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This letter is submitted pursuant to the request for comments regarding changes to
the rules governing operator service providers and call aggregators. 60 Fed. Reg. 8217
(February 13, 1995). Our office appreciates the opportunity to respond.

Under current FCC regulations, operator service providers must identify
themselves, audibly and distinctly, to consumers at the beginning ofeach telephone call,
and before the consumer incurs any charge for the call. 47 C.F.R. § 64.703(a)(1). While
this method of"call branding" is generally effective in the usual situation (i.e., one in
which a person initiates an interstate call using operator services), it does not sufficiently
protect consumers in the collect call context.

Like the Commission, our office has received complaints that collect called parties
were billed by asps at an unexpected, exorbitant rate. We would be happy to provide
copies ofthose complaints should the Commission so desire.

Our office supports the Commission's proposal to require asps to provide audible
disclosures to recipients ofcollect calls. By expanding the definition of"consumer" found
in 47 C.F.R. § 64.708(d) to include the called party in a collect call situation, the
Commission would reduce the likelihood of surprise when the called party receives the bill
shortly thereafter.
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Our office believes that disclosures ofthe OSP would alert collect call recipients
that charges associated with the call may be more than they expect. In addition, we
encourage the Commission to consider additional audible disclosures by operator service
providers ofpublic phones as proposed in the Petition filed by the Telecommunications
Subcommittee ofthe National Association ofAttorneys General on February 9, 1995.
(NAAG Petition). A copy ofthat petition is enclosed for your convenience.

This office also recommends that the Commission specify a time period within
which aggregators must update consumer information posted on aggregator telephones.
As noted in the NAAG Petition, there is evidence ofwidespread non-compliance with
disclosure requirements by aggregator (petition, Attachment 2). Compliance with existing
requirements would be furthered by specification of a reasonable time period, such as
seven (7) days, for updating this information.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

J::::~
Assistant Attorney General
Consumer Protection Division

JJA/jac
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PETITION OF THI NMIOliAL NIQCWIQI OF ATTORNEYS GENBRAL
TELlCOtIIlNlCATIONI SUlCDllIms FOB BULliS TO

REQUIRE ADDITIONAL DIscLQIVIIS BY OPERATOR
SERVICE PROVIDERS OF PUBLIC PHONES.

The Telecommunications Subcommittee of the Consumer Protection

Committee of the National Association of Attorneys General and the

Attorneys General of the States of Arizona, Arkansas, California,

Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,

Louisiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,

Mississippi, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,

Tennessee, Vermont, West Virginia and Wisconsin (hereinafter lithe

Attorneys General"), pursuant to 47 CFR § 1.401, petition the

Federal Communications Commission ("Commission") to amend 47 CFR §

64. 703( a) to require that operator service providers ("OSPs")

provide additional information to consumers who use payphones or

other public phones. The Attorneys General believe that this

proposal is necessary to prevent unfair and deceptive practices and

to improve the opportunity for consumers to make informed choices

in accordance with the Telephone Operator Consumer Services

Improvement Act of 1990 (47 U.S.C.§226) ("TOCSIA").
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UNFAIR AND DECEPTIVE PRACTICES REGARDING
asp SERVICE.

Consumer complaints filed with Attorneys General reveal that

persons who use public phones frequently incur unexpected,

exorbitant charges or experience billing problems. 1 In these

complaints consumers report that long distance calls made from

public phones have resulted in charges of more than ten times the

charge that a dominant carrier would have billed for the call. 2

These complaints are similar to complaints filed with the

Commission as noted in t~e pending rule making proceeding regarding

billed party preference. 3

The failure of some aSPs to inform clearly prospective

customers that charges will be many times greater than charges by

dominant carriers for comparable calls is unfair and deceptive.

Many callers, particularly those using their local or long distance

carrier's calling card, believe that they automatically will be

connected to their carrier when they make the calls on public

phones. This misunderstanding is furthered when the name of an

asp is stated qUickly or hidden in a sentence supplying other

information or resembles the name of a well-known carrier or

company. Other callers may understand that they are using another

carrier, but expect that the cost of the call would be reasonable

as was the case when payphone rates were regulated. These

1" Public phones fI refer to payphones and other aggregator
phones, such as hotel phones.

2Attached herewith are examples of consumer complaints
regarding problems experienced by public phone users and media
accounts reporting similar experiences (Attachment 1).

3In the Matter of Billed Party Preference for O+InterLATA
Calls, 9 FCC Rcd 3320, 3321 (1994).
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consumers are unaware that the cost of time sensitive charges plus

connection fees could be many times their regular carrier's

charges.

Congress sought to address the problem of exorbitant charges

and other unfair O$P practices by enacting TOCSIA, 47 U.S.C.§226.

Under this act, the Commission was required to promulgate rules to

protect consumers from unfair and deceptive practices and to enable

consumers to make informed choices in placing such calls. 4 47

U.S.C. §226(d)(1).

