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Chairman’s Foreword   
 

I have been Chairman of ICSTIS for just over 
six months and, in this time, issues involving 
Call TV Quiz Services have occupied a 
considerable amount of my time and attention.  
 
For the first time in ICSTIS’ history we were 
called to give evidence before the Culture, 
Media and Sport Select Committee in late 
November. We gave oral evidence jointly with 
Ofcom and the Gambling Commission. As we 
had already announced a review on 10 

October 2006 of these services, we were able to report to the Select Committee on the scope of 
this, together with the timing of the review.  
 
We took the leadership in this area by producing, in early 2006, the first Statement of 
Expectations for these services and now it is right to review that document one year on and in 
light of the recent recommendations helpfully made by the Culture, Media and Sport Select 
Committee.  
 
A key focus of our review considered whether the transparency with which these services 
operate, both in terms of their cost and the chance of being successful in getting through to the 
TV presenter, is sufficiently clear so that consumers can exercise choice fairly and in a way that 
provides them with trust and confidence. This has also been a matter, understandably, of much 
media, political and public interest. The proposals we are publishing today in this consultation 
paper should address these concerns, while, at the same time, be proportionate to the actual 
problems evidenced.  
 
In conducting the review, I have been keen to see that we do it in a way that is robust, evidence-
based, independent and, at the same time, draws on the expertise of industry and other 
stakeholders in setting the regulations in a way that meet the Better Regulation Commission 
principles of good regulation. These are set out, for the first time, in the very first paragraph of 
our new 11th Code of Practice.  
 
I am also keen to foster a greater partnership approach to working with all stakeholders. Many 
of you attending the event to launch this document will already have been in a dialogue with us 
as we have researched the issues involved and identified regulatory options to move forward, 
one of which must always be to “do nothing”. This process of engagement will not end after the 
event to discuss the next steps in the consultation on setting the policy in this area. I see the 
need for ongoing dialogue with all interested parties as crucial to a thriving premium rate market 
where industry, those with consumer and citizen interests, Ofcom, the Gambling Commission 
and Government work with us in a co-regulatory framework to build a trusted market for 
consumers and industry alike. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Sir Alistair Graham 
ICSTIS CHAIRMAN 
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Section One 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Call TV Quiz Services form part of a wider genre of Participation TV which tends to rely wholly 
or mainly on viewers paying for the opportunity to take part. Such services are typically not 
funded by advertising revenues but by alternative means such as (and not limited to) premium 
rate revenues. There has been a considerable growth in these services. They are enjoyed by 
many people and not all viewers are necessarily participants. 
 
As a consequence of a growing interest and increased complaints about these services we 
issued a Statement of Expectations on Call TV Quiz Services in January 2006. This clarified 
how we would apply our Code of Practice to these services. At the same time, we have 
worked very closely with Ofcom which also has a remit over aspects of the broadcast output 
being delivered via these programmes. 
 
On 10 October 2006 we announced that we would carry out a review of the Call TV Quiz 
Services sector. In making the announcement, we made clear that our recent monitoring of 
Quiz TV programming, combined with evidence from complaints, had highlighted a number 
of issues that needed to be explored with the industry and others. This was supported by 
consumer research. Separately, the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee also 
decided to investigate aspects of these services and held an oral evidence session on 28 
November 2006. The Select Committee reported its findings on Thursday 25 January 2007. 
We very much welcome the review by the Select Committee. We welcome its findings and 
believe that the actions set out in this paper will go a long way in delivering the 
recommendations it makes. 
 
Services that use premium rate as a form of payment need to be clear on the cost of taking 
part and transparent as to how the services work. There is a concern at present that this is 
not always the case with all Call TV Quiz Services. Users are entitled to the protection of our 
Code of Practice – and we confirmed that our review would look at all Call TV Quiz Services 
and the effectiveness of current safeguards. 
 
We made clear that we would report on our findings and any regulatory action as soon as we 
could. Finally, we specified that the review would cover: 
 
o Transparency 
o On-screen statements 
o Excessive use 
o Prize fulfilment 
o Free web entry routes 
 
This current paper brings together the conclusions from this review. Part One outlines the 
evidence we collected, analysed and considered. Part Two sets out, in the form of a 
consultation for all stakeholders, proposals for changing the Call TV Quiz Services Statement 
of Expectations in the light of our deliberations on the evidence. The closing date for 
comment is 12 March 2007. This is a shorter period than normal for ICSTIS consultations 
and reflects the public interest concern to resolve these matters with some degree of 
urgency. 
 
As will be seen at Section Seven, the main modifications to the Statement of Expectations 
that we propose to change are: 
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o Spoken pricing announcements: Mandating that presenters speak the price of  
calling the premium rate service at intervals of no more than 10 minutes. When doing  
this, presenters will need to make clear that this cost will apply regardless of the chance  
of success of getting through to the studio. Many providers do this now but we found 
evidence which suggested that the provision of this information – which is currently  
regarded as best practice – is erratic in its delivery. 

 
o Call warnings: Mandating that providers provide announcements to callers to these  

services at each £10 that they spend per day calling the services reminding them as to  
their cumulative call spend. Again, we note that many providers have arrangements  
for warning callers at present about this but it is not universal. 

 
o Transparency: We set as a principle the need for greater transparency about the  

actual chances involved in being successful or rejected in getting through to the studio 
following an attempt to call the service. We recognise that how this principle is to be  
delivered is challenging but we believe it is the right and proportionate regulatory  
response to the evidence we present in this report. We present some proposals of how  
this could be delivered but we would like to hear from stakeholders on other alternatives  
on how the principle can be delivered in a way that is meaningful to entrants and in a  
way that can be delivered fairly and with a minimal administrative burden.  

 
Following closure of the consultation phase we will evaluate all responses and engage, where 
necessary, in further stakeholder dialogue in order to finalise a revised Statement of 
Expectations for issue in the spring. Thereafter, and allowing for a period of change, we will 
expect to take a vigorous approach to enforcement thus ensuring that all providers fully adhere 
to the revised Statement. We also expect to undertake a further monitoring review in the 
summer and raise any Code of Practice breaches which arise should any provider be found to 
be failing to meet the Statement of Expectations. In the meantime, we will continue to 
investigate public complaints which identify potential ICSTIS Code breaches.
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Section Two 
 
Scope of the Quiz TV Review 
 
CALL TV QUIZ SERVICES – AN OVERVIEW OF THE GENRE 
Call TV Quiz Services form part of a wider genre of Participation TV which tends to rely wholly 
or mainly on viewers paying for the opportunity to take part. Such services are typically not 
funded by advertising revenues but by alternative means such as (and not limited to) premium 
rate revenues. In their recent pre-consultation discussion paper on Participation TV1, Ofcom 
identified Call TV Quiz Services as one aspect of this new and emerging genre of TV format and 
said that such services generally comprise competitions with the following features: 
 
o A puzzle or question is set on air and viewers are repeatedly asked to call a premium rate 

number in order to solve it. 
o Typically (but not always), there is little or no other content than the puzzle and a presenter 

reiterating the puzzle, the prize, the telephone number and cost of calling. 
o Viewers call a premium rate number in order to participate in solving the puzzle. All calls  

are ‘connected’ and therefore charged for. 
o Free entry via a website is usually also possible – the degree to which this is publicised 

varies but tends to be somewhat limited compared with the premium rate route. 
o The vast majority of callers do not get an opportunity to give their answer. Instead they  

hear a recorded message telling them they have not been successful on this occasion. 
o A very small proportion of callers are randomly selected during the course of the show  

and put through to the studio to give their answer. Successful contestants win prizes. 
 
Our initial Statement of Expectations on Call TV Quiz Services (at Annex 1), published a year 
ago, clarified how we would apply our Code of Practice to these services. It defined (and 
applied) the Statement to services which have the following three characteristics: 
 
o The primary function and content of the entire output is participation in competitions by 

viewers. 
o Viewers are invited to call or text a premium rate number to give their answer (normally  

either by being connected to the presenter or via a call back).  
o If viewers are not selected initially, they are informed accordingly and have the opportunity  

to make repeat attempts.  
 
We believe that this remit remains the same for the purposes of this review. 
 
BACKGROUND TO THE REVIEW 
On 10 October 2006 ICSTIS announced that it was to carry out a review of the Call TV Quiz 
Services sector. In making the announcement, we made clear that our recent monitoring of 
Quiz TV programming, combined with evidence from complaints, had highlighted a number 
of issues that needed to be explored with the industry and others. This was supported by 
consumer research. 
 
Services that use premium rate as a form of payment need to be clear on the cost of taking 
part and transparent as to how the services work. There is a concern at present that this is 
not always the case with all Call TV Quiz Services. Users are entitled to the protection of our 
Code of Practice – and we confirmed that our review would look at all Call TV Quiz Services 
and the effectiveness of current safeguards. 
                                                 
1 Participation TV: How Should It Be Regulated? 
A pre-consultation Discussion Paper published by Ofcom on 15 December 2006 
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We made clear that we would report on our findings and any regulatory action as soon as we 
could. Finally, we specified that the review would cover: 
 
Transparency 
Do consumers actually understand what’s involved – the cost of taking part, the element of 
chance and the fact that all callers pay even if they fail to get through to the studio? 
 
On-screen statements 
Do the on-screen statements made by presenters always match records of calls to the 
programme (for example, statements that no calls are being received)? 
 
