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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

In the Matter of  
         
Public Notice Comments -      ) CG Docket No. 26-239 
2026 Robocall Mitigation Scorecard Development  ) 
           
 
 

COMMENTS OF THE VOICE ON THE NET COALITION 

The Voice on the Net (“VON”) Coalition1 hereby submits these comments in response to 

the Public Notice (“PN”) in the above-referenced docket regarding the establishment and 

publication of a robocall mitigation scorecard.2  As explained below, VON reads the PN as 

applying to voice service providers (“VSPs”) serving consumers only and is not intended to reach 

business to business providers.  Business customers have mechanisms available for contracting 

with VSPs typically not available to consumers, thus rendering a scorecard unnecessary. More 

broadly, while VON supports the Commission’s goal of deterring illegal robocalls, VON questions 

the efficacy of the scorecard and reliability of the proposed metrics.  VON respectfully 

recommends that the Commission’s limited resources can be better utilized by consolidating the 

pending robocall-related proceedings to issue one set of sensible and effective rules, 3 identifying 

 
1 The VON Coalition works to advance regulatory policies that enable Americans to take 
advantage of the promise and potential of internet communications.  See www.von.org.  VON is 
also on the Board of Directors of the STIR/SHAKEN Governance Authority (“STI-GA”). 
2 Public Notice, Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau Seeks Comment on Robocall 
Scorecard, CG Docket No. 26-239, DA 26-932, (rel. September 2, 2026).   
3 In addition to this proceeding, there are proceedings regarding caller identity (Ninth Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, WC Docket 17-97, rel. Oct. 29, 2025); IP transition (Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, WC Docket 25-304, rel. October 29, 2025); numbering access restrictions 
(Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, WC Docket 26-49, rel. March 27, 2026); offshore call centers 
(Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CG Docket 26-52, rel. March 27, 2026); know your customer 

http://www.von.org/
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VSPs responsible for the majority of illegal calls4 and removing them from the Robocall Mitigation 

Database (“RMD”), and educating consumers on how to recognize and avoid fraudulent robocall 

scams.       

BACKGROUND 

According to the PN, the scorecard is intended to “empower consumers by providing them 

with more information about current provider practices in a digestible format.”5  The PN adds 

that the scorecard is not intended to demonstrate compliance with the Commission's robocall 

rules and acknowledges that it won’t be comprehensive, since “[M]itigating illegal robocalls 

involves actions that run across the entire life cycle of a call, and a consumer’s provider does not 

control every stage of that life cycle.”6 The PN seeks comment on which providers should be 

covered by the scorecard, the data sources and metrics that should be used to inform the 

scorecard and how the scorecard should be displayed to consumers, including accessibility and 

language considerations.  

DISCUSSION 

VON agrees with the Commission’s apparent intent for the scorecard to apply to 

providers that serve the consumer market and not to those with only business customers.  

Throughout the PN, the Commission makes numerous references to “helping” or “empowering” 

 
requirements (Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CG. Docket No. 17-59, rel. May 1, 2026); 
restrictions on dealings with foreign carriers (Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, WC Docket 26-82, 
rel. May 1, 2026); the KYUP FNPRM, proposing new rules for onboarding upstream providers; and 
new robocall mitigation database filing requirements (Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
WC Docket No. 24-213, rel. July 23, 2026). 
4 Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CG Docket No. 17-59 and WC Docket No. 17-97 (rel. 
May 21, 2026) at para. 14 (“KYUP FNPRM”). 
5 PN at 1. 
6 Id. at 2. 
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consumers and focuses on metrics that are best calibrated to give individuals information on how 

large carriers protect them from illegal calls.  For example, the Commission states “we do not 

believe we need to rate all such providers and instead aim to include those that collectively serve 

the vast majority of the retail market …” (emphasis added).7  The PN also posits the exclusion of 

small or regional providers, as well as wholesale and intermediate providers.8  Thus, it appears 

that the Commission seeks to only include the largest of VSPs serving retail consumers; not those 

serving business or enterprise customers. 

This makes sense because the consumer and enterprise markets and consumer and 

enterprise users are different.  Consumers often purchase a phone based on brand name and 

price and cannot negotiate the terms of their contracts.  Business customers select VSPs through 

procurement, contractual commitments, security reviews, service level agreements, and 

managed administration.  Moreover, there are numerous online resources available evaluating 

the relevant characteristics of VSPs serving business customers.  A single consumer-facing grade 

would therefore poorly fit the relevant purchaser and market.  Thus, a scorecard would provide 

little value in that decision-making process.    

Concerns with a scorecard if it applied to consumers and business customers.   For 

numerous reasons, a robocall mitigation scorecard, as a proxy for business customer education, is 

not an accurate tool for choosing a VSP that best protects businesses from illegal and unwanted 

calls.  First, the RMD is not consistent in ways to permit grading.  The RMD relies on VSP 

certifications and does not require standardized, validated outcome data that will demonstrate 

 
7 Id.  
8 Id. 
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whether a VSP effectively protects its customers or the calling ecosystem or provide an accurate 

means of comparing VSPs for consumers.   