In response, the Commission prescribed rules which require

that each OSP provide an audible identification prior to completion

of a call and before a charge is incurred and required unblocking

of payphones so that callers could "dial around" the prescribed

carrier. 47 C. F. R. §§ 64 . 703 and 64 . 704. In addition, price

information must be made available to a consumer, but only upon

request. 47 C.F.R.§64.703(a). However, consumer complaints and

investigations conducted by Attorneys General indicate that many

asps may not be in compliance with Commission rules mandating

disclosures on payphones and prohibiting blocking of dial around

access. Furthermore, consumers' ability to obtain price

informatio~ in a timely manner is also suspect. 5

4The problem with excessive charges is not limited to
interstate public phone charges, but occurs for intrastate calls as
well. Many state regulatory agencies limit asp charges for local
and intrastate toll calls. Some state agencies have even
prohibited OSP services to address these problems. The Michigan
Attorney General has taken action against excessive intrastate
charges based on that state's consumer protection law (Attachment
2) •

5The Michigan Attorney General's office conducted an informal
survey of public pay phones in early 1994 to investigate compliance

(continued ... )
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The current regulatory provisions may have provided important

information to sophisticated OSP users, but continuing complaints

about unexpected, exorbitant charges demonstrate that the rules do

not provide sufficient information or protection to many consumers.

Additional measures are needed to carry out Congressional intent

that public phone users have meaningful information to make

informed choices.

ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURES SHOULD BE MADE SO THAT CONSUMERS
HAVE INFORMATION TO MAKE INFORMED CHOICES.

The Attorneys General are convinced that many consumers need

immediate redress from the oppressive pricing practices of some

OSPs. The benefits of deregulation shouid not only accrue to

sophisticated users, b~t should be readily available to all users

of payphone and other OSP services. The Attorneys General strongly

urge the Commission to adopt a requirement that OSPs whose rates

and connection fees and other charges are not at or below dominant

carrier rates provide to consumers, through a voice-over following

carrier identification, a statement such as the following:

This may not be your regular telephone company and you may be
charged more than your regular telephone company would charge
for this call. To find out how to contact your regular
telephone company call 1-800-555-1212.

s( ••• continued}
with labeling, branding, rate information and unblocking
requirements. Results of the survey showed that substantial
percentages of pay phones: (1) were not properly labeled with the
presubscribed OSP' s identity; (2) were served by OSPs who furnished
audible branding that did not match the company identified on
labels or stickers on the telephone; (3) were served by OSPs who
were not able to provide directions for contacting the carrier of
the caller's choice beyond telling the caller to look on the back
of a calling card; and (4) were served by OSPs who were not able to
provide a rate quote in less than 3 minutes. (Attachment 2).

-4-



The Attorneys General believe that such an audible disclosure

would foster price competition for users of public phone services.

Consumers would be put on notice that the cost of a call may be

significantly greater than otherwise anticipated. These additional

disclosures should provide consumers with a fairer opportunity to

make an informed purchase of OSP services.

The Attorneys General are aware that the Commission is

considering a technological proposal which, if adopted, may resolve

this problem. In the Matter of Billed Party Preference for

O+InterLATA Calls, 9 FCC"Rcd 3320 (1994), CC Docket 92-77. However,

the Commission's notice indicated that it may take two and one-half

years after adoption before billed party preference ("BPP") would

be available. The Attorneys General believe that the proposed

disclosures could be adopted as an interim measure while BPP or

other approaches are being evaluated. In the event that BPP is not

adopted by the Commission, this recommendation would provide needed

protection for consumers.

Respectfully submitted,

lsi ERNEST D. PREATE. JR.
ERNEST D. PREATE, JR.
Attorney General
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

DOYLE
General
Wisconsin

Co-Chairpersons
Telecommunications Subcommittee
Consumer Protection Committee
National Association of Attorneys General
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The following Attorneys General join in this petition:

GRANT WOODS
Attorney General
State of Arizona

DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General
State of California

ROBERT A. BUTTERWORTH
Attorney General
State of Florida

JAMES E. RYAN
Attorney General
State of Illinois

THOMAS J. MILLER
Attorney General
State of Iowa

RICHARD P. IEYOUB
Attorney General
State of Louisiana

J. JOSEPH CURRAN, JR.
Attorney General
State of Maryland

HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, III
Attorney General
State of Minnesota

JEFFREY R. HOWARD
Attorney General
State of New Hampshire

CHARLES W. BURSON
Attorney-General
State of Tennessee

DARRELL V. McGRAW, JR.
Attorney General
State of West virginia

Dated: February 8, 1995

WINSTON BRYANT
Attorney General
State of Arkansas

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
Attorney General
State of Connecticut

PHILIP DOl
Executive Director of the
Offie of Consumer Protection
State of Hawaii

PAMELA CARTER
Attorney General
State of Indiana

CARLA J. STOVALL
Attorney General
State of Kansas

SCOTT HARSHBARGER
Attorney General
State of Massachusetts

FRANK J. KELLEY
Attorney General
State of Michigan

MIKE MOORE
Attorney General
State of Mississippi

MICHAEL F. EASLEY
Attorney General
State of North Carolina

JEFFREY L. AMESTOY
Attorney General
State of Vermont
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July 21. 1994

10ha G. Smale
Cbairmu ofm. Board
GeMnl Motors
3O+t W. Orand Blvd.
Detroit. Ml48202·3091

Dear Mr. Smale

2213 523 5536

.., ...d J. Serra
76 bit IIIp Street

East B..ptoft t cr N42~

203-1"·UWO

1995,02-03 14:.a1 #121 =.03/121

...

