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February 1,2001

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter comments on the proposal for the FTC to create a“Do Not Call” registry
that would allow people to ban telemarketer’s calls to their own phones. | thoroughly
endorse the idea, since!bothmy wife and | find such calls to be a nuisance. My’ standard
practice Bt ask who Bding; | then inform the caller that | do not accept unsolicited
calls and then | hang up. However, since | am paying for the phone service for calls that |
want to Make or receive, | should not be required to put up with these nuisance calls,

ooooooo

| would like to make three other brief comments (based on my reading ofthe
objectionsto t#S proposal by the Direct Marketing Association as printed on page C12 of

The Washington Post o fJan. 30).

1. The assertion that the use oftaxpayers money to finance such a service would
interfere with the telemarketers’ right to constitutionallyprotected speechis pure
poppycock. Anyone who wants to receive such calls would continue to do S0 — it simply
would protect those of us who do not want to put up with this unwatranted nuisance- .

- 2. How'would this service be financed? While it could be financed from the general
fund, the FTC (with Congress’ approval) should consider the feasibility of a user charge
(feasibility including ease in collecting the fee and reasonablenessofthe charge). Since |
know Tim Muris from when he worked in OMB, I feel confident that he has already
thought about this question. In my view, if the service should be financed by a user fee,
the charge should be on tre telemarketers (rather trenthose who signed up for cutting off
this nuisance) because it i the annoying practices of the telemarketers that make this
approach necessary in the first place. (Naturally, If the charge were on the telemarketers,
the collections should be classified as governmental receipts, whereas sucha charge on
those who voluntarily signed up would belong as offsetting collections.)

3. The industry contention that providing this service “could jeopardize more than 6
million jobs and $668 billion of sales” is, ofcourse, ludicrous. Clearly, most people who
signed up for this service would not normally make: purchases from the telemarketers.
Indeed, if anything, this approach should make telemarketing more economically
efficient (and, therefore, increase the case for charging the telemarketers for the cost of
this service) because it would eliminate callsto a group of people who are almost certain
to say “no’” 1o the telemarketers.

Best wishes In this endeavor.
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Jackson

W
February .5, 2002

Office of the Secretary

Federal Trade Commission, Room 159
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20580

Re: Telemarketing "Do Not Call'™ Register

Dear Sir:

-~

Teie@arketing has become ever more disruptive and intrusive. Although we always
request to be placed on the "Do Not Call™ list, the telemarketing calls
continue unabated. Apparently, the direct marketing industry ignores many of

those requests.

Earlier we exercised our option to opt-out. of the use of our credit
information. However, as the consumer had to write each user of credit

information, the use of that option was very inconvenient.

We strongly support the establishment of a centralized, national Do Not Call™
telemarketing registry. Particularly, the option of eliminating most
telemarketing calls with a single call to the FTC.

In the interim, request information about consumer rights relative to
telemarketing and how to file a complaint with the FTC.

Singere

Earl J#Ckson
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* M. and Mrs. Leo LaBorde '
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Robert and Susan I arkin

Howard Beales, Director ofConsumer Protection Bureau
Federal Trade Commission

600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.

Washiington, D. C. 20580

January 30, 2002

Dear Mr. Beales,

W\ favor, with utmost passion, the proposal to provide a registry for eliminating telemarketing

7 phone calls with one call from the consumer to the FTC.
These phone calls are absohitely out ofcentrol, and have increased m number over the years.
They intrude upon the sanctity oFour home. In additionto bothering the Sid<and the elderly,
they disturb the degp oF shift workers. My husband is an emergency room physician, and not a
day goes by without his sleep being disturbed by them. These calls provoke anger and outrage.
The consumer , to date, has been powerlessto stop the onslaught of calls but a formal sanction
by the FTC would empower the consumer to put a stop to these intrusive callers. It is also

a consideration that sales “calls” should not be allowed to intrude on the use of the Internet via

e-mail.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

M@/ﬁﬁe& ot

Robert and Susan Larkin

..........................
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William D. Longest

February 8,2002

Federal Trade Commission
Office of the Secretary
Room 159

600 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
WWashington, D.C. 20580

Dear Sirs:

Subject: Telemarketers

| have a suggestion for curbing how the telephone solicitors operate: (1) make them give the
person called their name clearly, who they are calling for, and a toll free number where they can
be reached any time of day or night. Preferably the number should be the President of the

organizations home number, so he can be bugged at breakfast, lunch and dinner, including when
he is sleeping. After while he of she would get the message and quit bugging people.

| have asked not to be bothered by sending in information but the calls began again after a year.