By way of example, the robocall mitigation plans that are required to be filed with RMD 

submissions are unique, service specific narratives, not uniform datasets.  VSP differences in 

drafting detail may produce different scores even when operational protections are equivalent.  A 

more detailed filing may be penalized relative to a filing with less detail.   As a result, useful 

comparisons would be difficult to achieve among the nearly 11,000 VSPs that are registered in the 

RMD.   

Moreover, RMD filings demonstrate administrative compliance, not the volume of illegal 

traffic prevented or transported.  Similarly, a high volume of traceback requests does not 

necessarily equate to ineffective illegal calling controls.  Multiple tracebacks may result from a 

single bad actor customer over a short period of time, one account takeover, or be false positives.  

This explains why so few tracebacks result in actual enforcement proceedings.  Networks also 

have varying capabilities for traceback (IP networks v. TDM) such that important information may 

be omitted when evaluating metrics.  

Traffic will also vary widely among VSPs.  Enterprise VSPs support contact centers, 

conferencing, customer support, and for the healthcare, financial, education and other legitimate 

high volume calling use cases.  Raw call volume, answer patterns, or blocking rates will necessarily 

resemble mass calling without any demonstration of illegal calling.   

As the Commission acknowledges, there are numerous entities in the call chain, and rarely 

does a single VSP control the entire call path.9  These include obviously originating, intermediate 

 
9 Id.  
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and terminating providers, but less obvious third parties including analytics and authentication 

providers, that may be responsible for blocking or labeling potentially illegal traffic.  As such, 

these distinct operational roles impair a uniform baseline for comparative evaluation.  Providers 

function as originating, intermediate or terminating entities – or a combination thereof – each 

carrying distinct responsibilities across know-your-customer (KYC) protocols, STIR/SHAKEN 

authentication, and illegal call mitigation operations.  These structural differences will inevitably 

distort scorecard rankings, diminishing the tool’s utility and accuracy for consumers.  

Further, non-IP networks provide their own complications since they are not compatible 

with the framework for STIR/SHAKEN. Thus attempting to score the retail provider VSP for 

conduct or results that may be attributable to another carrier, gateway or intermediate provider 

or analytics vendor would be misleading and of no value to consumers. 

FTC and FCC complaint data is also an unreliable indicator of a VSP’s efforts to prevent 

illegal calling on its network.  Complaints are often unverified allegations. As the Commission 

acknowledges, “the mere filing of a complaint does not necessarily indicate a failure to stop an 

illegal call from reaching a consumer.”10   There is little consistency in complaint formats and the 

process, if any, for the VSP to respond.  The metrics could also be skewed by duplications, and 

would need to be reviewed when allegations of illegal calling activity have been appropriately 

refuted.   

Third party analytics are also unreliable measures of a VSP’s competency in preventing 

illegal calling on its network.   Each analytics provider relies on its own proprietary classifications 

for determining when to block a call or to label a call as “spam” or “spam likely.”  They also have 

 
10 Id. at 4. 
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an incentive to overblock and label calls to increase the likelihood that business customers 

purchase these providers’ call branding solutions.  Scorecard criteria based on proprietary 

classifications should be avoided as methodology, coverage, error rates, conflicts, correction and 

redress procedures, and provider-level attribution are difficult to validate and the analytics 

provider may have conflicting incentives.   

An FCC produced and managed scorecard process will also have reputational, service and 

competitive consequences.  Even if the scorecard is informational, a government-issued grade 

could be perceived as a potential precursor to an enforcement action, though the Commission 

states the scorecard is not an evaluation of compliance with its rules.  The score will likely be 

taken out of context, such that a low score could affect enterprise decisions regarding purchasing, 

and contracting, or other VSPs interconnection decisions or treatment of legitimate traffic.  

Rejection of traffic by downstream providers based on scorecard results will have severe, 

negative implications for legitimate businesses and calling, including potentially emergency 

communication.  

Given these high stakes, the Commission must establish concrete administrative 

safeguards prior to the public release of any scorecard data to ensure procedural fairness and 

accuracy. First, downstream call blocks executed by terminating carriers or third-party analytics 

vendors must not negatively impact an originating provider’s score unless those blocks are 

corroborated by verified ITG tracebacks or regulatory enforcement actions. In addition, the FCC 

must establish a formal 30-day review period where providers are granted confidential access to 

their preliminary scores and underlying datasets to audit for false positives, dispute inaccurate 

complaint attributions, and correct errors before grades are published to the public. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed above, VON urges the Commission to confirm that the RMD 

scorecard would not apply to VSPs serving business customers. Notwithstanding the Commission 

should forgo preparation of an RMD scorecard and focus its efforts on weeding out bad actors 

and consumer education  These steps will strengthen protections against illegal calls while 

preserving innovation, competition, and lawful communications.       

Respectfully submitted, 
 
VOICE ON THE NET COALITION 
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