Today I received a bill ft'om your phone ~ompaay (Operator AJIiIllllCe Necwork) . In it,
you chIrpd me $12.11 for aIi.minute call. The pm.u.. ..... for .. direot dialed GIll
is UIUIlIy 18 cents. The operator at my plio- COIIIpIII)' (SNET)~ recopizecf
your c:ompllly ( Operator Anistance Network) .. haviaa a reputation for similar
practices. She informed me that current regulatiODS .... such that there was nothiDa she
could do. EvidcntJy some companies allow SNET to adjusc chirps on a case by cue basis
but your company left instructions with SNET that they may not adjust the charaes on
their behalfno matter how outra,eous. After soundina otf'to my SNET reprueutative as
10 how SNET is profitins from this scam and that I feel they have a responsibility to do
somethina about unconscionable charges, the supervisor qreed to call your representative
with me on a conference caU.

After I explained to your customer servicerepresenwive I would be in the ame before I
paid this b~ she vel')' quickly adjusted it down by $11.25 with DO expluatiOlt .. to why I
wu cbaraed that amount in the first place. I tolcl her that I wondered how she slept at
nisht when.she derived income from a COIRpIft)' that -..aed in supportina a practico that)
to·me. amounts to theft. How many people that cannot' &aht tor them~ves ate victims of
thil?

Mr. Smale) the money you receive as compeIlWion for your services iftdudes~es
derived tom these ...n overcblr.... Ewry time you bold your money in your bIDclltOp
IIId look at it IIKI try UKI thiak bow 1011I it tIkeI for IOIIIIOIIe OIl your factOty floor to
WD Sl1.2S in d~·etionary wl1.ln one quick. nu-ue your phoM company CID IIsteal it
lepUy" tom your worker. people on fixed iDc:omea ud ochers who caDDOt mab eadJ
meet. Could that Sll.2S have been the money that your employee would have used to
take his kids to the movie or for ice cream ? Or more seriously, could it have been the cost
of. prescription for one week?



Mr. Smale
July 28, 1994

2~3 523 5535 1~: 41 1:I1:21? 0~,'10

..

To cover $1,000,000 ofyour salary ill that is needed il about 250 one minute phone caUs
ead1 day at $11.25. What portion ofyour income is matsJnaUy derived from thia 1il\lat10~?..'

By rec:eivina a credit on our bill, my wife and I do DOt WlDt to be respoJlSible for you to
recover that loss by inereasina the cost to other families. To that end we have enclosed a
check payable to you for $11.25.

In closing, I believe that it is always best for companies to regulate themselves. I hope
either phone company's figure out a way to give notice to cus~omers whe:l charPI hip
than norroal charges or that conaress will pass agressive legislation to control your
pricina·

Sincerely yours,

? I £'.,
/, I. ""1'L~"I#"1.-' i ':,{r...- .;" t,·

. I
Raymond 1. Serra'

cc: John F. Smith. Pres. " CEO 0eneraI Motors
Ms. Martina, OAN customer service representative
Letter M. AJbenhal, Ir.• Chairman EnS
Cbrirtopher 1. Dodd, U.S. Senator
JoIepIl'I. LitbermMa, U.S. Senator
BlrbaraB. K.-IIy. U.S. ConFeuwoman
f.C.C. Chief otformal complaints
1UchIrd Blumenthal, State Auomey General
Daniell. Millio, Chlinnan ofthe Board ofSNET
Editor: New York Times
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Feb 3 '95

•Ii nII' II
J ,

O:fice~ :~ Charge
F.~.C. :ommon Carrier Division
~ashing~on, D. C.

September 16, 1994

As a 12 year retired Electrical De.ign Engineer trom
an electrical utility company, with registration in the
etate of Texas, I always thought that all communications
corporations operating interstate fell under the rules and
guidelines as prescribed by the state and federal
govern~ent. To my chilling dismay I found that the
cor~oraticn Oncor with corporate headquarters in Dallas,
T~x~s ~itr. ad~ress of 9~99 W. TechnOlogy Blvd., Dallas,
Texas, 75220, Tel: No. 214 350 5060, is operating public
phor.e booths with the emblem of O.S. West on them in Grand
~1~rcds I !-~:'~nesota., charging interstate phone call rates at i
~o a ti~es the rates charged by AT&t or Mel. This is
~e~itied by the attached sheets and doeuments. When I think
o~ t~e dozens ot people in line each day to use the 5
tel.pr.o~e bo~ths labeled O.S. West at the Grand Marais
Municipal RV Campground, it gives me the chills to wonder
~ow hiqh their telephone bills will be upon returning to
home port. For many years in the past I have used these
phones ~ith no ~roblems. Apparently Oneor has purchased
these phone booths and many others in the state and country.

