Question 3.1: Do you agree with Ofcom's proposed revocation of USC7?
If you disagree, what are your reasonsfor thisview?:

NO
Lawyers are arguing that USC7 is NOT unlawful and appealing Ofcom's finding.

OSI S does need to be maintained by ONE organisation. We do NOT want to end up
like Italy!

Y ou need to regulate this industry to be fair, reasonable and COST-ORIENTATED.

MARKET FORCES will not be enough to ensure this - and are probably not enough
to satisfy the european directive!

BT has amonopoly position - and the price needs to be regulated.

Thereisno redlistic likelyhood of anybody else being able to take over. The setup
costs are too high.

In other countries the equivalent of Ofcom provides this service. Would you really
want to take on thisrole?

Y ou also need to regulate the SUPPLY of new phone number data from phone
companiesto BT (or whoever maintains OSIS) to ensure that it is (a) in the same
format (ie not on faxes) and (b) all supplied at the same times (ie not out of sync with
2 suppliers containing records for the same person when people change supplier).

Question 3.2: Ofcom considersthat the current directory services meet
the criteria of comprehensiveness, affordability, quality and
availability. Do you agree with this assessment? If not please provide a
detailed response asto which criteriaisnot fulfilled and in what way.:

Without regulation this will not be guaranteed.

Y ou also need to regulate the SUPPLY of new phone number data from phone
companiesto BT (or whoever maintains OSIS) to ensure that it is (a) in the same
format (ie not on faxes) and (b) al supplied at the same times (ie not out of sync with
2 suppliers containing records for the same person when people change supplier).

Question 3.3: Do you agree with Ofcom's analysis [on the removal of the
obligationsto provide a printed directory]? If you do not agree please
provide your reasons.:

Should not just rely on commercial market conditions - the obligation should remain.

Question 3.4. Ofcom considersthat the DQ market isrobust and
delivering the level of servicerequired by the Universal Service



Directive. It also considersthat it isappropriateto maintain the
condition on Communications Providersto ensure accessto a DQ
serviceto ensurethat the universality of provision ismaintained. If you
do not agree please provide your reasons.:

Question 3.5: Do you agree with the redrafting of GC8 set out above [at
the end of Section 3]? If you do not agree please provide your reasons.:

We believe that this redrafting is a missed opportunity - given that over half UK
telephone numbers are now ex-directory, we believe that providers of mobile
telephones should also be required to submit alist for inclusion in the directory.
We also believe the fax numbers should be marked and included and that Vol P
numbers should be included

Question 4.1: Do you agree with Ofcom'sview that GC19 should be
modified so asto clarify persons having 'rights of access as set out
above (aredrafted version of condition GC19 and related definitionsis
set out at the end of this section)? I f you disagr ee, please provide
detailed reasonsfor thisview.:

Question 4.2: Do you have any other comments about 'rights of
access ?:

Once data has been provided to DQ providers they should be unrestricted in their use
of that data for the provison of information products and services (subject to data
protection considerations).

Question 4.3: Do you agree with Ofcom's view that GC19 should be
modified so that responsibility for the provision of information rests
with the Communications Provider controlling the telephone number (a
proposed redrafting of GC19 incor porating this changeis set out at the
end of thissection)? If you disagree, please provide detailed reasons for
thisview.:

Question 4.4: Do you agree with Ofcom'sview that GC19 should be
modified so asto capture actual end-users of therelevant telephone
number s assigned by therelevant Communications Provider to its
subscribers, wherethese users are not the same persons asthe
subscriber sthemselves (a proposed redrafting of the definition of
directory information is set out at the end of this section)? If you
disagree, please provide detailed reasonsfor thisview.:

Question 4.5: Do you consider that Ofcom should consider modifying
GC19 (and related definitions, such as'Directory Information') to
include non-geogr aphic telephone numbersassigned for usein public
Electronic Communications Service (including, but not limited to,



PATS)(a proposed redrafting of the condition and definition is set out at
the end of this section)? If you disagree, please provide detailed reasons
for thisview. Or if you disagreein part only (e.g. areferenceto public
Electronic Communications Service being too wide), how do you

suggest that Ofcom should addressthis matter ?:

Question 4.6: Do you consider that Ofcom should modify GC19 (and
related definitions, such as'Directory Information') such that:

« end-user name and address are also required to be provided, and

« business and non-geogr aphic number sto replace geographic
information in the end-user addresswith morerelevant data that
would allow the identification of the number by athird party (a
proposed redrafting of the condition and related definitionsis set
out at theend of this section)?

