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***BEGIN CONF XXXXX END CONF*** - Denotes confidential material 

My name is George Light.  I am the same George Light who filed a Verified 

Statement in this proceeding on or about August 15, 2014. 

1. The purpose of this Supplemental Verified Statement is to supplement the 

record regarding the Applicant’s record of, and conduct regarding, consumer complaints 

relating to allegedly excessive charges for telecommunications services rendered in other 

jurisdictions. 

2. On or about December 10, 2014, at a Commission open meeting, former 

Commission Chairman Douglas P. Scott stated, with respect to the Application at issue 

here, that: 

I had a few concerns with regard to this application. Although I appreciate the 
Company's forthrightness in presenting us with a complete record, I am troubled 
in this case by Attachment G to their application which consists of a Kansas 
Corporation Commission decision denying 1-800 Collect's request for Prepaid 
Calling Service Provider authority on the basis of the significant number of 
complaints filed against its parent company through the Better Business Bureau.  

 
That decision notes that the consumer complaints alleged that consumers were 
being charged extremely high rates for international phone calls and not being 
properly informed about the rates prior to making the phone call. 
 
Some consumers stated they were charged for calls even though they were 
never connected or the call did not go through. In addition, BBB files showed a 
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delay in responding to consumer complaints brought to the company's attention 
by the Better Business Bureau. 
 
The company agreed to work with the Better Business Bureau in an attempt to 
eliminate the pattern of consumer complaints by bringing their customer service 
department in-house, making sure that all carriers are aware of their billing 
procedures, policies and rates. It is unclear whether the necessary changes have 
been implemented at this time. 
 
Although Section 13-404.1(b) reads that the Commission shall approve an 
application for a Certificate of Prepaid Calling Service Provider Authority without 
a hearing if the Applicant has previously been granted a Certificate of local 
and/or interexchange authority and continues to be in good standing with the 
Commission, the Kansas decision was handed down after we initially granted 1-
800 Collect their first Certificate of Authority and it isn't clear to me whether this 
impacts the Company's standing with the Commission, but it certainly raises 
questions about whether the Company possesses sufficient managerial 
capabilities to provide Prepaid Calling Services. 

 
Because the hearing in this case was waived, I'd like to propose that we do the 
following: (1) not enter the Order at this time; and (2) remand the proceeding 
back to the ALJ for a complete hearing, pursuant to Section 13-404.1(b), where 
the applicant is permitted to present evidence showing that it possesses the 
managerial capabilities to provide prepaid calling services, taking into account 
the Kansas decision. 
 
I believe this is consistent with the Commission's charge under Section 13-
404.1(a) of the Act to protect and promote against fraud the legitimate business 
interests of persons or entities currently providing prepaid calling service to 
Illinois end users and Illinois end users who purchase these services. 
 
Tr. 36-39 (Open Meeting Minutes, December 10, 2014) 
 
The Commission voted to reopen the proceedings. Tr. 39.  

 
3. On or about January 6, 2015, Staff promulgated a number of data requests 

to the Applicant relevant to the inquiry that the Commission directed be conducted. 

Responses to the data request were duly provided by Applicant, under oath. The data 

requests, and Applicant’s responses, are attached hereto in both confidential and public 

versions. I will summarize the data requests and Applicant’s responses. I will also offer 
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an opinion regarding whether Applicant should be granted the Certificate it seeks in this 

proceeding. 

4. Applicant states that neither it nor any corporate affiliate, owns pay 

telephones located within the State of Illinois. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.01; 

5. Applicant states that neither it nor any corporate affiliate provides operator 

services to any entity located within the State of Illinois. See Response to Staff DR ENG 

1.02; 

6. Applicant provided documents relating to the matter of Corder, et al., v. BBG 

Global AG, et al., Case No. W11–ca-264 (W.D. Tex.) The matter, which had garnered 

media coverage, was based on allegations by a U.S. Army Sergeant that he was charged 

over $41 for a four-second call from Leipzig, Germany to his home in Texas. I am advised 

by counsel that the materials supplied by Applicant tend to demonstrate that the matter 

was dismissed by the U.S. District Court for want of jurisdiction. See Response to Staff 

DR ENG 1.03; 

7. Applicant states that it, and/or its affiliates have been the subject of the 

following civil or administrative complaints or citations: 

a. Docket No. 12-18CC-516-COC (State Corporation Commission of 

Kansas). This is the “Kansas decision” to which former Chairman Scott 

referred in his December 10, 2014 remarks. It was disclosed by 

Applicant in its Application; 

b. FCC File No. EB-08-TC-3860; see also DA 09-426 (Federal 

Communications Commission) (Letter of Inquiry, September 5, 2008). 