In my estimation and in the interest of common decency
anecr shOUld by law be p~t out of bU8in... for operating an
interstate telephone business with high rates unknown to the
pub:1c. !f they cannot be put out ot businesa, they shOUld
:e !orced to give their rates for the first minute and each
3ueceedin; minute before the caller give. his AT&T or other
card number for the ~harge of the call. Also, they ahould be
!orced to post cn the telephone booth their approximate
phone rates. I pray that your office will seriously look
~nto thi~matter ot Oncor's outrageous charges tor handling
i~te:state phon. callS. A reply to this letter will be
greatly appreeiated and in order.

Thank you.

rP.4....R5~ Of 1Itut-;;&;

.' ~_.-



,:.;. i~. ·s Ci+c. Bus. Reg. Fax:612-296-7438

___ SeptIIi:er , 3, 1994

Hutlert H. H\iiii*&eY III Att:orlWY G&nenl
St. Paul capital RUiloinq
St. Paul, !'If 55101

Dear Mr. H~,

Feb 3 '95 12:23

I 1m wri:t:ing to you~ the Ucasi.... c:har9M fer a lcng d1stance
phcme call I Dade at July 20th.

I utiliZlld IIY tal.....", wbe maJd.Di.I t:ba call b:aI the NoI:'tlwm State tJnivers.ity
~ pay tft:M at ,..11110, South lJUDta. Pl8Me zefarto~. The
bill caa8 516.48 plus .,,~ tax. Eac:h IItinut:a ooet $2.12. When I c:eatacted the
5ell1n;hlm FaDerS Mutual T.l~ 0 11-. I .. told that onccr is an
altcnative operator char9in9- usual lonq distance rates but actiintJ $7.00 to
$10.00 per call or DDn for an operator f.. This practice involves
solic1tinq lcbb:1... of 1IDte1s, hcIrp:1.tal and eo~~ a high volume of
calls are uadI. You an not Dade awre of the UC88Bi.ve chuqes until you
receive a~ bill. I object to this practice and note that the amas
that they de bus;l;ness is 'Where people are mst wlnerable; hospitals with
ill famly ...a.r ar.d friends, col] ege youth, and DDtel areas~ people
are a distanc::e frcm b::a1e.

we ha... been e:t1Idited for: $16.91 en our pbcne b1ll d1a to our ~.jnt of
fiXCM8ive~. ~, I~ how D8nY~ feB1 tbare is no point
in expressinq thair objections ar .me cb not :r:w1ew tM1r leD; distance eharCJ88
tbeurby suppc:t::ing the practice of alternative oP8rators with 8XOIBs1ve
dm9ir.g. My husband ana I are both empJ.oyeed and I rwmt chm-ges such as
theBe made.

:::: rw1 ; ze you are Attorney~ for M:lnnMota,~ there must be a
fedllral cap or limit on c:hIIz'ges far te1e o::rameations.

I haw enclcs8d 0~. cr8dit card calls for~. I 'WCUl4
~iate ycur adi:!ressinq this J!I1tter so oonsumers are not unfairly taken
adV8ntage of.

'thank you fer your ~.

Sinc8t'ely,

....' '.J",'••2 __0 "I."~uS ~

• kw
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January 10, 1994

Federal Communication Commission
1919 "M" Street - Northwest
Washington, DC 20554
Ph: 202-632-6390

Reference: ON-COR Communication - Long Distance Carrier

Dear Commissioner:

I have been a victim of fraud. This was brouIht on by ON-COR Communications ability to charge
unlimited amounts for a service that other long distance carriers charge one-tenth of ON-eORs
price.

I have enclosed a copy of my most recent G1E phone bill which includes absurd charles from ON­
COR. Please compare ON-COR charges with the adler carriers lilted, using Faribault, MN as the
called from city; Wausau, WI called to city; eveniDI rate to the same phone numbers (715) 842­
3557 and (715) 675-6567. ON-eOR hu c:bIrpd approximately ten times more per call.
Unfortunately, I have already paid ON-eOR's bill even though I did contest it.

I contacted ON-COR's Customer Service Depiltme4t on December IS, 1993 because I believed
there was an error in billing. I taIbd widl ·Trista· IIld she informed me that the charles were
correct. If this cmier can c:harp unlirnie.d 1IDOUIltS, a WIminI or notice should be placed on each
phone that would inform consumers of this devious priclDa SCIIIl. A public service notice should
be mailed out to every houIehold Wlminl the consumer about this company and any others that
operate similar to that of ON-eOR.

My son is attendinl school in FariblUlt, MN. I • ..,.." to him that it would be cheaper to use
a pay phone at the Country Kitchen radler dian use a phone in a hotel where he was visiting a
relative. Three of the calls from ON-eOR were from that phone. The other call from Culver,
IN was from a restaurant pay phone to my home phone number. No warnings were on either of
these phones. On my next trip to Faribault, MN I will be stopping at the Country Kitchen and
post a CAUTION waminl to users of this phone.

-

I have contacted Wisconsin's Attorney General, James Doyle; the Public Service Commission;
GTE; ON-COR and now the FCC.



Federal Communication Commission -­
January 10, 1994
Page 2 -

Portions of this letter will be submitted to our local newspaper. I feel that I must warn as many
consumers of the deception ON-COR continues to lead. I am certain that Mr. Ron Hahn, owner
of ON-COR, is laughing all the way to the bank:.