Excessive use 
There appears to be some evidence of problems with repeat calls and bad debt. Should 
call/spend limits exist, be mandated or left to the industry? 
 
Prize fulfilment 
Do operators have efficient arrangements in place to ensure prizes are issued quickly and 
with certainty? 
 
Free web entry routes 
Are we confident that these are genuine alternatives? 
 
It should be noted that our review is not primarily designed to touch upon editorial content 
issues such as the perceived fairness of the quizzes and the quiz questions. While we 
recognise that there have been some well-reported cases in the media about this issue, the 
regulation of this aspect of services rests with Ofcom. Where the on-screen content amounts 
to the promotion of a premium rate service, we have a regulatory responsibility. This, 
together with the respective division of responsibilities in the regulatory sphere of Call TV 
Quiz Services, was made clear in the joint submission ICSTIS and Ofcom made to the 
Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee for its hearing on 28 November2. A copy of our 
joint submission is at www.icstis.org.uk/pdfs_news/inquiry_calltvquiz.pdf. 
 
Below is an extract from that submission which summarised this division of regulatory 
responsibilities: 
 

“25. Both Ofcom and ICSTIS regulate Call TV quiz shows within their respective remits. Ofcom 
regulates the actual content of the transmission, including the clarity and integrity of the 
competition(s) involved and the general presentation of the broadcast in terms of harm and 
offence. ICSTIS regulates matters concerning the internal operation and promotion of the 
premium rate service itself – for example, the selection of entrants and the on-screen  
information regarding costs. Ofcom and ICSTIS are in frequent contact and share information  
and pass complaints between each other when necessary (in accordance with data protection 
requirements). 

 
26. This division of responsibility is reflected in the regulators’ respective Codes and statutory  

duties. In theory, overlap is possible, especially in the area of complaints. However, in practice, 
neither regulator has needed to consider a complaint where it believes the complainant would 
have been best served by the other. While it is also possible that complaints could raise issues  
of relevance to each regulator, this is extremely uncommon, as substantive complaints generally 
have one overriding concern that may tend to generate only additional generic comment or 
allegation. Complaints are considered in more detail in paragraphs 38-45, below.” 

 

                                                 
2 Ofcom’s Broadcasting Code Rule 2.11 states: “Competitions should be conducted fairly, prizes should be described 
accurately and rules should be clear and appropriately made known.” 
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This current paper brings together the conclusions from this review. Part One outlines the 
evidence we collected, analysed and considered. Part Two sets out, in the form of a 
consultation for all stakeholders, proposals for changing the Call TV Quiz Services Statement of 
Expectations – first issued on 27 January 2006 (at Annex 1) – in the light of our deliberations on 
the evidence. The closing date for comment is 12 March 2007. This is a shorter period than 
normal for ICSTIS consultations and reflects the public interest concern to resolve these matters 
with some degree of urgency. 
 
The evidence sources considered in Part One of this paper are principally drawn from the 
following areas: 
 
o Evidence from some research into consumer and viewer understanding of the Quiz TV 

programmes (Section Three refers). 
 
o Evidence from an intensive monitoring programme where the ICSTIS Executive has  

closely studied the outputs from a wide range of programmes in the genre and  
considered that output against the Code of Practice and Statement of Expectations  
(Section Four refers). 

 
o Evidence from consumers about their concerns or complaints to ICSTIS, which may  

have come directly to us or from other bodies such as Ofcom (Section Five refers). 
 
o Industry data collected from a variety of providers of a commercial and confidential  

nature about the volumes of callers to these programmes over certain time periods,  
usually aligned to the monitoring programme. This has fed into the monitoring evidence 
presented in Section Four but has been anonymised. 

 
o In-depth interviews with a range of stakeholders from industry and consumer groups  

with known interest in these areas (this information has formed part of the pre-consultation 
stage to the review and contributes to Part Two of this document). 

 
o The evidence that was presented to the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee  

at the oral hearing on 28 November which looked at Quiz TV issues (which is itself part  
of the review and ICSTIS will need to consider fully the recommendations from the  
Select Committee in due course). 

 
We are grateful to all stakeholders for their constructive inputs to our review. We recognise that 
securing trust and confidence in this area, like any other area of premium rate service delivery, 
requires more than a regulator acting alone. We look forward to constructively engaging with 
providers and other interested parties as we move forward to the consideration of Part Two of 
this paper, which sets out the consultation proposals for suggested changes to the current 
Statement of Expectations.  
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Section Three 
 
Consumer Research Evidence 
 
ICSTIS commissioned consumer research from a representative sample of consumers aged 16 
to 65+. The interviewing was conducted during 17-21 November 2006 and was face-to-face in 
home, mainly at evenings and weekends. A total of 2,009 adults were interviewed. Details of the 
methodology are at Annex 2. We set out below the key findings which are material to the scope 
of this review. Data of particular note has been highlighted in bold in the tables. 
 
Information about those who watch Call TV Quiz Services 
Q1 Do you, or someone in your household, watch quiz television channels such as Quiz Call, 

AVAGO, ITV Play or any other Quiz TV channels? 
 

o 18% of the sample say they, or someone in their household, watch Quiz TV channels. 
o Younger people (aged 16-24) are more likely to say they view – 22% watch Quiz TV 

channels (but this is not a statistically significant difference). 
o Respondents claim negligible viewership for children (aged up to 16 years) in their 

household. 
o Older people and those aged over 65 are not more likely than average to say they  

watch these channels. 
o Those aged 45-54 are least likely to watch Quiz TV channels. 
o Viewers are more likely to belong to occupational groups DE, which are the lowest 

earning groups.  
o There are no significant regional differences among those who watch Quiz TV channels. 
o Access to multi-channel or the internet does not make a difference to levels of viewing. 

 
TABLE 1: ANALYSIS OF THOSE SELF-REPORTING AS VIEWING QUIZ TV 
 Yes – 

someone in 
the house 
watches 
Quiz TV 
% 

Yes –  
self 
watches 
Quiz TV 
 
% 

Yes –  
children to 16 
watch Quiz TV 
 
 
% 

No –  
self does not 
watch Quiz TV 
 
 
% 

Total 18 15 1 79 
Age 16-24 23 22 – 73 
25-34 20 16 1 76 
35-44 17 12 4 80 
45-54 13 10 2 85 
55-64 15 13 – 82 
65+ 18 15 – 79 
     
SEG AB 14 11 1 83 
C1 16 13 1 81 
C2 17 14 2 79 
DE 24 21 1 74 
Households 
with children 

20 16 3 77 

North 18 15 1 80 
Midlands/EA 21 19 1 78 
Wales/West 17 13 1 80 
London/SE 14 11 1 79 

Base: all 2,009 adults 
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Participation in Call TV Quiz Services 
Q2 Have you personally ever phoned up to try and enter any of the quizzes or games that 

are on these channels? 
 
o Of those who watch Quiz TV channels themselves (15% of the total sample – see  

Table 1 above), nearly two in five (38%) have ever phoned to enter a quiz or 
competition. 

o However, there is relatively low frequent active participation of this sort – 6% of this 
sample of Quiz TV viewers. 

o The age groups more likely to have entered, at least occasionally, are 35-44 year olds 
(50%) or people aged 55-64 (47% of this group). 

o Older people (aged 65+) were significantly more likely to say they had never entered 
(78% compared with 62% of all those watching). 

o Similarly, those in occupational categories C1 and C2 are more likely to have entered 
but this is not statistically significant. 

o Those in occupational categories AB are significantly less likely to have entered any  
of the competitions, although one quarter had done so at some stage. 

o While those with children in the household were more likely to have participated (43%) 
than the sample as a whole (38%) or than those without children (36%), the differences 
are not statistically significant. 

 
TABLE 2: ANALYSIS OF THOSE WHO HAVE TRIED TO ENTER  

QUIZ TV SERVICES 
 Yes – 

ever 
 
% 

Yes – 
often 
 
% 

Yes – 
sometimes 
  
% 

Yes – 
once or 
twice 
% 

Never 
 
 
% 

Total 38 6 14 18 62 
Age 16-24 36 3* 13 19 64 
25-34 43 9 8 26 57 
35-44 50 3* 25 22 50 
45-54 42 9* 21 12 58 
55-64 47 12 17 18 53 
65+ 22 3* 7 11 78 
      
SEG AB 25 9 8* 8* 75 
C1 44 6 19 19 56 
C2 43 3* 13 28 57 
DE 37 7 14 17 63 

Base: all who personally watch Quiz TV (328 of sample) 
*Underlying samples here are very low      

 
Awareness of payment mechanism 
There were two questions here: 
  
Q3 Were you aware that if you phone up to enter one of the quizzes or games on a quiz 

channel that you pay every time you make a call even if you are not successful in getting 
through to the TV studio? 

 
Q4 Were you aware that if you phone to enter one of these quiz channels you are selected 

purely at random? Because of the random selection process, most callers are not usually 
selected to go through to the TV studio to give their answers to the presenter. Were you 
aware of this selection procedure? 
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o There is high awareness (around 90%) of the way in which payment is made and  
the selection process among those who have entered quizzes and competitions. 

o While less high, there is still relatively high awareness among viewers of such 
programming, although in both instances awareness of the random nature of the 
selection process is lower than the fact one pays for each call made, whether  
successful or not. One in five (22%) of viewers seemingly have no awareness of  
the random chance element involved in the initial telephone selection process. 

