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* We are writing to you about the Federal Trade Commission’s (FTC’s) proposed ’ 

amendments to the Telemarketing Sales Rule. At the outset, we want to acknowledge the FTC’s. 
important work on behalf of consumers in promulgating the Rule and in striking an equitable 
balance between the interests of preventing deceptive and abusive telemarketing and not unduly 
burdening legitimate businesses. While we 
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Second, the proposal would expand and totally redefine the definition of ‘‘outbound 
telemarketing call.” Businesses would be punished for offering more services or products when a 
consumer voluntary calls them by treating this incoming call as an “outbound call.” There are 
no good reasons consumers and businesses should be prevented firom a full business 
communication when the con 
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we are concerned that the proposed ru1e.would add a new layer of regulation on 
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would be a tremendous burden. Attempting to meet the requirements of over twenty separate 
state laws, as well as federal regulations that duplicate the state laws is both unnecessary and 
unworkable. 

In summary, we think there are defects with the proposed amendments that should be 
-addressed before moving forward. Several of the proposed changes to the Rule would have a 
. significant impact on American companies without providing consumers with any appreciable 
, additional protections. We urge the Commission to rethink the proposal and develop 

** requirements that are within its authority and that strike a more equitable balance between the 
interests of stopping fraudulent or abusive marketing activities and not unduly burdening 
legitimate businesses. In this regard, an economic impact analysis should be conducted before 
moving forward with the proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Ronnie Shows, M.C. 

Eric Cantor, M.C. 
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