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Introduction 
 
The Premium Rate Association is a not for profit Trade Association, representing its 
members who operate throughout the Premium Rate Sector. We thank ICSTIS for this 
opportunity to add comment to their decision making process with regard to the 
regulation of Anonymous SMS services. Listed below are our responses to the questions 
posed.     
 
 
Questions 
 
Q1. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ definition of Anonymous SMS? If not, why not? 
 
The proposed definition is rather complex and we would suggest a simpler version as 
below in the interest of clarity. 
 



An anonymous SMS can be defined as “An SMS sent to a communications device where 
the identity of the author of the message’s content is withheld from the recipient.  
 
Q2. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by having no clear 
information and complaints mechanism? If not, why not? 
 
We are in agreement that the Anonymous SMS services described do offer a high 
potential for harm by virtue of the fact that the service contains no warning that it is in 
essence an entertainment service. We support the notion that the nature of these services 
should be clearly labelled and feature SP identification and an easily accessible method 
of contacting the SP’s customer services system. 
 
Q3. Do you agree with the proposed conditions i) and ii)? If not, why not? 
 
The conditions proposed in 3.14 i) would seem in principle to serve the purpose of 
informing the recipient of the nature and purpose of the communication however we are 
concerned about the feasibility of delivering a second free SMS immediately after the 
arrival of the first. It is our understanding that the SP would not be able to ensure the 
timely delivery of the second message and therefore this option may not be sufficient to 
protect and inform the consumer. 
 
In respect of 3.14 ii) we believe that the clause is acceptable although overly prescriptive. 
    
In conclusion to our response to this question we mind ICSTIS that this type of service 
differs from the majority of PRS in that the recipient of the Anonymous SMS is not the 
party whom has paid for the service. As such they are unlikely to have seen any 
promotional materials, terms and conditions or customer service provisions as the ICSTIS 
code is worded in a way that it focuses on the payer rather than the recipient of the 
product or service. For this reason, if these conditions were to be put in place for these 
services would it not follow that practical joke lines and similar services must be subject 
to the same sort of safeguards.  
 
Q4. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by having no return 
path? If not, why not? 
 
We do not believe that the lack of a return path on these services increases any risk to the 
consumer and agrees with ICSTIS that should immediate delivery of the second warning 
message be feasible then it could be beneficial to allow use of the STOP command here. 
 
Q5. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ proposals not to require a return path as long as a 
satisfactory information and complaints mechanism is available? If not, why not? 
 
Agreed as above. 
 
 
 



 
Q6. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the risk caused by lack of moderation 
and monitoring? If not, why not? 
 
We agree that service providers who choose to benefit from the operation of these 
services must retain responsibility for the nature and content of the messages sent out. 
They must ensure measures are in place to reduce the likelihood and prevent if possible 
the transmission of harmful, offensive or malicious content. 
 
Q7. Do you agree with the proposed conditions iii) and iv)? If not, why not? 
 
Agreed 
 
Q8. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ recommendation of Option C as the appropriate 
model for regulation? If not please give your reasons and state your preferred 
option. 
 
The introduction of a Prior Permission licensing system for Anonymous SMS could 
appear to be the best way to regulate these services going forward. We are strongly of the 
mind that Option A is not suitable. With regard to Option B we understand that the code 
relationship to a Statement of Expectations has to be clear and unchallengeable for it to 
work. The final Option D we believe to be disproportionate to the harm these services 
have created. Obviously we would expect ICSTIS to reassess the regulation of these 
services in the future and make any necessary alterations.  
 
Q9. Do you agree with ICSTIS’ assessment of the potential risk to children caused 
by Anonymous SMS services? If not please state areas of consideration we have 
missed? 
 
Without substantiated evidence that these services are being promoted to children or 
being utilised for bullying it is obviously a concern that this risk is present. The PRA 
would suggest that ICSTIS impose a requirement for the message writer to complete a 
form of age verification prior to being able to use the service. We suggest that the service 
provider also requires the message writer to confirm that the message recipient is over 16 
years old, this would mean that the SP had taken every possible step to prevent receipt of 
these messages by minor. In addition we would hope that ICSTIS drafts the Statement of 
Expectation to highlight code clauses 5.12 and 6.2 regarding the placement and method 
of promotion. 
 
Q10. Should tighter rules and standards apply to Anonymous SMS activity where it 
is part of a PRS charged Anonymous SMS service? Please give your reasons. 
 
The purpose of reviewing the regulation of these services is to afford some protection to 
the recipient of the SMS rather than those who have paid for the message to be sent 
therefore the type of regulation should not differ irrespective of the method of payment. 
However, as you stated quite correctly in your document, similar or even identical 



services which do not use PRS to pay for the service are outside of ICSTIS’ scope of 
regulation and therefore your concerns for regulatory parity should only focus on those 
services which are defined under the definition of a Premium Rate Service. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Anonymous SMS services have some legitimate and enjoyable entertainment uses such 
as for sending Anonymous Valentines messages. However we have grave concerns as to 
how these services could be used.  
 
Service providers who offer the ability to send these Anonymous messages cannot escape 
their responsibility for the message’s content and hopefully the regulatory model 
proposed in this consultation paper will provide better consumer protection going 
forward. 
 
We hope that in future ICSTIS  will take appropriate and decisive action in all cases 
where messages such as “your son gary has been killed” are grossly in breach of the 
Communications Act 2003 and that these instances will be referred to the police if 
ICSTIS are not able to take action.  
 
In summary we are pleased that ICSTIS has identified issues and chosen to pre-emptively 
consult on putting in place sufficient regulation of these types of services based upon the 
potential for harm rather than waiting for the complaints to arrive. 
 
 
The Premium Rate Association 
 
 
  
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 