 
TABLE 3: AWARENESS OF PAYMENT MECHANICISM AND RANDOM  

NATURE OF SELECTION 
 Q3 Aware that consumer 

pays every time they 
participate 
% 

Q4 Aware of random 
selection element to 
programme 
% 

Total 81 72 
View quiz TV – self 87 78 
Entered – self 93 85 

 Base: all who are aware of channels (1,327 of sample) 

 

Awareness of free entry route 
 Q5 Most Quiz TV channels operate an alternative route that enables you to enter free of 

charge. Normally this is via a website. Were you aware of this free entry route? If yes, 
probe – have you ever used it?  

 
o Awareness that one can enter the quizzes, etc., for free via the web was not  

particularly high (38%). 
o Similarly, those with internet access at home (41%) were significantly more likely  

to know about this than those without (30%). 
o Young people were more likely to know about this (47% of 16-24 year olds), while  

those aged 65+ were significantly less likely to know (22% of this age group). 
o However, only 4% of the total sample (6% of those aged 16-24) had ever used  

this system of entry. 
 

TABLE 4: AWARENESS OF FREE ENTRY ROUTES 
 Yes, generally 

aware of free 
route to enter  
 
% 

Yes – aware 
of free route 
AND used it 
 
% 

Yes – aware 
of free entry 
route and 
NOT used it 
% 

Not aware of 
alternative free 
entry route 
 
% 

Total 38 4 34 61 
Internet access  41 5 36 58 
Age 16-24 47 6 41 51 
25-34 38 5 34 60 
35-44 44 4 40 56 
45-54 39 3 35 59 
55-64 38 4 34 62 
65+ 22 * 21 75 
     
SEG AB 33 3 30 66 
C1 41 5 36 57 
C2 38 3 36 61 
DE 37 4 34 61 

Base: all who are aware of channels (1,327 of sample)    
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Overall consumer satisfaction with Quiz TV Services 
Q6 Overall how satisfied are you that Quiz TV channels operate in a clear and fair way for those 

who participate? 
 

o As with the payment mechanisms, those who either viewed or had entered Quiz TV 
shows were more likely to say they were satisfied.  

o However, a significant proportion (about a quarter of the sample) said they were not 
satisfied. About one third felt unable to give a view  

 
TABLE 5: OVERALL CONSUMER SATISFACTION 

 Satisfied 
 
 
 
% 

Not 
satisfied 
 
 
% 

Neither 
satisfied or 
dissatisfied
 % 

Not sure 
 
 
 
% 

Total 14 29 34 22 
View quiz TV - self 27 24 33 16 
Entered - self 30 25 33 11 
 Not entered - self 25 23 32 19 

Base: all who are aware of channels (1,327 of sample) 

 
Summary 
Of the considerable amount of data presented in this Section, the following points seem to be of 
particular relevance, especially in the context of analysing the need for further regulation in this 
area: 
 
o The level of overall awareness that viewers pay every time they participate is generally  

high at 93%. This suggests that viewers are familiar with the concept of paying for premium 
rate phone calls in the context of this genre and that they will pay each time they call to  
enter. However, the remaining 7% who seemingly do not understand this issue should not  
be ignored. 

 
o The level of awareness as to the random nature of the selection process involved in the  

first phone call to the programme is understood by some four in five viewers but 22% do  
not understand a central concept of the format, namely that, at the initial stage of calling  
the programme in an attempt to get on air, this element is random and based to a large 
degree on chance. 

 
o The level of understanding (38%) of the free entry route and its actual use by those  

entrants aware of the free route is low (15%). 
 
o Levels of satisfaction with this programming genre are mixed but conclusions as to 

why cannot be drawn from the basis of the question asked. 
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Section Four 
 
Quiz TV Monitoring 
 
Introduction 
The monitoring exercise was undertaken to obtain first-hand evidence of the way in which Call 
TV Quiz programmes operate in order to address the questions set out at the beginning of this 
review. 
 
A sample of 36 one-hour blocks of broadcasts were monitored, covering 12 different Call TV 
Quiz programmes, on 12 channels and at various times of day. The exercise looked at a 
number of areas, including the nature of on-screen and spoken pricing messages, information 
about other terms and conditions, and a suite of contextual information detailing presenter 
behaviour, the types of questions asked and any additional points of note. The monitoring 
process also recorded a number of metrics, as follows: 
 
o number of calls taken live on air during the hour-long monitoring block 
o number of quizzes in the monitoring block 
o number of prizes given away during the monitoring block 
o value of prize money given away in the monitoring block 
 
In addition to the data obtained through monitoring, the following confidential data was supplied 
by the programmes’ service providers: 
 
o number of entries via the premium rate phone line during the hour monitored 
o number of web entries during the hour monitored 
o revenue taken during the hour monitored  
 
A number of figures were derived from these to provide evidence for the quantitative component 
of the analysis, which was supported by a qualitative appraisal of programme characteristics 
and any areas of concern. The findings of both undertakings are given below. 
 
Quantitative appraisal of findings 
The key quantitative measures presented here from the sample monitoring, together with data 
supplied in confidence by service providers, give an overview of Call TV Quiz programming. 
Where relevant, the variation in key operational measures is highlighted. 
 
The statistics outlined below are based on the average per Call TV Quiz programme3: 
 
o Programmes averaged over 8,600 callers per hour and over 2,600 free entries via a  

website entry point. 
o 34% of entries were via the free website entry mechanism. 
o 2% of entries got through to speak to a presenter live in the studio, thereby having an 

opportunity to answer a quiz question. 
o The number of calls taken live on air averaged 53 per hour. 
o Revenues were on average nearly £6,000 per hour, with nearly a third of this being  

given away in prize money. 
o The level of response to programmes aired during the day and evening was relatively  

low, but rose sharply for programmes aired after midnight, remaining high until 3am  

                                                 
3 ‘Programme’ is used throughout to denote a ‘show’ (for example, ‘The Mint’ rather than an individual 
‘broadcast’) 
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(see Figure 1 below). Some of these programmes are broadcast late at night and this  
may in part explain the disparity in calling periods. However, we cannot verify this.  
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Figure 1: Average Call TV Quiz entry numbers by time of day (all monitored broadcasts) 
NB: The one-hour monitoring block data is aggregated into three-hour intervals. 
 
Our sample monitoring shows that there was a considerable variation in key metrics between 
the different Call TV Quiz programmes, and, although some of these measures were by design 
(such as number of calls taken by presenters), some were a function of the programmes’ 
popularity (measured by entry volumes). The most striking differences are summarised below:  
 
o Entry (caller and website) numbers per hour varied from a programme average of  

478 per hour to 55,816.  
o The percentage of entries made via the free website route (where available) varied  

between programmes from 0% to 90%. 
o The percentage of entries getting through to the studio varied between programmes  

from 0.04% to 7.53%. 
o The number of winners in any given hour monitored ranged from 0 to 9. 
o The average number of calls taken live on air ranged between programmes from  

29 to 110 per hour. 
o The average hourly revenues ranged between programmes from £221 to £36,801.  
o The percentage of revenue given away in an hour varied from 0% to 72% between 

programmes.  
 
Further analysis revealed two distinct patterns in the operation of the different Call TV Quiz 
programmes monitored. These were characterised by statistically significant differences in four 
of the key metrics between the two groups of programmes identified. The metrics were: calls 
taken on air per hour, percentage of entries that were via the free route, entries per hour and 
percentage of entries getting through to have a chance to answer a question: 
 
o Programmes identified as pattern ‘A’ took an average of 29 calls per hour, of which  

an average of 16% were via the free website entry route. There were, on average, over 
50,000 entries per hour and, consequently, an average of 0.05% of entries got through  
to have a chance to answer a question in the quiz. 
 

o Programmes identified as pattern ‘B’ took an average of 51 calls per hour, of which  
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an average of over 40% were via the free website entry route. There were, on average, 
fewer than 12,000 entries per hour and, consequently, an average of 1.8% of entries  
got through to have a chance to answer a question in the quiz. 

 
The variability found between programmes was considerable but the identification of two 
‘patterns’ of programmes may have been, for the most part, a result of different audience 
profiles rather than intentional actions on the part of the programmes’ producers. The average 
start time of a monitoring block for pattern ‘A’ programmes was 2am, compared with 10pm for 
the pattern ‘B’ programmes, so one might expect differences in audience profiles and numbers.  
 
In addition, there was no evidence to indicate that the promotion of the free entry route differed 
significantly between programmes, suggesting that the cause of the lower uptake of the free 
entry route at later broadcast times was a result of some other factor influencing the likelihood of 
participants using that route. 
 
In contrast to these external factors, the number of hourly calls taken by the presenters are likely 
to be determined by a programme’s production team. The timing of calls taken by the studio in 
relation to any given quiz question has an obvious direct impact on the chances of an entrant 
getting an opportunity to answer. The chances would alter still further depending on the 
behaviour of a presenter and the numerous ways in which viewers may be encouraged to try 
and enter the quizzes. 
 