Applicant states that the Enforcement Bureau of the Federal 
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Communications Commission investigated whether Applicant’s 

predecessor in interest, Faircall Corporation, had filed a compliance 

certificate which common carriers are required to submit, certifying that 

they are in compliance with FCC customer proprietary network 

information (CPNI) rules. The FCC levied a $20,000 forfeiture against 

Faircall. Faircall and the FCC subsequently settled this matter by 

consent decree, subject to which Faircall paid $7,000 to the U.S. 

Treasury and took certain actions to comply in future with CPCN rules; 

c.  FCC File No. EB-08-TC-3025; see also DA 09-426 (Federal 

Communications Commission) (Letter of Inquiry, September 2, 2008). 

Applicant states that the Enforcement Bureau of the Federal 

Communications Commission investigated whether an affiliate of 

Applicant’s, BBG Communications, Inc., had filed a compliance 

certificate which common carriers are required to submit, certifying that 

they are in compliance with FCC customer proprietary network 

information (CPNI) rules. The FCC levied a $20,000 forfeiture against 

BBG. BBG and the FCC subsequently settled this matter by consent 

decree, subject to which BBG paid $8,000 to the U.S. Treasury and took 

certain actions to comply in future with CPNI rules; 

d. Docket No. FCU-08-16 (State of Iowa, Dept. of Commerce, Utility 

Board). Applicant states that BBG entered into a settlement agreement 

to resolve allegations that it had billed for calls that a customer believed 

to be toll-free. BBG paid a civil penalty of $500. 
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e. FCC File No. EB-10-TC-465 (Federal Communications Commission). 

(Letters of Inquiry date September 23, 2010 and September 7, 2011). 

Applicant states that the Enforcement Bureau of the Federal 

Communications Commission commenced an investigation of BBG 

based upon allegations of “cramming”, the practice of imposing charges 

for unauthorized service on a customer’s phone bill. Applicant states that 

it provided all requested information to the FCC and has heard nothing 

from the agency since June 2013. Applicant therefore presumes that the 

FCC is not pursuing the matter; 

f. Oregon Public Utility Commission (May 26, 2011). Applicant states that 

a customer disputed intrastate charges imposed by BBG originating 

from a pay telephone in Oregon. Applicant states it provided a one-time 

credit; 

g. California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Data Request 1.0 (June 

11, 2010). Applicant states that the CPUC requested of BBG information 

regarding the services provided by BBG under another trade name, 

which BBG provided. Applicant states that the CPUC has taken no 

further action.  

h. CPUC File Nos. 81315, 86499 and 104315 (CPUC) (August 9, August 

11 and October 25, 2010). In each of these informal complaint matters, 

a consumer alleged being charged for collect calls never accepted. 

Applicant states BBG gave credits to the affected consumers, and no 

additional action was taken by the CPUC. 
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See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.04 

8. Applicant submitted a list of complaints submitted to it by Illinois residents. 

My review of the list, which applicant requests remain confidential, reveals the following: 

a. Applicant has received ***BEGIN CONF XXX END CONF*** complaints, 

of which ***BEGIN CONF XXX END CONF*** are jurisdictionally 

intrastate. Of the remainder, ***BEGIN CONF XXX END CONF*** are 

jurisdictionally interstate, and ***BEGIN CONF XXX END CONF*** 

international; 

b. Each of the disputes in question appears to have arisen with respect to 

a ***BEGIN CONF XXXXX END CONF*** call; 

c. In ***BEGIN CONF XXX END CONF*** cases, Applicant responded to 

these complaints by ***BEGIN CONF XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  

XXXXX END CONF***, while in each of the remaining cases, Applicant 

responded by ***BEGIN CONF XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX END CONF***; 

d. All of the complaints in question are ***BEGIN CONF XXXXXXXXXXXX  

XXXXXX END CONF***.   