Sincerely,

fJrU ll a 4a",?'..L~·
Judy A. Lewandowski

cc: Wisconsin Attorney General, James Doyle
Public Service Commission, R.S. Cullen
ON-COR Communication, Ron Hahn



March 15, 1994

Office of Consumer Protection
Department of Justice
P. o. Box 7856 ~

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7856

To Whom It May Concern;

I am enclosing a copy of my letter to Zero Plus Dialing, Inc.
plus a copy of my telephone bill and what it cost me to call
from Wisconsin (just over the line) to my home in oak Lawn,
Illinois. . This is approximately 100 miles and just for 2
minutes. Also note that -I called home from Los Angeles, ca.
for 10 minutes and close to 2,000 miles and the cost was only
$2.70.

Since the break-up of "Ma Bell", all of these vulture
companies have swooped down and get away with charging
outrages money for the use of their phone. It is too bad that
there is no regulation of charges from these "vultures".

Thank you for your time but there must be something that can
be done. I believe in free enterprise but not at this cost.

Very truly yours,

Patrick J. SUllivan
4524 West 99th Place
oak Lawn, Illinois 60453

P.S.: I have also contacted senator Paul Simon
and Senator carol Moseley-Braun

Representative William o. Lipinski, 3rd District

And as soon as I find out the name and address of Wisconsins
Representative and senators, they too will get a letter.

r,
C
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BiUing Questions, Call 1 100.....00756

FEB 13, 1994

IMPORTANT INFORMATION

This portion of your bilL is provided as a service to the company
identified above. There is no connection between Am.rittch and
this company.

CURRENT CHARGES

Long'Distanc.
No. Date Time PI,ee called Nu~er Code Min

CALLIN6 CARD 422 g188
PHONETEL TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

1 1·22 2!8P OAK LAWN IL 708 422 g1aa ON 2.0
FROM TREVOR WI 414 882 g054' 8.10

Total Long Diatance ...••.•••..........••...••••.•...• '" 8.70

Tax••
No. Desc r i t i on l

1

..
',...",.

2 Fed Tax ........................•.......
3 I L Tax ..........................• ~ .•...

TOTAL ZEFtO PLUS DIAL I~. INC. Q.IIIENT 0tMIES

.20

.S4

7.24
..'....... ' .... ......•::.

: .

!

i

l
f
I
I

: -.;
:. ' .. "

POfI CAe I ..COOS
PLEASE SIE 'THE BACK OF'lHIS PAQE



January 21, 1993

Zero Plus Diallng Inc.
9311 San Pedro, Suite 3~3 JAN 26 A11:
San Antonio, TX 78216

Sublect; Disputed $9.54 'on Account Number 41+886-1003

I want to strongly complain about the system that your company uses to overcharge
unsuspecting customers. I placed 3 different calls ftom our room at the Golden Nugget
in Las Vegas to our home in Racine, Wisconsin late Friday and saturday, OCtober 30th
and 31st, 1992. Total time on these calls was 4 mJnutes. These were all direct dial calls
made using a Sprint calling card. Lo and behold on a bUl that I received, from our local
telephone company, in late December a change of $9.54 from your company was
included. I have 3 different telephone lines and use long distance a lot. These charges
are extremely high (when compared to other legitimate companies) and I have trouble
understanding how they happen when I used my credit card and dialed direct. When I
tried to contact you I found it impossible to get through. I then complained to my local
telephone company and had them stop this charge. Today I received a poorly written
form letter that references a ,harge of $9.27 when the actual charge is 59.54 and tells
me that you cannot issue credit because "Calling card call(s) to home or business to
which card was issued." What does that mean? This letter then further tells me to
contact you with questions and/or comments. Again I tried and tried and tried and
................. all I got was a busy signal.
You appear to be a very poorly run company who lives by charging extremely high
charges to people without them being made aware of it. We are further very
disappointed in the Golden Nugget that they would be a paIt of something like this.
This is a ".............•. Mouse" way to get a few extra dollars after we spent several
hundred dollars at the Golden Nugget.

CC: Golden Nugget Manager
State of Wisconsin Attorney General, Madison, WI
State of Texas Attorney General, Austin, TX
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Was A Slrrprise i
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this point, atate regulatOrs have no 8"11= ;
denCi that Onc:cr hu pl'Ovided IUch Intr&··:
ute Mrvictll. . .. I

1 called Oricor's heAdquarters in DaneS:
and spoke lo another customer ••rVice:
represent.st\vo. H~r name WAS Rita. She I

was not. authorized ~ iive O\ltncr laSt. '
name:' ::.

Jack',·>
Hoffman

Vermont
Commentary' .

'., M' ONTPEl.IF.R - This is a'
'~\ consumer alert. Wateh o~t
"';.' (or a company called Or.cor
" Communications Inc. It
char~iS exorbitant rates for ph'one talls
and IS I~~, than straightforward about ad.
justing bill! tor tho&q.who complain.