Qualitative appraisal of findings 
The main areas noted from the monitoring exercise are as follows: 
 
o a generally low frequency of spoken pricing information by presenters  
o low prominence given to the web entry route 
o variations in intervals between calls taken by presenters, especially during  

‘easier’ quizzes 
o the use and potential influence of language by presenters  
 
The first two points address issues of specific compliance as set out in the Statement of 
Expectations, while the last two are concerned with wider issues of Code compliance and 
possible Ofcom interest, depending on the precise context. They have been included to assist 
with our overall understanding of Call TV Quiz programmes. 
 
It should be noted that with the appraisal of a number of points, a subjective judgement has had 
to be applied regarding the complexity of some of the questions presented on air. Judgements 
were applied where necessary in order, for example, to get a handle on the context of question 
complexity in relation to caller intervals in the quizzes. The main points are detailed below. 
 
Pricing and entry information 
In all programming viewed, the cost of entry was displayed on-screen, albeit in a variety of 
formats. However, when it came to spoken pricing information, this was generally less frequent 
than we recommend by way of best practice (that is, that pricing should be spoken every 5-15 
minutes). During one particular programme, pricing was not spoken by the presenter at all 
during the two hour-long blocks monitored.   
 
The Statement of Expectations required that caller age limit information (callers must be aged 
16 or over) be displayed on the screen at regular intervals where cash prizes are offered. Caller 
age limits generally appeared on screen (although one programme did not display this 
information). Presenters also tended to reinforce this verbally, although infrequently.  
 
The free web entry route was generally referred to within the scrolling text at the bottom of the 
screen as required by the Statement of Expectations. However, a spoken statement about the 
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free entry mechanism was not required by the Statement of Expectations and, in the majority of 
programmes, it was rarely mentioned by presenters.      
 
Intervals between calls 
While noting that our monitoring exercise identified an average of 53 calls an hour taken to air, 
we nevertheless identified some isolated examples where there were periods when no calls 
were taken. During these periods, apparently easier quiz questions were normally displayed. 
We recognise that the genre is not equivalent to a ‘phone-in’ programme which might take calls 
constantly and without interruption. However, periods of time with no calls being taken, in the 
absence of any information about the actual number of callers attempting to enter the quiz, 
could create a situation where viewers form a judgement that the absence of callers to air is 
directly related to an absence of callers per se, which may not be the case and could therefore 
be inadvertently misleading. 
 
Presentation style 
The language used by the presenters during programmes can be noteworthy in terms of the 
nature and form of any call to action. For some programmes, examples were identified where 
presenters encouraged some repeated participation, using phrases such as “keep hitting redial, 
redial, redial” and “keep dialling”, although sometimes this was tempered by, for example, a 
cautionary “do not hit the redial button like a nutter, go easy on the redial”. There were many 
forms of encouragement for viewers to call. One observed example was a presenter stating “If 
you have made a couple of calls and got the wrong answer, then make another couple of calls.” 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
The monitoring exercise revealed a wide range in key operational statistics between Call TV 
Quiz programmes. It is not surprising with the variety of shows on air, the suite of channels they 
are broadcast on, and the range of broadcast times, that such variation exists within one genre. 
One of the findings is having periods of few or no calls taken by presenters during apparently 
easier quiz questions. To some this will be evidence of making a show more entertaining but to 
others it may be seen as a calculated way of attracting higher revenues by encouraging high call 
volumes. The absence of information about actual chances of getting through to the studio, 
especially in periods where no calls are being taken, is likely to fuel a concern as to the motives 
of the providers of this programme format and may undermine long-term consumer trust in it.  
 
The monitoring exercise also revealed a number of points that address the issues outlined in the 
scope of this review. The relatively high proportion of entries via the free internet route (34%) is 
not indicative of a high proportion of entrants using that route. The evidence derived from the 
consumer research (see Section Three) indicates that only 15% of Call TV Quiz participants 
actually use the free entry route. The reported level of over a third of entries being via the free 
route reflects a higher propensity by online users to make multiple entries. The fact that they are 
free will obviously accentuate this.  
 
All programmes had on-screen pricing information and, by and large, spoken pricing information 
was also given, albeit at seemingly erratic intervals. There remains scope for greater clarity of 
the spoken presentation of pricing information. 
 
In conclusion, the monitoring exercise revealed an adequate level of compliance with the current 
Statement of Expectations. However, some areas have been identified, and were evidenced, 
which suggest a need to clarify some aspects of the Statement further, especially in relation to 
issues of transparency. This is in order to overcome some public and opinion-former 
perceptions that some quizzes are ‘dragged out’, with few or no calls taken, in order to maximise 
call revenues. At the same time, such an approach, especially when combined with the 
presenter’s style and language, can create a sense that there are fewer calls to the programme 
than is the case, thus raising expectations as to the chance of success. 
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Section Five 
 
Complaints Data Analysis 
 
Introduction 
Research commissioned by ICSTIS (see Section Three) suggested that persons from 18% of 
UK households have watched Call TV Quiz programmes, with 38% of Call TV quiz viewers 
having entered a quiz at least once. There are currently around 16 Call TV Quiz programmes in 
operation, on 15 channels, of which 13 are dedicated to this programming format, some of 
which may be repeated across channels. The estimated annual revenue for Call TV Quiz 
programmes is £120m4 although, as we reported to the Culture, Media and Sport Select 
Committee, actual evidence as to market size is hard to quantify precisely. 
 
ICSTIS receives complaints and correspondence through three primary channels: calls to our 
contact centre, submissions via a complaint form on our website and letters. The last two are 
unfiltered channels and, in spite of our publicising our remit, we do receive correspondence on 
matters that do not relate to the ICSTIS Code of Practice and are appropriate for Ofcom. We 
have effective complaint referral arrangements with Ofcom, ensuring that consumer issues are 
effectively handled regardless of which body the consumer contacted first. 
 
Additionally, Ofcom receives a significant number of complaints about Call TV Quiz 
programmes, including the occasional direct referral from ICSTIS. In 2005 Ofcom received over 
450 such public complaints; for 2006, that total is likely to exceed 800. Approximately 25% of 
complaints made to Ofcom about Call TV Quiz shows relate to the promotion and/or operation 
of the premium rate phone lines. A quarter of this 25% of complaints were directly referred to 
ICSTIS. The remainder were more generic and Ofcom therefore advises complainants to 
contact ICSTIS directly with further details. 
 
The analysis presented here gives an overview of complaint trends, followed by a breakdown of 
the reasons why viewers were complaining to ICSTIS. Some of the issues flagged below deal 
with editorial matters and therefore fall outside the remit of the ICSTIS Code of Practice. They 
have, however, been included for information.  
 
It should be borne in mind that complainants to ICSTIS do not necessarily represent the 
opinions of the public at large or TV quiz viewers in general, but are a subset of the viewing 
population who may have a grievance with a premium rate service and want to have their 
concerns addressed. 
 
In addition, we would not necessarily expect to hear about consumers who have suffered a 
detriment but who, due to personal circumstances, do not feel the need to contact us. Recent 
research by the OFT5 suggests that fewer than 5% of consumers complain to official bodies 
such as regulators when they suffer a detriment. We are also aware that telephone companies 
have themselves received many calls from customers about high bills and other issues arising 
from Call TV Quiz Services.   
 
Complaint trends 
In 2006 we received 168 complaints about a total of 16 TV Quiz programmes operating during 
that period, compared with a total of 105 complaints for the whole of 2005 (see figure 2 on next 
page). Complaint numbers peaked in June 2006 but it is too early to know with certainty that the 
                                                 
4 See the ICSTIS/Ofcom response to the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee, in which some market data was 
supplied. 
5 Research on impact of mass marketed scams, OFT, December 2006. 
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decline since then is a permanent one. To place the Call TV Quiz complaint numbers into 
context with complaints about other premium rate services, in 2006 we received nearly 12,500 
complaints. Call TV Quiz Services were far from being the highest generator of complaints but 
nor were they the lowest.   
 

Call TV Quiz complaints received by ICSTIS: 2005 and 2006
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Figure 2: Complaint numbers by month: 2005 and 2006 
 
Complaint numbers about each programme were more or less proportional to participation 
levels, i.e. few complaints about the less well-known shows and a large number of complaints 
about the most popular shows. Consequently, nearly half of all complaints were about just three 
of the programmes.  
 
In addition to the complaints we received about Call TV Quiz programmes, we received a 
significant volume of other correspondence about these programmes. This correspondence was 
generally in the form of queries about high bills or consumers wanting to know why their phone 
bills had these numbers on them.  
 
At 499 queries in 2006, the volume of general correspondence about Call TV Quiz programmes 
far exceeded the number of actual complaints we received. To some extent this gives an 
indication of the general level of concern about high bills caused by calls to TV Quiz 
programmes. In addition to handling complaints and correspondence about Call TV Quiz 
programmes, the ICSTIS contact centre has fielded a large number of queries by telephone 
from consumers over recent months6.  
 
Why people were complaining 
The analysis of reasons for complaint by consumers focused on three main areas: issues 
concerning fairness of the competitions, call/billing related issues and promotion of the services. 
The main reasons for complaint are summarised below with a breakdown of the percentage of 
complaints that cited each issue raised. Nearly a quarter (23%) of complainants raised issues 
with more than one aspect of the Call TV Quiz programme about which they were complaining. 
For this reason the figures below do not add up to 100%. 
 