See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.05 

9. I have reviewed the Applicant’s intrastate tariffs for operator services. It 

appears from that review that there is no evidence that Applicant is charging rates in 

excess of its tariffed operator service rates, which in turn are lower than the rate caps 

upon such services established by the Commission.  
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10.  Applicant states that its customer service representatives answer customer 

complaints 24 hours per day, seven days per week. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.06. 

Applicant further states that consumer complaints will not be handled by its affiliate, G-

Tel. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.07. 

11. Applicant asserts that it will make rate information available to calling card 

users on the reverse side of each card, or by calling applicants customer service number. 

Applicant has provided a copy of a calling card. A review of this reveals that: (a) the 

maximum per minute rate for interstate and intrastate calls is 40¢; (b) a $1.56 surcharge 

applies to calls made from domestic payphones; (c) usage is rounded to the next full 

minute; and (d) the card expires 180 days from first use or one year from last being 

recharged, whichever is later. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.08 and attachment. 

12. Applicant asserts that neither it nor any affiliated company has been the 

subject of any complaints regarding rates, service quality, or failure to complete calls from 

any Illinois resident directed to the Illinois Attorney General, Better Business Bureau, 

Citizens Utility Board, of FCC. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.09. 

13. Applicant has provided a detailed summary of the manner in which it 

resolves customer complaints and inquiries relating to prepaid calling cards. The 

summary, however, offers no insight into the manner Applicant resolves operator service 

complaints, other than as described in ¶4(c) above. See Response to Staff DR ENG 1.10. 

14. Applicant states that the only trade name or style under which it, or any 

affiliate, parent, subsidiary or entity under common ownership or control has done 

business is 1 800 Collect Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions. See Response to Staff DR 

ENG 1.11. 
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15. In my opinion, Applicant responded to Staff’s Data Requests in a complete 

manner, although the responses regarding Applicant’s future conduct in Illinois were 

narrowly focused upon the service which Applicant seeks to provide in the event this 

Application is granted, namely prepaid calling authority. 

16. Applicant’s responses to Staff’s data requests, and steps I previously took 

to determine the existence of complaints against Applicant, do not lead me to conclude 

that Applicant is engaged in a pattern or practice of conduct that is fraudulent, deceptive 

or contrary to the public interest. 

17. The complaints or investigations by other agencies (the FCC, sister state 

PUCs) all date from a period ending in approximately 2012.  

18. In summary, I have no basis for asserting that Applicant should be denied 

the Certificate it seeks in this proceeding.  

This concludes my Supplemental Verified Statement. 
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ATTACHMENT 

(PUBLIC) 



Lance J.M. Steinhart, P.C. 
Attorneys At Law 

1725 Windward Concourse 
Suite 150 

Alpharetta, Georgia  30005 
 
Also Admitted in New York Telephone: (770) 232-9200 
Email: info@telecomcounsel.com Facsimile: (770) 232-9208 
  
 
 February 13, 2015 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC RESPONSE TO: 
 
Matthew L. Harvey 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
mharvey@icc.illinois.gov 
 
and 
 
George Light 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
glight@icc.illinois.gov 
 
 
 Re: 1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions 
  Docket No. 14-0415 
 
Dear Harvey and George: 
 
 Enclosed please find the Staff Data Request Responses on behalf of 1 800 Collect, 
Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions with regard to their application in the above-referenced 
Docket. 
 
 Please acknowledge receipt via return e-mail.   
 