Sincerely yours,

William D. Longest
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‘. My. & Mrs. Walier Reber.
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JAMES T. ROZMUS

ST
AU NJ - o - b
February 3,2002
Office of the Secretary
Room 159

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
600 PennsylvaniaAvenue, NW
Washington, DC 20580

Folks:

Kindly note my support for the proposed legislation
protecting consumers from unwanted telemarketing calls by
requiring them to ‘scrub’ their lists of those telephone
numbers that consumers have placed on a national “DO
NOT CALL” registry.

Having been subjected to all-too-many of such calls, | feel
this is a good thing to have. Consumers have a right to
undisturbed personal, private time.

Thank you.
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February 3,2002

Dear Sirs,

Mr. Carl Sass
Ms. Jean V. Sass

~

« . N, CA S

£
1. Regarding the proposed legislation to curb telemarketers. Bravo!
2. In regard to claims by TM’s that this violates their free speech. This is an opt out plan;
they have no right to speak to ”hostages” who don't want to listen!
3. Citizens have a phone - for their use — not for the convenience of TM’s. This is definitely
a violation of the right to privacy.
4. Please pass this much needed legislation.

Thank you.
Very truly yours, .

LY. Juas
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EFTC, Office of the Secretary, Room 159 Page 1of 2
600 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.

Washington, DC 20580

February 5,2002 ‘ -

1

H

Re: We Need Your New Rules to Protect us from Telemarketing Intrusions.

1. 911, Medical, Police, and Fire Emergency calls cannot be made when a
telemarketing recording ties up the phone. It is frightening! When seconds
count for an emergency phone call such as a baby choking, or a fire,
or a crime N progress, a telemarketing recording will not allow a life
saving 911 call to get through.

2. Thereis no way to tell if the telemarketer is a legitimate business and if
that business is honest. There is no way to prove over the phone if people are
who they say they are. You can’t examine credentials over the phone. A few
years ago, our police department was embarrassed by a (boiler room)
counterfeit operation that took in a large sum of money from trusting caring
people in our community. After the tragedy of September 11, there were
probably telemarketing cons collecting money for fraudulent charities. | refuse
all calls including surveys, charity, and sales that come from unfamiliar
sources because “Iwill not do any business over the phone.”

3. Wk pay a hefty sum of money for phone service for our own use and not for
pesky businesses that want to sell something, beg money, or try to extract
information that may be used for unscrupulous reasons.

4. Some of the calls may masquerade as a telemarketing calls but these calls
may be a disguise for the purpose of finding out if a location is vacant to rob?
How would we know the true purpose of that call?

5. We should not have to pay extra phone charges to prevent intrusions from
telemarketers.

6. Some telemarketers may cruelly prey upon naive people. Scams and
identity theft cause horrible suffering and devastating losses.

7. People don’t want interruptions by uninvited telemarketing calls and some
of their reasons are very serious.

8. Federal Agencies should be authorized to monitor telemarketing calls so see
if their businesses are legitimate. The telemarketers should pay the cost.

540



Page 2 of 2

9. Modern technology has made it possible to make free 911 calls on pay
phones. Perhaps modern technology will develop a.way.to allow a 911 call to
cut through a telemarketing recording.  Until then, we are all at risk!

10. The Federal Trade Commission seems sincerely concerned and it looks like
the commission has some very good plans. Thank you for those, and thank
you for inviting my comments.

77. Goday, 2- 04-02 T called the 877 ~582-4357 phone rumber ard tabbed with Jeott.
FHe was very polite and encourgged me to-send my. letter to. yow. Fhank, . youw, Jeott, T fgpe
this is helpfind.

12. (Hereare some emergency calls we needed to make when seconds counted.
Fires One year a fallen old electric power line started a fire, it happened again
the next year. The firescould have destroyed our neighborhood. Robbery We
caught a mail thief in the process). Potential medical emergencies Some Of
our neighbors have serious heart problems. We don't want our phone lines
tied up by telemarketers._A s this_intrusive business mushrooms and the
calls increase in numbers and frequency, the risks of conseguences

from unethical husinesses and our safety qrows greater.

Respectfully yours,

Copies (6)as requested and all paragraphs are numbered as requested.
Copy to Congressman George Miller
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