 
                                                 
6 An exact figure is not available because caller numbers about this subject were not recorded. 
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Fairness of the competitions 
The main reason for complaint was about general fairness issues with the competitions, with 
60% of complainants citing this. Complainants took issue with a broad range of topics in relation 
to fairness, although, most commonly, the entry mechanism was felt to be unfair in some way 
and was raised in 13% of complaints. A number of complainants felt that the ease, or on 
occasion extreme difficulty, of questions reduced the competition element of the programmes to 
a minimum, effectively making the competition a lottery. 
 
A number felt that the entry mechanism was misleading, often because they were charged for a 
premium rate call despite being denied an opportunity to “enter” the competition. Others felt that 
the handling of their call did not constitute a fair chance to enter the competition as they were 
paying just to hear a message that they had not been successful. The behaviour of presenters 
was criticised by some as misleading because they did not make the terms and conditions clear 
with respect to the entry mechanism. Their behaviour was also deemed irresponsible by some 
complainants because presenters encouraged frequent dialling as a way for callers to achieve a 
successful entry to the quiz.  
 
6% of complaints took issue with the nature of questions and the way that they were handled by 
presenters. The ease of questions was a recurrent theme, with complainants feeling that the 
simplicity of many quizzes removed the competition element entirely. In a number of cases, it 
was the ambiguous nature of questions that attracted criticism. In these cases there were many 
possible answers to a question where only one answer, sometimes the most obscure, was 
deemed to be correct. In addition to this, complainants reported instances where they felt that 
incorrect answers had been accepted and correct answers rejected by presenters. 
 
The online free entry routes also came in for criticism, albeit from just 3% of people complaining. 
Complainants took issue with the free entry route either because they could not enter for 
technical reasons or because they did not believe that their free entries were considered fairly 
alongside entries via the premium rate call route. None of the complainants felt that the free 
entry routes were unfair because of their not having access to the internet, although one did 
take issue with the dial-up cost incurred as a result of entering.  
 
Calls and billing 
A number of consumers’ complaints centred on calls and billing rather than the competition 
elements of the programmes. 18% complained about having a high bill as a result of their 
volume of calls to these competitions, with bills often in the £100s and, in one case, exceeding 
£1,000. Although call limits are not currently required under our Code of Practice, a number of 
programmes do publicise an entry limit for their competitions. A number of consumers felt that 
they or others in their household had been unfairly allowed to exceed this limit, thereby incurring 
a higher bill than expected. 
 
Nearly a third (32%) of complaints disputed in some way the accuracy of their phone bill or 
number of calls to the programmes. The complainants often stated that they had dialled far 
fewer times than that reported on their bill. There may have been cases of wishful thinking but 
there were also instances of people not realising that they would be charged for calls even when 
they got through to an “unsuccessful” message. Moreover, many people stated that it was not 
made clear to them that they would be billed irrespective of whether their call was answered by 
an operator or an automated service telling them that they were unsuccessful. Further to this, a 
small number of complainants believed that they had been billed in spite of a message informing 
them to the contrary. 
 
A small proportion of those disputing calls made to Call TV Quiz numbers were complaining on 
the grounds that calls had been made without their knowledge or consent, either by an unknown 
party or under-16s. It is common for ICSTIS to receive complaints of this nature about a variety 
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of premium rate services, especially in light of the frequency of calls made and amounts on 
people’s bills. 
 
Technical matters relating to promotion of the premium rate services 
7% of complaints were about an issue with pricing information or some other technicality with 
the promotion of the competition. Most complaints of this type were concerned with the absence 
of adequate on-screen or spoken pricing information. 
 
Summary and conclusions 
The range of subjects that were complained about and the volume of complaints specific to 
individual events made it difficult to corroborate allegations of potential malpractice on the part of 
Call TV Quiz show producers and premium rate service providers. However, there appears to 
be sufficient evidence from the trends in complaints that detriment to consumers has occurred, 
with issues such as high bills and the general fairness of the competitions most prevalent. This 
points to a need to clarify further aspects of the Statement of Expectations in order to minimise 
these problems. In the meantime, any areas of the Code where breaches are identified will 
continue to be considered for investigation but our priority is to provide regulatory clarity to avoid 
public complaints arising in the first place. 
 
The sizeable proportion of our complaints about billing and call disputes, and the grounds upon 
which those complaints were made (e.g. intelligibility of the promotion), suggest that there is 
certainly an issue of clarity for those service users who made a complaint. Similarly, the 
prominence of several aspects of fairness suggests that clarity in the way that the quiz entry 
mechanisms operate is also an issue for some consumers. However, it may be that these 
issues of clarity are the exception rather than the rule, given the relatively small number of 
consumers involved. 
 
On a final note with respect to the complaints received, consumers’ perceptions of presenter 
behaviour, and especially the way they may encourage participation generally or handle 
questions, should not be overlooked as an issue with these shows. This matter falls within 
Ofcom’s remit and ICSTIS works closely with Ofcom to assist in any investigation of such 
matters. 
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Section Six 
 
Background to the Statement of Expectations 
 
ICSTIS issues Statements of Expectations from time to time in order to provide greater 
regulatory certainty as to how the ICSTIS Board is likely to interpret the Code of Practice in the 
context of a particular service, given that many of the provisions are goal-based. 
 
ICSTIS first consulted on a Statement of Expectations for Call TV Quiz Services on 21 
September 2005 following growing interest in and concern over some elements of Quiz TV 
Services. The Statement of Expectations was published on 27 January 2006. A copy is at 
Annex 1. As stated in Section Two of this document, the purpose of this review is to examine 
whether, in the light of a variety of sources of evidence – presented in Part One of this 
document, further changes are necessary to that Statement. 
 
We set out below our review terms of reference (see Section Two). Under each point we identify 
in italics our summary answer, based on the evidence collected in Part One to these questions. 
These are addressed in detail in Section Seven. 
 
Transparency 
Do consumers actually understand what’s involved – the cost of taking part, the element of 
chance and the fact that all callers pay even if they fail to get through to the studio? 
 
Evidence suggests that many (but not quite all) consumers understand the costs involved in 
using these services. However, there is evidence that fewer people understand the 
randomised nature of the initial call to action and consumers cannot easily understand the 
precise chances involved. This has been a source of some complaints (as well as adverse 
public comment). We therefore propose further steps to deal with these concerns.  
 
On-screen statements 
Do the on-screen statements made by presenters always match records of calls to the 
programme (for example, statements that no calls are being received)? 
 
With the exception of isolated incidents, our monitoring evidence observed that generally on-
screen statements seemed to match with records available to us. However, the provision of 
pricing announcements was erratic and we propose further steps to deal with this issue. 
 
Excessive use 
There appears to be some evidence of problems with repeat calls and bad debt. Should 
call/spend limits exist, be mandated or left to the industry? 
 
There is some evidence of repeat calls generating bill shock. However, this did not appear to 
be a growing issue and neither could we, at this point, ascertain clear evidence that points to 
these services encouraging “gambling addiction”. However, we recognise that identifying 
evidence here may require further research, if indeed it exists. In the meantime, we propose 
further steps to ensure consumers are regularly informed as to their daily cumulative call 
spend to these services. 
 
Prize fulfilment 
Do operators have efficient arrangements in place to ensure prizes are issued quickly and 
with certainty? 
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We found no evidence of problems in this area. We propose no further action. 
 
Free web entry routes 
Are we confident that these are genuine alternatives? 
 
We found the level of actual awareness and use of free entry routes by viewers and participants 
of this programme format to be relatively low, albeit we acknowledge that that some providers 
have self-reported incidents of high use of free web routes. This is a matter which the industry 
and the Gambling Commission will need to reflect on further as the position regarding the legal 
status of these services vis-à-vis the Gambling Act 2005 is clarified during 2007. 
 
Our view is that the Statement of Expectations, on which there has been a remarkable degree 
of consensus as to its appropriateness, is nevertheless therefore in need of reconsideration in 
light of the evidence that is presented in Part One. 
 
In the following section we will set out the areas where ICSTIS takes the view that consumers 
would benefit from further changes to some elements of these services to ensure that consumer 
trust and confidence are not lost.  
 
Comments on the proposed changes will be welcomed from all parties by no later than 12 
March 2007. Details on how to respond to this consultation are set out in Section Nine below. 
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Section Seven 
 
Proposed Changes to the Statement of Expectations 
 
As was made clear in Section Two of this paper, any changes to the Statement should be 
evidence-driven. Part One outlined a considerable amount of evidence, from a variety of 
sources, on which conclusions need to be drawn as to whether further clarification of the 
Statement is required. In undertaking this review, we will summarise our main findings under 
the headings identified for the review itself. These are as follows: 
 
Transparency 
Do consumers actually understand what’s involved – the cost of taking part, the element of 
chance and the fact that all callers pay even if they fail to get through to the studio? 
 
Transparency – cost: In respect of the provision of cost information, our evidence suggests 
there is sufficient clarity not to warrant changes to the Statement. However, we note with 
concern from our detailed monitoring exercise that there were more than occasional incidents 
of failure by presenters to give spoken pricing information at intervals of 5-15 minutes. We 
therefore plan to strengthen the Statement of Expectations provision and ensure that it is 
enforced through periodic monitoring of these services. 
 
It is our view that presenters should provide a spoken price announcement at no later than 
each 10-minute interval of the programme. This announcement needs to also make it clear 
that entrants may not be successful as this is factually the case. From our discussions with 
many providers, we are aware that, for the most part, there is an acceptance of the need to 
provide a spoken pricing warning and many currently do this within the current guidance of 5-
15 minute intervals. However, evidence suggests that this is not universal and, for this 
reason, we are now proposing a mandated requirement. 
 
