm there appear 
to be inherent risks caused by this type of service. It is vital that where the 
possibility of harm is identified that swift and appropriate action is taken to 
minimise any negative press coverage, as this could result in a further decline 
in consumer confidence in PRS.  BT does not offer these types of services 
and as a result is not directly impacted by the proposed regulatory remedies.   
 
BT is supportive of ICSTIS’ proposals and believes that they are proportionate 
for the moment.  ICSTIS should continue to closely monitor these services so 
that further regulatory remedies can be implemented if and when necessary. 
 
BT’s answers to the ICSTIS’ questions follow on the next pages.   
 
 
Response to Questions 
 
Q1 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ definition of Anonymous SMS? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees with the principle of having a definition, as this will avoid any 
confusion about which services the regulatory remedies apply to.  The 
proposed definition seems overly complex and does not even include the 
word anonymous.  BT suggests that ICSTIS work with service providers (SPs) 
to improve the clarity of the definition as it currently needs to be read a couple 
of times before the meaning becomes clear.   BT suggests an alternative set 
of words: 
 
“An SMS text message sent to a communications device where the identity of the 
sender of the text message is withheld, or similarly where the content of the message 
is provided by a person other than the sender the content provider's identity is 
withheld.” 
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Q2 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by having no 
clear information and complaints mechanism? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees with ICSTIS’ assessment as ICSTIS’ research clearly shows that 
many recipients are unaware that the SMS they have received is for 
entertainment purposes only.  BT believes that it is vital that the recipient is 
made aware that the SMS is an entertainment service and also how to contact 
the SP or make a complaint.  
 
 
Q3– Do you agree with the proposed conditions i) and ii)? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees with the proposed conditions as they should address ICSTIS’ main 
concerns and ensure that the recipient of the SMS is made aware either in the 
actual message or via a follow up message who the SP is and how to 
complain. BT suggests that SPs may opt for sending a second free of charge 
message as otherwise it ruins the anonymous element of the service.  ICSTIS 
will need to closely monitor the situation to ensure that the SPs comply with 
these conditions. 
 
 
Q4 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by having no 
return path? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by the absence of a 
return path especially where messages are offensive or distressing. 
Recipients of messages must have the option to contact the SP so that they 
can make a complaint if necessary and also be able to opt out from receiving 
future messages. 
 
 
Q5 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ proposals not to require a return path as long 
as a satisfactory information and complaints mechanism is available? If not, 
why not? 
 
BT understands that SPs have indicated that it would be technically difficult 
for an SMS to contain a return path without displaying a shortcode.  In 
addition ICSTIS suggest that the recipient of these types of messages may 
not be aware of the STOP command and how to use it.   
 
BT therefore supports ICSTIS’ proposal to not require a return path but 
suggests that this will only work if SPs comply with the conditions proposed 
under question 4 which will ensure the recipient of the message is aware of 
who the SP is, how to complain and how to stop future messages.  
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Q6 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by lack of 
moderation and monitoring? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees with ICSTIS’ assessment given that many SPs do not appear to 
moderate the content of the messages sent using their service and some SPs 
websites even go so far as to say they accept no responsibility for content.   
 
BT agrees that SPs cannot absolve themselves from responsibility as they are 
benefiting financially from the service provided and ICSTIS should therefore 
apply the established principle of “following the money”. 
 
 
Q7 – Do you agree with the proposed conditions iii) & iv)? If not, why not? 
 
BT agrees that it will be difficult to enforce rules concerning moderation of 
content given that abbreviations and alternative words could be used to 
overcome any content rules.   
 
BT therefore agrees that ICSTIS’ proposals are practical as it will mean SPs 
have to record content of all messages and keep records for audit purposes, 
which can also be made available to ICSTIS or the Police if requested.   
 
 
Q8 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ recommendation of Option C as the 
appropriate model for regulation? If not please give your reasons and state 
your preferred option. 
 
BT agrees that Option C seems the most appropriate and avoids an out right 
ban of these types of services.  Prior permission licensing is already well 
established and works well for other types of PRS services as it puts the onus 
on the SP to comply.  
 
 
Q9 – Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the potential risk to children 
caused by Anonymous SMS services? If not please state areas of 
consideration we have missed. 
 
BT agrees that there is nothing to suggest that these types of services are 
particularly targeted at children.  In addition the PRS charges involved could 
act as a deterrent; children would be more likely to use one of the alternative 
free of charge services. 
 
 
Q10 – Should tighter rules and standards apply to Anonymous SMS activity 
where it is part of a PRS charged Anonymous SMS service? Please give your 
reasons. 
 
ICSTIS’ remit only extends to PRS or services that involve a PRS element.  
BT suggests that ICSTIS should continue to monitor the compliance of 
Anonymous SMS services which include a PRS element. 
 
- END - 


