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Consumers Union, 1 the National Consumer Law Center on behalf of its low-income clients, 2 and
the Consumer Federation of America 3 welcome the opportunity to submit reply comments in
response to the Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC” or “Commission”) request for
comment on their pending robocall report, which it is developing with the Federal Trade
Commission (“FTC”). 4 The comments submitted to the proceeding thus far demonstrate that:
● Consumers need more, not fewer, protections against unwanted robocalls from legitimate
companies as well as scam robocalls.
○ The FCC should reject efforts to weaken the Telephone Consumer Protection Act
(TCPA), 5 the law that protects consumers from unwanted robocalls.
○ Free, advanced call-blocking and caller ID authentication technologies should be
required and implemented along consumer-friendly principles, as a last line of
defense against unwanted robocalls.
○ The FCC should establish an appropriate mechanism for callers to challenge
mistakenly blocked calls.
● The calling industry and the phone companies should provide more complete information
about the robocall problem.
● The FCC should work with the phone companies to explore additional means of
addressing the robocall problem.
The comments filed thus far demonstrate that unwanted, autodialed calls continue to plague
consumers, and that additional action is needed to defend consumers’ privacy rights under the
TCPA. Below, we explore these points in more detail.
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The comments submitted indicate that consumers need more, not fewer, protections
against unwanted robocalls from legitimate companies as well as scam robocalls.
The FCC should reject efforts to weaken the TCPA.
Several commenters to this proceeding have argued, with little evidence, that scam
robocalls, not unwanted telemarketing or debt collection calls from legitimate companies, are the
sole problem warranting attention. On this unsupported basis, they seek to weaken the robocalls
laws to allow callers to contact consumers without their prior consent. 6 This argument is refuted
not only by the consumer comments to a recent TCPA proceeding, 7 but by comments to this
proceeding as well. In addition, consumers have reported to us that unwanted automated calls
interfere with important incoming and outbound calls, interrupt night shift workers when they are
trying to sleep during the day, and can be costly, particularly to consumers with limited-minute
cell phone plans.
Data from the call analytics company TNS indicates that callers dislike robocalls even
from legitimate companies. According to TNS, the majority of outbound toll-free calls are rated
negatively, 8 and debt collection robocalls are viewed with particular disdain. 9 Particularly
because so many of these calls are unwanted, and because of their susceptibility to abuse, it’s
important that consumers maintain the ability to decide whether or not they will receive a
robocall. It’s therefore imperative that the FCC, which is currently considering a number of
issues relating to the TCPA, upholds the law’s strong privacy protections. 10
We also urge you to reject the calling industry’s request in this proceeding to diminish
the FCC’s definition of “robocall,” a Trojan Horse that would undermine the TCPA rules. 11 The
FCC’s definition of robocall reflects the TCPA and the FCC’s rules, in which autodialed calls to
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cell phones are considered “robocalls,” and generally require the recipient’s prior consent,
regardless of whether the call features a live operator or uses a prerecorded message. 12 This
definition captures a variety of harmful and unwanted calls, including IRS scam calls to cell
phones featuring a live operator. The calling industry asks that the FCC define “robocall” as a
call featuring a pre-recorded message. However, this request is misguided. It is the autodialed
nature of the robocall that makes it so easy to use to harass consumers. The FCC should continue
to define “robocall” in accordance with the TCPA and accompanying rules.
Phone companies should be required to provide free, advanced call-blocking and caller
ID authentication services, implemented along consumer-friendly principles.
The FCC should require phone companies to offer to all of their consumers free,
advanced robocall-blocking tools. The submissions from the major phone companies show that
some have made progress in providing consumers with free and advanced robocall-blocking
tools, particularly to wireless customers and those with advanced-technology landlines (Voice
over Internet Protocol, or “VoIP”). It reveals, however, that traditional landline consumers in
general still lack affordable and effective call-blocking options. While AT&T has made branded
phones available to traditional landline customers that promise improved call-blocking
capability, they are fairly pricey—between $60 and $120. 13 Consumers should not have to bear
the costs of unwanted robocalls. And while we applaud Verizon for making available to
traditional landline customers a free service that flags robocalls, it does not have an automatic
blocking component for scam calls. 14 Services from other phone companies, such as AT&T’s
Call Protect service for wireless and VoIP customers, have that important capability. 15
Having access to effective, free call-blocking tools is particularly important in light of the
fact that the FCC’s new rules allowing phone companies to block certain categories of clearly
illegally-spoofed calls without the consumer’s prior permission only applies to a small
percentage of fraudulent traffic. 16 While we appreciate that the FCC is exploring new ways to
enable providers to block fraudulent calls, more comprehensive tools are needed. All consumers
should have access to effective anti-robocall technology, at no charge.