I recentl;' 5pent-the weekend in Mas.
.aachusetts and made R call home On Sun.
~ay D.[ternoc';a. It wa.~ a telephone c:redit Ac:tOt'din~ to Rita, the company does not i
card .call. I dIaled 0, my number and then It didn'L seem like mud': of a deal to have a set policy ror adjusting bills. It d.. '
my card nur.1rcr when 1heard the lone. I mo, 10 I turned it down. pencls on each aituation. She usured me
talked ror o.hijt 20 minutc.~. ,,'. The Oncor rep was evidently reading that the c:ompany's rates art correct and

When my b111 arrived. I fi)und D. charge from, a smpt, bCC1use she aot me to for- Onc()r hu no obliaation to charae lhe
for $26.46 t,r a 21 min'Jt~ tall. It was on mally reject the offer ror 35 Cree minutes. :iame ral.es ils lhe dorr.inant camln. N a
:l Stpuate p~gc. with Oncor Communica. Once that wns confinned, she moved to courtesy, sho said. Oncor will lower tho
tlons Inc. id~r.tilicd 8!1 the venclor, Thoro Offer Numhcr Two. ' rates if the customer insisu. '
W:!.!I a. numt:.er to cal:l tor qucstior..s about . She was prepared"she said. to split the .Then Rita told me 80mething that the
Oncor s bill. . bill with me. Oneor would issuo mo a first customer tervice rep had neclectGd to

~'II i!ve the' company credit (or Dna credit. and 1 would pay $13.somethini. menlion. Sinoe I had demanded a n:due:­
thIng: 1heir empfoYl!es remain adminbly Al:aint sajd, "no," an.d again the Ontor tion in my bill, there is now a block on
patient and PQHte when confronted by operator asked ror Go formal refusal. my number. If I try to Ibake a call !rom
outTllgcd. datil I say abusive; customer!. ' At that. poir.t, the opemtor Pllt me on an Oneor phone a~ain, I will first. have to

The leng and short. or what 1 told the hold anll eventually camo back with OlTer agreG to pay the compolny'. rates or my
ICTV.lcc reprE'~nt.c1live wu that] 1Io'U not Number Three. She Will prepared, .he can will nol eo throu.:h. , ' .
paying $2~ ror a 20.minutc phone call. said, to issue me 11 credit. in tho amount or That is actl,lally a blessiril. At teas~
She expJ81l".e:J that there was an 800 S2l:t.41 and t:har~e me tho same rates as' now I wm have some wtming that t am
number posted on the telephone 1 had my "dominant carrier." about to be charlIed an ann and a teg to
~d. :Jnd th~ I could have called t.o in. In other word-Ii, ¥he was acini to charlI' make a call.
qU!fl~ ,nbcu.t 1.:'le rat-ell berore 1 made my me the same rata al AT&T, which is But tha~ is not what happens with moat.
tall. Chc:ck\l~g the ra~3, she intonned me what I had orrercd to pay in the first. callerl. When )'OU dial 0 and the phono
was my rt;lti',)nsibility. She uaured m~ ptaco.· number, you might geL Oncor or any or
that 1 had t:cn char~l!d what it coat. the ,But what iC I ha.d taken the 35 free the acoro of OSP:c operating around the'
COmpilny l.o place thaeaIJ, which Worked minutes? Or ~ha.t it 1 had fieured t.hat. country. .
out to more than $1 • mmuta. IpUttin; tho bill wu coina to be btUer 1 d(ln'L know what the othtr carrien

I $torred at the idea that Lhe company than pa)'ina the whol0 thins and agreed char~. But if you are unlucky lnough tQ
Will tharb';ng what tho call COISt. I ott.red to Lhtl second offer? I never would ha.ve Itt Oncor, hanl up and dial the accea
to pay $6 ror the call, which, judaicc tor known 'that back.ina down ror this com. .code to let your own lona·dWoance com·
,ol_her tails 0:'\ my biU, is what AT&T pany is I three.step proceu. pan,. Ie you make t.he miltake that 1 did
"ould have char"ed. The Oncor operator The Oncor rep kept repeatins that the and get charpd by Oncor; raise hell until
bl'Ushed uid'l my ofTer. company'a rates WClrt not rc;ulated, and they agree, to d\arp you whit YOW' own

After n littl~ nloro rantin, on my part, abe WM riaht. Thil wu aft interstate ...all, phone company would char,•.
the Oncor rep said she wu prepared to and that "operator ..rvlet pravidcn" _ Ri~ laid it'a a cowtlly. Bul accordin,
make me an oITer becltiuae I w;as unaw&l9 0SP3 in the jar;on or tho teloc:ommunic:a. t.o people in the telephone business. Oncor
or lhe.comp:'lnya rat.es. She would &rive mo tionl'l busincu - can charae whatevll' un. doesn'~ want. a tot clanrrY customers eall.
3S mInute, or (rec long.diatance callinll .l\Ispccting caJlers will pay. They are not ing the Federal Communications Commit.
from lha pbno or my choice. Sh.e would relZulated by state utility commission. sion, If there arc too man)' complaints. the
send. me a t.c~\lpornry Onror calling card like Vermont's Public Scrvico Rnllrd. 'FCC mi"hl decidG it hu to do scm.thin.:

, to usc when 1 placed my Clll~, Af'cU r h",d Vermont could rC8\)lat.o the company', . about this price·iou;inl{.
UoS<!c.! up the 35 minutes, I codd simply rates (or in-stl1te calls madv (rom an' (Ju,:1c Hoffman is chi,r of th, Vermo'll
throw away :b~ C:l1'd. phone that. uaed Oncor ",vicol. But at Pr('JJlI13u~au) .
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Callers beware: Not all pay phones are created equal
8,ANllIONY GIORGIANNI ...·known telephone compaaies~.~by the better-known CM'l'iUs. ~ CIDIIClImId ....... 1:'0.11'11'." New~T~e. she was ~r-

e-nn.tSlil/fWrilw AT&T. Sprint or MCI. . TbediarpsforsuchaUsuaualy.,..ear , ~.rateI dllqed1lyop- -rCOllldn't~myeyes,'·Allaire
Ulde-Icnown "operalor service pl'O'lid. onloc:al_pbonebillsor.foralllC:ltilipd it WIll alRisprinl."

.lI's the holiday season, and ifyou'remy· en," such as Oftcor Communications of to a majot: c:ndit card, on a ......, ..... AIatn of ..... Is _of F.~Itecal. the dulrJe was
ehnglhere'sagoodchanceyou'Ubeusinga Bethesda, Md.• are the designated CllTier rnent. :.'" , ~- Durtac dIe,GUIdI 123.14 -......, feur dines the 15.99 that
pay telephone or a telephone in a hotel forc.J1s made on some publiccoin and non- "The important thing Is.' consumers ofJuIy _ac:cepted.c:oIIectc*l AT&T........ c:hIIrpd had it handled
room. , cointefepbones. Thatmeansmatjf·youuse shouldknowwbatcanientheywanrrouse from her tIlIuIbter,'lIlrho lIlrU usmc- pay die cd.

But belllrBre. Those who ~'t think be- one.ofthesetelephones.yourc:al1v.rilla,:,to- and .•• how·to reach that·carrier." said teIepIIoae iR Mauach Heitber tuI- In response to a complaint she filed !n
f~re Ihey dial can end up WIth a much manc.llyberoutedtooneofthese~mpa. Robert w. Spancler. depury dUet of die IzechhattheCIIIIIPUYdu toClU17 Auptt,thestateDepannlentofPublkUIlI.
hlgher.lban-exp&ted charge. nies,.whoseratescanbemany~higher Federal Communications Commission en· lonI-4istance calls tiom tIIar pfIone lIlrU iIy CCIIIUUI - whidl has no jurisdiction

The reason: Naf·.u telephones at air- than those charged by the ~t. weU··forc:ementdiYisionthatOYerseatelephone ..Oncor. wbich describes itIeJf as .... na· OftrthenlesdlarpdforinterstalecaJls-
ports. on st!eet (1)mers, in hotel rooms and. known companies. In one case. _ cOmpany service. .•.•..,. lion's larpst operator senice provider.
llher public places are served by major, charged a customer nine times Ihe rale SpaI1IIer said the acency is bec:ominl' When her bill arriftd fnInI Soulhem

------ ---'---'-'-

:Id"ised Allaire to call Oncor and attempt to
Ilcgoliale a lower rale. The companyap-eed
iO I(ive Allaire a partial refund of SI2.28.

I\n outgrowth of lelephone deregulation.
"Ilt~ralor service provider.; essentially buy
lod resell telephone service. They offer
·'''"ncr.; of hOlels. laverns. airports and 0111­
." establishments Sleep commissiolls 10 be
:;\osen as the deslenated carrier for coin
,nd other pUblic telephones. All calls
r>!aced on those telephones automalically
:lfe rouled through Ihe designaled carrier
'1IIless Ihe caller first dials into the network
., anOlher telephone company. thaI is ac·

''''nplisbed by using the company's 5-digit
.·"de or toll-f~ROO-number.

The most common way people end up
"ilh a huge bin from an operalor service
"rnvider is when they use a public tele­
:'hone 10 make a collect call or to bill a call
., a Ihird party, home number. major credit

card or a telephone card issued by a local
tdepOOneCOfllP.8ny, such as Southern New
England Telephone. (Operator service
companies typically cannot bill 10 lele·
phone cards issued by the major long-diS­
tance companies. such as AT&T.)

Gordon C. Kimble. a vice preside", for
Oncor, said IllecommissioN il offers hOlels
and Olhers in exchang'.l for being namcd the
designaled carrier is one reason the compa·
ny's Rtes are so high. Also, he said. Oncor
cannot afford to provide lelephone service
al or near cosl, like the major telephone
companies do, because public telephones
are its only business.

He said the major companies "can subsi­
dize their pay-phone business wilh other
lines of business."

Bul the FCC is not convinced.
For the 12 monlhs ending Sept. 30. Ihe

agency received 2,038 consumer com­
plaints about the companies. especially On­
cor. said Spangler oltbe FCC.