If you disagree, please provide detailed reasonsfor thisview. Or if you
disagreein part, how do you suggest that Ofcom should addressthis
matter ?:

Question 4.7: Do you consider that thereisarequirement for awider
mandated set of information beyond subscriber and end-user name and
addressunder GC19? If so, what additional infor mation do you think
should be made available under GC19 ? please providereasons and any
evidence to support why you consider that usersregard such additional
information as necessary to find the personsthey arelooking for by
indicating what specific circumstances exist in the UK?:

GC19 is not adequate to ensure that for example the current business/residential flags
are maintained.

It does not go far enough to even maintain the information we currently get!

Please check this properly!

Question 4.8: Do you agree with our assessment of Communications
Providersresponsibilitieswith respect to the provision of GC19 data? If
not, please provide details of your objection to this assessment and your
proposed alternative.:

Question 4.9: Do you agreethat it isappropriate for the Opt-in
approach to assume that not opting-in is equivalent to selecting an
unlisted option? If not, please provide your reasons and your proposed
alternative.:



What is wrong with the current system whereby subscribers have to opt-out? The
comprehensiveness of the data can be better maintained if subscribers are required to
opt out rather than in.

Question 4.10: Do you consider whether thereareany issuesarisingin
respect of the DIPs collection of additional data? |f so, please provide
details of any such concerns.:

Question 4.11: Do you agreethat thereisno requirement for specific
additional protection of end-user information? If not, please provide
details of your objection to this assessment and any proposed
alternative.:

Question 4.12: Do you have any comments about the operation of the
requirementsin Privacy Regulation 18(3) and 18(5)?:

Question 4.13: Do you have any comments about the oper ation of the
requirement in Privacy Regulation 18(4) asit appliesto GC19? We
would also beinterested to hear your views on whether Privacy
Regulation 18(5) is sufficient to protect end-user data.:

Question 4.14: Do you agree that GC19 should be modified so asto
referring also to the word ?objective? in the context of the termson
which GC19 data should be provided (a proposed redrafting of the
condition and related definitionsis set out at the end of this section)? If
you disagree, please provide detailed reasons for maintaining thisview.:

Question 4.15: Do you agree with the proposed redrafting of GC19 and
related definitions as set out above [at the end of Section 4] and
discussed through that section? If you disagr ee, please provide detailed
reasonsfor thisview.:

Question 5.1: Do you consider that BT will have sufficient commer cial
incentive to maintain the comprehensiveness of OSIS? Or do you
consider that Ofcom should consider additional regulation to ensure
that it will remain comprehensive?:

Thereis not sufficient commercial incentive for BT to maintain the
comprehensiveness of OSIS. Thisis not akey part of BT's business and does not
contribute significantly to its profitability, so if BT findsitself under commercial
pressure it will focus on areas of its business which are more profitable or
strategically important.

Ofcom should consider additional regulation.

Question 5.2: Do you consider that thereisno need for further
regulation on the maintenance and management of BT's OS| S database



and it issufficient to rely on existing market incentiveson BT and the
option of drawing on ex post competition power s when competition
issuesareraised? Or do you consider that regulated accessto BT's
OSISdatabaseisnecessary in order to achieve Ofcom's policy
objective? Or do you think that there are other optionsthat Ofcom
should consider ? Please state your reasons.:

Regulated access is necessary, because competition law would not adequately address
anti-competitive behaviour by BT - the law take too long and is too costly for most to
use effectively.

Question 5.3: Do you have any other comments on assessments made or
the matter s affecting the issues discussed in this Section concer ning
accessto a UK central database?:

AsBT has amonopoly position in the supply of comprehensive directory information,
it should not be allowed to arbitrarily increase pricing nor restrict accessto OSIS data.

Additional comments:
Current directory services are far from universal, given the fact that UK DQ servcies

contain almost no mobile numbers, increasingly fewer fixed numbers and no Vol P
numbers.
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