Furthermore, phone companies should explore new ways to make consumers aware of
their call-blocking options. The American Cable Association noted in this proceeding that
12
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consumers like the Nomorobo service, which can automatically identify and block a broad
spectrum of unwanted calls. 17 But this and similar advanced call-blocking tools are optional, and
the data suggests that relatively few consumers are taking advantage of them. First Orion, which
provides call-mitigation services for T-Mobile, indicates that only about 5% of eligible T-Mobile
customers have activated their free “Scam Block” service. 18
While advanced call-blocking tools have been shown to provide the consumers who use
them with real relief from robocalls, 19 technology that addresses caller ID spoofing has the
potential to dramatically increase their effectiveness. Caller ID authentication technology that is
currently in advanced stages of development, known as SHAKEN/STIR, should give consumers
and phone companies greater confidence in correctly blocking unwanted calls. We are pleased
that several carriers have made commitments to implement SHAKEN/STIR in 2018 and 2019. 20
But as Verizon points out, most, if not all, of the carriers need to participate for its efficacy to be
realized. 21 As such, the FCC should set a deadline for compliance. The Canadian regulator has
set a deadline for SHAKEN/STIR implementation by March 31, 2019, 22 and the FCC should
follow their example.
Moreover, Sprint suggests that SHAKEN/STIR as it is currently conceptualized will not
protect against fraudulent calls originating internationally. 23 Unless the FCC steps in to ensure
that it will truly protect consumers, SHAKEN/STIR will have limited utility. We renew our call
for the FCC to require carriers to implement caller ID authentication in a way that protects all
consumers from all unwanted spoofed calls, at no additional charge, has a blocking capability,
and respects callers’ privacy. 24
The FCC should manage a consumer-friendly system for challenging mistakenly blocked
calls.
The calling industry has suggested that the FCC pursue a rulemaking that would allow
them to easily circumvent even optional call-blocking tools, on the grounds that some call17
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blocking services may intercept wanted calls. 25 This proposal is excessive in that it could
undermine consumers’ rights to block unwanted telemarketing calls. Extreme caution is
especially warranted with respect to evading optional blocking services, in which consumers
have sought out more robust robocall mitigation technologies to protect themselves from
unwanted calls. Still, we agree that the FCC should take appropriate precautions to ensure that
consumers can receive wanted robocalls. The FCC should establish a system to manage
unblocking requests, paid for by callers who seek to use it (similar to the Do Not Call Registry),
that never overrides consumer preferences, and that only allows through legal calls with
authenticated Caller ID information, to ensure that callers do not inappropriately circumvent
blocks. 26
The calling industry and the phone companies should provide more complete
information about the robocall problem.
In our original comments to this proceeding, we called on the FCC to expand the focus of
its inquiry beyond simply scam calls. 27 To do so, the calling industry must provide more detailed
information. So far, they have reported primarily on their falling call-completion rates. 28 We
urge the calling industry to also provide the number of robocalls made per day; the equipment
used; the numbers of prerecorded and artificial voice calls, and the numbers of calls made with
human agents using any type of automated equipment; the numbers of robocalls directed to home
phones, and the numbers directed to cell phones; and the type of call (such as telemarketing, debt
collection, informational, etc.). These figures should all be readily available. Robocall mitigation
companies, too, should supplement this data, where they have the ability to do so. This way,
stakeholders will have better understanding of the robocall problem and can devise appropriately
tailored solutions.
In addition, while some phone companies have provided helpful data about the number of
calls they have blocked, those numbers need to be contextualized so that we can track progress in
the fight against unwanted robocalls. The phone companies should report the overall volume of
unwanted robocalls; the percentage blocked; the volume of robocalls broken out by individual
companies making the calls, if able to do so; and the geographical origin of the robocalls.
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As we indicated above, more phone companies should provide information about the
percentage of consumers who have opted into advanced call-blocking tools, which is an
important factor in assessing their usefulness.
Finally, all should provide data for a period of several years to provide a basis for
comparison and reveal trends over time.
The FCC should work with the phone companies to explore additional means of
addressing the robocall problem.
Despite progress in the expansion of call-mitigation tools and in developing caller ID
authentication technology, consumers are still plagued with robocalls. Complaints about
unwanted calls to the Federal Trade Commission increased again last year, from about 5 million
in FY 2016 to more than 7 million in FY 2017. 29 We appreciate that Verizon, for example, is
taking steps to assess whether the calls that are placed to their subscribers through other
providers are legitimate. 30 And, we appreciate that AT&T is blocking robocalls that violate the
terms of their business contracts. 31 Sonic, a phone service provider based in California, offers
Nomorobo to their subscribers on an opt-out basis. 32 But more work is needed. We encourage
the FCC to continue to explore new ways to address robocalls, particularly as scammers have
shown that they are adept at avoiding current roadblocks. We urge the FCC to consider, for
example, charging domestic phone service providers fees for call traffic associated with illegal
robocalls, such as abandoned and short-duration calls, to raise the costs of scam calls.
We appreciate that the FCC is continuing to work to address the robocall problem. While
there is clearly room for improvement, and phone companies, call-blocking companies, and the
calling industry need to do their part too, we thank you for your efforts to stop unwanted
robocalls.
Respectfully submitted,
Maureen Mahoney
Policy Analyst
Consumers Union
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