Q1 Do you agree that the provisions for pricing transparency should be strengthened in the 

way described above and as set out in the revised Statement of Expectations on pages 
27-29? 

 
Transparency – chance: The degree of chance involved in getting through to the studio has 
been at the heart of many complaints we received and has been covered publicly in many 
places. This has the real potential to undermine trust in the genre. The evidence here is 
mixed. There is research data which suggests that, while many consumers, especially 
viewers, are aware of the generally random element involved, there nevertheless remain 
some one in five viewers who self-report no understanding of the random nature involved in 
the first stage of participation. 
 
Furthermore, the actual chance of getting through to air is not known and there are resulting 
complaints that the services mislead by omission. As is also reported in Section Four, when 
combined with the way the programming format operates, this can give rise to concerns (and 
negative publicity) that any delay in taking calls is done deliberately to generate more calls. 
Since consumers do not know the volume of other callers, they may conclude that the 
chances of success in getting through to air are higher than they really are, especially at 
times when few calls are being taken on air. Periods of airtime with no participation by 
viewers may give them the impression that no-one is trying to get through and that the 
chances of winning are high. 
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On the other side are well-made arguments that the service by its very nature is dynamic and 
so the chances of being successful are never fixed – live on-screen figures could therefore 
be inherently misleading as they are essentially historical. The further point is made that 
these services are not of themselves currently classified as ‘gambling’ products – a matter 
which is the subject of a (closed) consultation by the Gambling Commission. 
 
As we see it there are three options to consider on the issue of transparency: 
 
Option 1 – do nothing With this option, the view would be that consumers already have 
sufficient information to make an informed decision about entry, as well as being aware of the 
cost involved each time that they do. This option has mixed support from the evidence. We 
do have complaints about this issue but equally we have research evidence that users do 
appear to have a reasonably high understanding that there is a degree of chance involved, 
although one in five do not appear to understand this random element. Our view is that, 
overall, this option cannot be easily supported. 
 
The first element of these services is based solely on chance. That many consumers have 
come to understand this does not negate the need for overall clarity so that all viewers are 
better aided in making informed choices. Since, for many, their purchase will be limited to 
‘chance’ as they will not get through live on air, understanding more about their chance 
seems essential to enhancing consumer trust in their continuing purchases. This issue has 
been the focus of much political and media comment, and is creating a perception (rightly or 
wrongly) that these services are inherently unfair because of this perceived lack of 
transparency. ICSTIS’ view is that, if such services are to develop and grow, doing nothing 
will lead to erosion in consumer confidence in this market and its consequent decline. 
  
Q2 Do you agree with our assessment of Option 1? 
 
Option 2 – publication on-screen of the actual ‘chance’ or ‘odds’ With this option, we 
would envisage providers delivering a solution to this perceived lack of transparency by 
publishing on-screen in a dynamic and updated format the details of the chance or odds of 
being successful in getting through to the studio at each point during the programme/service. 
 
For reasons alluded to above, this contains many practical challenges given that the chance 
of getting through for any single consumer may vary at every different moment of the 
programme based on how many other viewers are also calling to win a prize. Even if it were 
possible to publish fully transparent information in such a dynamic environment, it is 
questionable whether it would have real meaning to consumers given it could be changing so 
rapidly or, if it did not, inadvertently mislead as to the likely chance of success in getting 
through to the studio. 
 
We think this option is not objectively justifiable and proportionate, and nor do we believe that 
it would secure the consumer benefits that many have called for. 
 
Q3 Do you agree with our assessment of Option 2? 
 
Option 3 – increased transparency about rates of rejection/acceptance at the initial 
stage This option is designed to deliver improved transparency to consumers about the 
chances involved in participating in Call TV Quiz Services. It also recognises that, for many 
viewers, their participation is repeated and that they would derive benefit, over the longer 
term, from up-to-date information which might guide or inform their future decisions when 
participating in these services. In this context, this option’s principle is that consumers should 
have available to them more information than they do now about the actual chance of 
rejection or acceptance to air at the first stage when they call the service. This may be 
combined with variations in on-screen messages and/or presenter announcements which 
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make it clearer that for most participants, on most occasions, their call or entry will NOT have 
a successful outcome. This option therefore would consist of the following: 
 
o Frequently updated (to as recent a time as possible) information on screen for  

consumers as to the actual chances of getting through to the studio, by whatever  
means, over recent blocks of programming. An example would be including on- 
screen data which advises how many entrants have tried to get through to the  
programme in the last 15 minutes, or what proportion have been taken to air,  
regularly updated and refreshed during the programme. Another example would  
be to provide on-screen details of the total number of calls in the last hour,  
refreshed hourly. There may be many other options to deliver the same principle. 
 

o Presenter scripts that make it clear that for most participants their call will not  
result in a successful outcome. They might do this by referencing in any call to  
action the “chance” of getting through to the studio, but other wording may deliver  
the same message.  

 
We believe that, as a principle, this option is objectively justifiable and proportionate. We 
believe it would aid consumer understanding for those people who would like to use such 
information to guide and better inform their future choices, and we think that, overall, it would 
aid consumer trust in a growing market. We recognise that delivering this principle is 
challenging and the suggestions above for how it may actually work require further 
consideration and debate. We wish to encourage this debate during this consultation so that 
the objectives of this proposal can be delivered in a way that is meaningful to consumers 
and, at the same time, practical for providers to deliver and administer. 
 
Q4 We would welcome views, especially but not exclusively from providers, as to the best 

technical means and media through which this principle could be delivered and promoted 
with minimum disruption to the service quality and potential for consumer information 
overload. We would be willing to assist in this process by facilitating a working party to 
consider the various options. 

 
Q5 If you do not agree with any of our assessments presented in Options 1, 2, or 3 above, 

what alternatives would you suggest? 
 
On-screen statements 
Do the on-screen statements made by presenters always match records of calls to the 
programme (for example, statements that say no calls are being received)? 
 
The output and evidence collected through the monitoring programme outlined in Section 
Four found no systematic pattern of evidence to suggest that services and their presenters 
were setting out to make statements to viewers and potential participants which could be 
misleading about the chances of getting through. Nor did we see evidence that presenters 
were systematically encouraging viewers to call by untruthfully suggesting that no other 
people were calling and thereby exaggerating the chances of getting through. However, 
some isolated examples were identified of questionable presenter statements through the 
monitoring research and these have been drawn to the attention of the providers. 
 
On this basis, we believe that the provisions already in place, through both the Code of 
Practice and the Statement of Expectations, are sufficient and require no changes at this 
time. 
 
Excessive use 
There appears to be some evidence of problems with repeat calls and bad debt. Should 
call/spend limits exist, be mandated or left to the industry? 
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As is seen in Section Five, we have evidence of “bill shock” as reported to us by consumers. 
However, this problem appears to be largely contained and information provided to us by the 
telephone companies suggests that it is stable and not growing. We recognise that most 
current providers of Call TV Quiz Services have in place a range of mechanisms to warn 
consumers if their phone number is identified as one from which many calls to these services 
are being made. Some providers will limit, over certain periods (such as a week or a month), 
the absolute number of entries that can be made to each service via the web and telephone. 
Others may have a higher limit and then, at intervals of a certain number of calls, give 
intermittent warning messages as to the number of chargeable entries made. 
 
We continue to welcome these approaches by providers of these services. However, given 
the evidence of bill shock, we take the view that an industry minimum standard ought to 
apply which mandates the need to provide call warnings, especially as we understand that 
the ability for some providers to cap calls at certain upper limits is not technologically 
possible at the present time. On this basis, and in line with provisions we have set in other 
areas of the ICSTIS Code, we believe that cumulative call warnings should be provided at no 
more than each £10 spent by a consumer over each day, as identified, and where available 
through a phone number which has not been withheld. We believe this minimises the risk of 
bill shock and, as a consequence, reduces the possibility of a complaint and aids repeat use 
and the building of trust in these services. 
 
Q6 Do you agree with our proposal for call warnings and are there any other suggestions as 

to how the possibility of excessive use by consumers may be minimised? 
  
While recognising the socially responsible attitude adopted by many providers, we would also 
encourage them to take further steps to advise consumers about how they can protect 
themselves against incurring unnecessarily high phone bills. One way is through mandatory 
call caps. We recognise that there may be technical issues involved. We would welcome 
information about this problem, as well as evidence as to the scale and nature of particularly 
excessive use by repeat users. We recognise that many providers have in place call caps. 
We would welcome more information about their level and effectiveness. 
 
While these services may not, of themselves, be defined as “gambling”, we invite providers to 
consider what other best practice steps they might take to minimise the possibility of 
consumer “addiction”. This might be through information provided to their viewers through a 
variety of means, including the providers’ websites. At this time, and without further evidence, 
we do not propose any mandatory requirements in this respect but this will be kept under 
review and we propose to investigate this issue further. 
 
Prize fulfilment 
Do operators have efficient arrangements in place to ensure prizes are issued quickly and 
with certainty? 
 
We have found no evidence to suggest that there are problems with the arrangements for 
prize fulfilment, and we recognise that the integrity of any service will be undermined if 
viewers and participants believe that the prizes do not exist or that winners are somehow 
‘fixed’. Examples that have arisen or been alleged suggest problems are isolated. 
 