A1lhough he would nOl sav whether the
agency is planning any action. be said "::'e
(FCq statf is very concerned about the
complaint level. and some o( the rates that
we've seen are very hi~h:'

Detennining the designated t:arrier for
local and long-distance calls from pay tele·
phones is supposed to be eaS'\'. Under feder­
:101 law. Ihe lelephones are required to be
c1earlv marked wilh Ihe carrier or carriers
Ihal have been designated to handle local
and long-distance calls.

BUI many people ion't think to check.
And even checking is no guarantee Ihe
name or names there will be correct.

In a leiter 10 Ihe FCC earlier this year. the
New York Stale Consumer Protection
BOard estimated that the desicnated carrier
was misidentified on -10.000 of the state's
120.000 pay telepbones. Thai can bappen
when the carrier cbanges and the company
that comrols tbe telephone - often the
locallelephone company - does not follow

up by re-rnarking the telephone.
The FCC hu jwoposed an SII.OOO r_

.... New EftCIMcI Til pi .1 ..T"
paph Co. for taiUnI te maiRcain aex:tnfe
..... on I'&y telephones in its concroI. The
company is the major leJephone COIIIpU)'
in aU the NtllIlr EftIIand... except Con·
necUc:ut

Another way to identify the company
handling a call is to Iislen lor tbe identifica­
tion _" ~pany is teqIlirecl to make at
the~of.cd.

Utility replaton and the major tele­
phone companies say the best _y 10 a¥Vid
unItAowillllY usinI an operaaor serrice
provider is to dial 'JOMI: camer of dIoic:e
direc:tly.

One way is 10 dial the canier's~
code. ForexuapIe.........f.ATItT. 10­
281. Mel's is 10·222-

But sometimes paJ '*PhaMs .... etec:.
tronicallyblocked fl'Olll~ the code.
in violation of federal replalion!. And

some hotel and other public. non-coin tele·
phones aren't even required to accept tb.
COIle.

A better way, the FCC and major compa­
nies say. is to use a carrier's toll-free BOO­
number.

Mel, for example. has an BOO·number (or
its c:ndit card aastomers, and another. I·
IOO-COu.ECT. for anyone else who wants
to use the company's service for colleci
calls and third-party billing.

ATitT oilers 1·1OIJ.CAU.-AlT for any·
one who wants '0 use its service, including
for billilll to major credit cards. Sonnt's
DUmber for coDect calls. Ihird-plIny billing
......... to telephone company issued
c.nIs is _-877-8000.

Those who unknowingly place a call
...an opentorservice provider and who
.... 1iaIteppy with the eharees should dis­
pute them with the ~pany, said Louise
1UduIrd, a spokeswoman for the Connecti­
cut Department of ~blic Utility Contro\.

'lo '
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

STANLEY D. STEINBORN
Chief A.ssistant A.ttorney General

FRANK J. KELLEY
ATIORNEY GENERAL

February 1, 1995

Mr. David Gilles, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Consumer Protection
Wisconsin Attorney General's Office
123 West Washington Ave.
P.O. Box 7856
Madison, WI 53707

P.O. Box 30213
LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

Re: Michigan's Actions Against AOS Providers and AOSlPay
Phone Survey

1. Michigan's Actions Against AOS Providers under Michigan's
Consumer Protection Act Alleging Excessive Rates and
Violations of Michigan's AOS Statute.

4

In August, 1994, Michigan Attorney General Frank J. Kelley
announced actions against 10 AOS providers under the Michigan Consumer
Protection Act, MCL 445.901 et seq. and Michigan's AOS statute, MCL
484.103g. The Consumer Protection Act forbids charging prices "grossly
in excess of the price at which similar property or services are sold."
Michigan's AOS statute substantially duplicates the federal labeling,
branding, rate infotmation and unblocking requirements with regard to
intrastate calls.

The Attorney General issued Notices of Intended Action, which the
Consumer Protection Act requires as a precursor to filing a court action.
High-volume AOS providers receiving Notices include Oncor, U.S. Long
Distance, CNSI, and Amnex. As an example, I have attached the Notice
sent to Oncor.



While only 10 AOS providers were named, the Attorney General's
office is in contact with many AOS providers doing business in Michigan
with regard to these issues.

2. The Attorney General's ADSlPay Phone Survey

Between February and April, 1994, Attorney General Kelley's
Consumer Protection Division conducted an informal survey of public pay
phones to detennine compliance with Michigan's ADS statute. The survey
was conducted without regard to the ownership of the phone -- i.e., it
encompassed both LEC telephones and COCOTs. Results of the survey
showed that substantial percentages of pay phones: (1) were not properly
labeled with the presubscribed AOS provider's identity; (2) were served by
ADS providers who furnished audible branding that did not match the
company identified on labels or stickers on the telephone; (3) were served
by AOS providers who were not able to provide directions for contacting
the carrier of the caller's choice beyond telling the caller to look on the
back of a calling card; and (4) were served by ADS providers who were
not able to provide a rate quote in less than 3 minutes.

If you have any questions, feel free to direct them to me at the
number or address below. Thank you for your interest and leadership in
these matters.

SAincerel; ~Qurs,.//
.f i f

,:;7' JchVlk...
T. A. Sonneborn
Assistant Attorney General
Consumer Protection Division
(517) 335-0855 Fax: 335-1935