 If you have any questions or if I may provide you with additional information, please 
contact me at the above address or telephone number.  Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 
 
    Respectfully submitted, 
 
     /s/ 
 
    Lance J.M. Steinhart, P.C. 
    Lance J.M. Steinhart 
    Attorneys for 1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a  
    Simple Billing Solutions 
 
Cc: Service List (Parties Only)  
 
 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I, Lance J.M. Steinhart, hereby certify that on February 13, 2015, a copy of 1 800 Collect, Inc. 
d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions’ public and unredacted response to Staff’s Data Request No. 1.05 
was served via Electronic Mail or via United States Postal Services to the following: 

 
Bonita Benn 
Administrative Law Judge 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle St. Ste. C-800 
bbenn@icc.illinois.gov 
 
Gregorio Galicot,  
President 
1 800 Collect, Inc. 
d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions 
1658 Gailes Blvd., Ste. B 
San Diego, CA 92154 
maritza@1800collect.com 
 
Matthew L. Harvey 
Office of General Counsel 

George Light 
Case Manager 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle St., Ste. C-800 
Chicago, IL 60601-3104 
glight@icc.illinois.gov 
 
Lance J. Steinhart, Atty. for Applicant 
Lance J.M. Steinhart, P.C. 
1725 Windward Concourse, Ste. 150 
Alpharetta, GA 30005 
info@telecomcounsel.com 
 
 
 
 

Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle St., Ste C-800 
Chicago, IL 60601-3104 
mharvey@icc.illinois.gov 

 
                       /s/ 
_____________________________ 
Lance J.M. Steinhart, Esq. 
Lance J.M. Steinhart, P.C. 
Attorneys for 1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a 
Simple Billing Solutions 

 



ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION
STAFF DATA REQUESTS ENG 1.01 THROUGH ENG 1.12 TO 

1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions (“1 800”) 
Docket No. 14-0415 
February 13, 2015 

All Contacts Providing Information/Response for the above question: 

Brian Rhys, Treasurer 
1658 Gailes Blvd., Ste. B, San Diego, CA  92154 
E-Mail: support @faircall.com 
Telephone Number: (619) 710-1650 

1

ENG 1.01 Please state whether Applicant or any affiliate, parent, subsidiary or entity 
under common ownership or control owns any pay telephones located 
within the state of Illinois. If the answer is “yes”, please state the location 
of each. 

RESPONSE:  No

   



ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION
STAFF DATA REQUESTS ENG 1.01 THROUGH ENG 1.12 TO 

1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions (“1 800”) 
Docket No. 14-0415 
February 13, 2015 

All Contacts Providing Information/Response for the above question: 

Brian Rhys, Treasurer 
1658 Gailes Blvd., Ste. B, San Diego, CA  92154 
E-Mail: support @faircall.com 
Telephone Number: (619) 710-1650 

2

ENG 1.02 Please state whether Applicant or any affiliate, parent, subsidiary or entity 
under common ownership or control is a party to any contract pursuant to 
which Applicant or such affiliate, parent, subsidiary or entity provides 
operator service to any entity with facilities located within the state of 
Illinois. If the answer is “yes”, please identify the entity which is the 
counterparty to each such contract. 

RESPONSE:  No 



ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION
STAFF DATA REQUESTS ENG 1.01 THROUGH ENG 1.12 TO 

1 800 Collect, Inc. d/b/a Simple Billing Solutions (“1 800”) 
Docket No. 14-0415 
February 13, 2015 

All Contacts Providing Information/Response for the above question: 

Brian Rhys, Treasurer 
1658 Gailes Blvd., Ste. B, San Diego, CA  92154 
E-Mail: support @faircall.com 
Telephone Number: (619) 710-1650 

3

ENG 1.03 Please produce a true and correct copy of the complaint filed in Corder, et 
al, v. BBG Communications, and state the manner of disposition of that 
matter, providing a true and correct copy of any settlement agreement, 
consent decree, order of dismissal, judgment on the merits, or other 
disposition of any description whatever. If the matter is pending, please so 
state.

RESPONSE:   

Richard Corder and Dharma Corder, individually and on behalf of all others 
similar situated, v. BBG Communications, Inc., BBG Global AG, and 
Centris Information Services, LLC, Case No. W11-ca-264 – Filed October 
12, 2011 in the United Stated District Court of the Western District of Texas 
contending that Defendants did not adequately disclose the rates and fees 
associated with the calling services provided to him at payphones at the 
airport in Leipzig, Germany. 

On July 30, 2012, the Court granted Defendants’ motions to dismiss the 
Complaint and entered judgment in favor of Defendants.   

Documents attached. 
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