Free web entry routes 
Are we confident that these are genuine alternatives? 
 
Our research evidence suggests that, for many consumers, their awareness of the free entry 
mechanism is considerably lower than for the (paid for) telephone entry – see Q5 of Section 5 
which shows general awareness of the free entry route running at only 38% of those aware of 
such channels and only 15% confirming to have ever used it.  
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Providers of services will have their own data about the usage of their services, at different time 
points of the day, by those using the free entry route. We have heard from some providers that, 
at times, the usage of the free entry route is substantial. We do not dispute this. Our monitoring 
also indicated that the apparent reason for some high usage of the alternative free entry route at 
certain times is that some entrants favour this as a means to make multiple (free) entries. 
 
Our own discussions with providers of these services, which have included visits to some 
operators’ premises to observe the service being delivered, gives us confidence that the free 
entry route is a genuine alternative involving no bias on the part of the providers to give 
advantage to people who enter by the (paid for) telephone route. Our monitoring also observed 
that all providers do make on-screen provision, usually in scrolling text, of information about how 
to access the alternative free route. 
 
We would observe, however, from the data that, should the Gambling Commission adopt an 
approach which accepts that Call TV Quiz Services are not to be defined as gambling under the 
Gambling Act 2005 by reason of the existence of their free entry routes, it may be that the 
Commission will expect in each case to see user awareness and actual use to be higher than 
the figures our research suggests. 
 
Business and consumer impact of these proposed changes 
In proposing changes to the Statement of Expectations, we recognise that this will have an 
impact on businesses which are involved in the provision of Call TV Quiz Services. If the 
changes proposed in this consultation are agreed, they will involve Call TV Quiz providers 
amending their programming and scripting format. In particular, they will need to change their 
procedures for presenters to ensure that pricing information prompts are spoken at intervals of 
no longer than 10 minutes. In addition, there will be costs associated with the provision of up-to-
date information to consumers about their actual chances of success in getting through to air 
and giving an answer to the quiz question.  
 
Set against these costs are the potential benefits that may be derived for consumers (and 
ultimately to the same businesses) from increased usage of these services arising from 
improved consumer/viewer trust and confidence in them. Elsewhere in this paper, reference is 
made to the projected size of the Call TV Quiz Services market, which may generate revenues 
of some £120m annually. Using this figure as a base, a modest 5% increase in participation by 
telephone entrants (assuming improved trust) would generate an increase of £6m per annum in 
revenues to these programmes collectively. Beyond this, and assuming a higher participation 
rate from improved trust, the cost to various bodies of complaint-handling should also decrease. 
 
We would be interested to hear from stakeholders as to any data they can share with us both 
about the market size generally and about the actual costs involved in the proposed regulatory 
changes set out in this paper. The more information we have on this, the better able we will be 
to judge whether the steps we propose are grounded in measurable benefits, as well as those 
which we perceive and believe to be proportionate.  
 
The revised Statement of Expectations 
Set out on the following two pages is the Statement of Expectations with the track changes that 
we propose to make and on which comments are now sought. Deletions are struck through and 
additions are in italics bold. 
 
1.0 Background 
This Statement of Expectations is being revised released following the review of Call TV Quiz 
Services early in 2007. Quiz due to the increased number of complaints and enquiries that 
ICSTIS and other bodies have received about Call TV Quiz Services. In particular, some 
consumers continue to have misunderstand the nature of the service or the charges levied 
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regardless of whether they are successful in getting through to the studio. Accordingly, ICSTIS 
wishes to ensure that providers of these services have as much clarity as possible as to the 
regulatory requirements and the interpretation of the Code that the ICSTIS Board Committee 
will apply. This Statement should be read in conjunction with the ICSTIS Code of Practice. 
Service providers should be aware that this Statement details the likely interpretation of the 
Code of Practice by the ICSTIS Board Committee. This is particularly so where breaches of the 
Code are raised by the Executive Secretariat in relation to Call TV Quiz Services. 

 
2.0 Call TV Quiz services defined  
This Statement applies only to broadcast output (programmes and channels) on television 
where: 

 
o The primary function and content of the entire output is participation in competitions  

by viewers. 
o Viewers are invited to call or text a premium rate number to give their answer  

(normally either by being connected to the presenter or via a call back).  
o If viewers are not selected initially, they are informed accordingly and have the 

opportunity to make repeat attempts.  
 

3.0 The need for prior permission 
Where Call TV Quiz Services offer viewers the chance to participate in a live conversation, then 
such services are “Live Services” for the purposes of the current ICSTIS Code of Practice (11th 
10th edition as amended) and, as such, require prior permission to operate. An application form 
for these services, which is designed to be completed on a self-declaration basis by the service 
provider, is available on our website. It should be noted that the declaration requirements of the 
application form are not overly prescriptive but do make reference to this Statement of 
Expectations. Any service operating after 24 February 2006 without having applied for prior 
permission from ICSTIS will be in breach of the Code. If permission is not granted for the 
service, then it may not operate a Live element thereafter. 

 
4.0 Expectations 
The following points and attempts by service providers to meet them, based on the Board’s 
Committee’s interpretation of the Code of Practice in the context of Call TV Quiz Services, will be 
taken into account when considering a complaint about any such service and applying the Code 
of Practice: 

 
o As required by the Code, pricing information on-screen must be easily legible, 

prominent, horizontal and not require close examination. If it crawls or scrolls, it  
should never be off-screen for more than 60 seconds. 

 
o Pricing information on-screen must make clear that the charge applies to all calls, 

regardless of whether the viewer is successful in getting through. 
 

o Pricing information should be spoken by a presenter or voice-over at intervals of  
no more than 10 minutes. The pricing announcement must make clear that  
the cost will apply regardless of whether the entrant is successful in getting 
through to the studio or not. The ICSTIS Help Note on pricing information 
provides further guidance. We do not intend to prescribe “regular” in this context  
but note and welcome as best practice examples we have seen where this happens  
at intervals of between 5 and 15 minutes. 
 

o Pricing information, in a basic format, making clear to consumers that all calls are  
being charged, should be announced in the message at the beginning of every  
call to the service. An equivalent return text message should be sent to viewers  
who use Premium SMS to participate. 
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o Call cost warnings must be provided to all callers (other than where the  
number is withheld) at intervals of no more than £10 and cumulatively at £10 
intervals thereafter for each day/24-hour period. 

 
o Details on-screen as to the actual likely chances of acceptance or rejection  

to air of an attempt by a viewer to take part must be available to the consumer  
in as near real time as is possible and in a way that the consumer can readily 
access. This will be achieved by (actual provision to be finalised following 
consultation but see suggested examples on pages 24-25). 

 
o The identity and contact details in the UK of the provider, where not otherwise 

obvious, must be clearly stated. Contact details may be in the form of a  
website, a PO Box address or full postal address. In addition, customer  
service arrangements must be in place via a non-premium rate customer  
service phone number. 

 
o Contact information based on a website alone will not suffice and must be 

complemented by any of the following: a helpline number, a PO Box address or  
a full address. 

 
o Key terms and conditions (Ts&Cs) must be provided on-screen periodically. Full Ts&Cs 

must be provided via the contact means provided. Key Ts&Cs are considered to be:  
o cost per call/minute, regardless of getting through to the studio 
o any age limit  
o the quiz question and any rules specific to the quiz, where applicable 
o details of any alternative free entry route (if one is provided) 
o information as to the broad chances of acceptance or rejection when  

making a call to attempt to get to air 
 

o When offering cash prizes, and as a precautionary measure, a warning that  
entrants must be16 years or over should be stated on-screen at regular intervals. 

 
o The use of clocks and other countdown triggers must be clearly explained and  

must not mislead consumers into making more calls than they might otherwise  
have done because they think the competition is about to close. 

 
o Providers of Call TV Quiz Services will need to ensure that they have complied  

with Ofcom’s Broadcasting Code (Rule 2.11 states: “Competitions should be 
conducted fairly, prizes should be described accurately and rules should be clear  
and appropriately made known.”). Ofcom will issue separate guidance about 
compliance with the Broadcasting Code in due course. 

 
5.0 Enforcement and monitoring 
ICSTIS will be proactively monitoring Call TV Quiz Services. If the Code appears to have been 
breached, an investigation will follow and sanctions may be imposed. 

 
6.0 Compliance advice 
We remind service providers that a free compliance advice service is available from ICSTIS with 
a usual turnaround of two working days. Please contact compliance@icstis.org.uk. 
 
Issued by ICSTIS on XX XX 2007 27 January 2006 
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Section Eight 
 
Consultation Questions and Next Steps 
 
Set out below, in summary form, are the questions raised in this consultation document on 
which views are being sought: 
 
Q1 Do you agree that the provisions for pricing transparency should be strengthened in the 

way described above and as set out in the revised Statement of Expectations? 
 
Q2 Do you agree with our assessment of Option 1? 
 
Q3 Do you agree with our assessment of Option 2? 
 
Q4 We would welcome views, especially but not exclusively from providers, as to the best 

technical means and media through which this principle could be delivered and promoted 
with minimum disruption to the service quality and potential for consumer information 
overload. We would be willing to assist in this process by facilitating a working party to 
consider the various options. 

 
Q5 If you do not agree with any of our assessments presented in Options 1, 2, or 3 above, 

what alternatives would you suggest? 
 
Q6 Do you agree with our proposal for call warnings and are there any other suggestions as 

to how the possibility of excessive use by consumers may be minimised? 
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Section Nine 
 
How to Respond to This Consultation 
 
We are seeking the views of all stakeholders on the proposals and questions contained in this 
paper by no later than 12 March 2007. 
 
Where possible, comments should be submitted in writing and sent by e-mail to Mark Collins 
(mcollins@icstis.org.uk). Copies may also be sent by mail or fax to: 
 
Mark Collins 
Policy Executive 
ICSTIS Ltd 
Clove Building 
4 Maguire Street 
London SE1 2NQ 
 
Tel: 020 7940 7470 
Fax: 020 7940 7456 
 
If you have any queries about this consultation, please telephone or e-mail Mark Collins using 
the above contact details. 
 
Confidentiality 
We plan to publish the outcome of this consultation and to make available all responses 
received. If you want all or part of your submission to remain confidential, you must make a 
specific request for this, together with your reasons for making the request. 
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Annex 1 
 
Statement of Expectations for Call TV Quiz Services 
(27 January 2006) 
 
1.0 Background 
This Statement of Expectations is being released due to the increased number of complaints 
and enquiries that ICSTIS and other bodies have received about Call TV Quiz Services. In 
particular, some consumers have misunderstood the nature of the service or the charges levied 
regardless of whether they are successful in getting through to the studio. Accordingly, ICSTIS 
wishes to ensure that providers of these services have as much clarity as possible as to the 
regulatory requirements and the interpretation of the Code that the ICSTIS Committee will apply. 
This Statement should be read in conjunction with the ICSTIS Code of Practice. Service 
providers should be aware that this Statement details the likely interpretation of the Code of 
Practice by the ICSTIS Committee. This is particularly so where breaches of the Code are 
raised by the Secretariat in relation to Call TV Quiz Services. 
 
2.0 Call TV Quiz services defined  
This Statement applies only to broadcast output (programmes and channels) on television 
where: 
 
• The primary function and content of the entire output is participation in competitions  

by viewers. 
• Viewers are invited to call or text a premium rate number to give their answer  

(normally either by being connected to the presenter or via a call back).  
• If viewers are not selected initially, they are informed accordingly and have the  

opportunity to make repeat attempts.  
 
3.0 The need for prior permission 
Where Call TV Quiz Services offer viewers the chance to participate in a live conversation, then 
such services are “Live Services” for the purposes of the current ICSTIS Code of Practice (10th 
edition as amended) and, as such, require prior permission to operate. An application form for 
these services, which is designed to be completed on a self-declaration basis by the service 
provider, is available on our website. It should be noted that the declaration requirements of the 
application form are not overly prescriptive but do make reference to this Statement of 
Expectations. Any service operating after 24 February 2006 without having applied for prior 
permission from ICSTIS will be in breach of the Code. If permission is not granted for the 
service, then it may not operate a Live element thereafter. 
 
4.0 Expectations 
The following points and attempts by service providers to meet them, based on the Committee’s 
interpretation of the Code of Practice in the context of Call TV Quiz Services, will be taken into 
account when considering a complaint about any such service and applying the Code of 
Practice: 
 
• As required by the Code, pricing information on-screen must be easily legible,  

prominent, horizontal and not require close examination. If it crawls or scrolls, it  
should never be off-screen for more than 60 seconds. 

 
• Pricing information on-screen must make clear that the charge applies to all calls,  

regardless of whether the viewer is successful in getting through. 
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• Pricing information should be spoken by a presenter or voice-over at regular intervals.  
We do not intend to prescribe “regular” in this context but note and welcome as best  
practice examples we have seen where this happens at intervals of between 5 and 15 
minutes. 

 
• Pricing information, in a basic format, making clear to consumers that all calls are  

being charged, should be announced in the message at the beginning of every  
call to the service. An equivalent return text message should be sent to viewers  
who use Premium SMS to participate. 

 
• Contact information based on a website alone will not suffice and must be  

complemented by any of the following: a helpline number, a PO Box address or  
a full address. 

 
• Key terms and conditions (Ts&Cs) must be provided on-screen periodically. Full Ts&Cs  

must be provided via the contact means provided. Key Ts&Cs are considered to be:  
• cost per call/minute, regardless of getting through to the studio 
• any age limit  
• the quiz question and any rules specific to the quiz, where applicable 
• details of any alternative free entry route (if one is provided) 

 
• When offering cash prizes, and as a precautionary measure, a warning that  

entrants must be 16 years or over should be stated on screen at regular intervals. 
 
• The use of clocks and other countdown triggers must be clearly explained and  

must not mislead consumers into making more calls than they might otherwise  
have done because they think the competition is about to close. 

 
• Providers of Call TV Quiz Services will need to ensure that they have complied  

with Ofcom’s Broadcasting Code (Rule 2.11 states: “Competitions should be  
conducted fairly, prizes should be described accurately and rules should be clear  
and appropriately made known.”). Ofcom will issue separate guidance about  
compliance with the Broadcasting Code in due course. 

 
5.0 Enforcement and monitoring 
ICSTIS will be proactively monitoring Call TV Quiz Services. If the Code appears to have been 
breached, an investigation will follow and sanctions may be imposed. 
 
6.0 Copy advice 
We remind service providers that a free compliance advice service is available from ICSTIS with 
a usual turnaround of two working days. Please contact copyadvice@icstis.org.uk. 
 
Issued by ICSTIS on 27 January 2006 
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Annex 2 
 
Methodology: Continental Research 
 
1. SAMPLING  

Interviewing is carried out in approximately 150 sample points per survey week in Great 
Britain (south of the Caledonian Canal). Addresses are randomly selected from the Post 
Office Address File (PAF) and interviewers are required to interview residents according to 
interlocking quotas on sex, working status and presence of children. Up to four calls are 
made on each selected contact. 

 
2. INTERVIEWING 
 Interviewing was conducted over the week of 17-21 November 2006 and is face-to-face in 

home, mainly at evenings and weekends. A 10% back check is conducted. 
 
3. LENGTH OF INTERVIEW 

To ensure that each client’s question set receives the full attention of respondents, we 
strictly control the length of the OMNIMAS interview to average no more than 30 minutes. 

 
4. WEIGHTING AND GROSSING 
 A 72-cell matrix based on NRS data is employed with SEX, AGE (16-24, 25-34, 35-54, 55+), 

SOCIAL CLASS (ABC1, C2, DE) and grouped Registrar General’s Regions (North, 
Midlands, South) controls. The sample is then grossed to represent the GB adult population. 
Alternatively, tables can be supplied weighted but not grossed. Household surveys are 
weighted using a 48-cell matrix with AGE OF HOUSEWIFE (16-24, 25-34, 35-54, 55+), 
SOCIAL CLASS (ABC1, C2, DE) and grouped Registrar General’s Regions (North, 
Midlands, South) controls.  

 
5. REPORTING 
 Reports are used in the form of computer print-out and show: 
 Unweighted total – The actual number of persons interviewed in total and within 

breakdown categories. 
 Est. Universe (‘000s) – The weighted and grossed number of persons in total and  
 within breakdown categories. For population estimates, add ‘000 to the numbers shown. 
 Standard Data – column percentages and numbers based on the estimated universe  
 at the head of each column. 
 Special data – weighted raw numbers, row percentages, average scores, etc., can  
 be provided on request.    
 
6. LOW BASES 
 Where results involve small bases (unweighted totals) of less than 100 actual respondents, 

care must be exercised in drawing any conclusions based on these figures, as large 
margins of error are possible.  

 
7. ABBREVIATIONS USED 
 – = 0% * = less than 0.5% 
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DEFINITION OF OCCUPATION/GROUPS (SEGS)7 
 
NON-MANUAL: 
 
A: Approximately 3% of the total population. 

These are professional people, very senior managers in business or commerce or  
top-level civil servants. 
Retired people, previously grade A, and their widows. 

 
B: Approximately 20% of the total population.  

Middle management executives in large organisations, with appropriate qualifications. 
Principal Officers in local government and civil service. 
Top management or owners of small business concerns, educational and service 
establishments. 
Retired people, previously grade B, and their widows. 

 
C1: Approximately 28% of the total population. 

Junior management, owners of small establishments, and all others in non-manual 
positions. 
Jobs in this group have very varied responsibilities and educational requirements. 
Retired people, previously grade C1, and their widows. 

 
MANUAL: 
 
C2: Approximately 21% of the total population. 

All skilled manual workers and those manual workers with responsibility for other people. 
Retired people, previously grade C2, with pensions from their job. 
Widows, if receiving pensions from their late husband's job. 

 
D: Approximately 18% of the total population. 

All semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers, apprentices and trainees to skilled workers. 
Retired people, previously grade D, with pensions from their job. 
Widows, if receiving a pension from their late husband's job. 

 
E: Approximately 10% of the total population. 

All those entirely dependent on the state long-term, through sickness, unemployment,  
old age or other reasons. Those unemployed for a period exceeding six months  
(otherwise classify on previous occupation). 
Casual workers and those without a regular income. 
Only households without a Chief Income Earner will be coded in this group. 

 

                                                 
7 Taken from Occupation Groupings: A Job Dictionary, 6ed, 2006, The Market Research Society 
 


