
As AI voice technology grows more sophisticated, so do the scams leveraging it. State attorneys general are
increasingly wielding recent FCC rulings to combat voice cloning scams that prey on unsuspecting consumers.
Understanding how these businessabc.net enforcers use telephony stack details, speech recognition (ASR)
constraints, and the critical factors of latency and interruption handling is key to grasping the emerging legal and
technical battleground.

Introduction: The Rise of AI-Driven Voice Scams
Voice cloning and AI-driven calls have become a pivot point for scam artists seeking to exploit consumers. The
rapid advance in Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR), combined with telephony platforms’ expanding capabilities,
has enabled scams that sound more authentic and harder to detect. This evolution exposes critical vulnerabilities
that legacy Interactive Voice Response (IVR) systems weren't designed to address.

State attorneys general have stepped up enforcement efforts, especially following the Federal Communications
Commission’s (FCC) recent rulings targeting unlawful robocalls and AI-enabled voice scams. Their work depends
on understanding constraints unique to voice interactions compared to chatbots and text-based scams.

Voice vs. Chat Constraints in Scam Enforcement
To appreciate how state attorneys general use the FCC ruling effectively, it's important to contrast the technology
and user experience differences between voice-based and chat-based scam vectors.

Latency and the Real-Time Challenge

Chatbots operate in an asynchronous environment. Users read text, deliberate, and respond at leisure. Voice
scams, by contrast, unfold in real-time. Every second counts. The entire telephony stack—from call routing to
speech recognition and back to voice synthesis—must process inputs and outputs within stringent end-to-end
latency limits to maintain the illusion of a natural conversation.

End-to-End Latency: This is the total delay from when a caller speaks to when the AI voice agent responds.
State attorneys general assess this metric because high latency can indicate suspicious or stubbed call setups.
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Barge-In Constraints: Unlike chat, callers expect to interrupt or respond naturally mid-prompt. Scams failing
to handle barge-in effectively lose authenticity and increase caller frustration, which becomes an investigatory
lead.

User Experience Differences Impact Detection

Voice interactions rely significantly on natural conversational flow. Legacy IVR systems, designed decades ago,
often force users to wait through menu trees or repeat information. AI-driven voice scams mimic natural speech
patterns to cloak their fraudulent intent. The richer interaction model challenges enforcement efforts but also
leaves telltale signs — such as unnatural pauses or failure to handle interruptions gracefully.

Why Legacy IVR Systems Failed to Address AI Voice Scams
Legacy IVR systems were built to route calls, collect DTMF inputs, and play pre-recorded prompts. Their limitations
include:

No Real-Time Speech Recognition Integration: Basic IVRs rely on key presses or simple voice commands,
not sophisticated ASR.

High Latency and Poor Interruption Handling: They often require users to listen to entire prompts before
responding, a convenience today's users— and scam detection analytics — struggle with.

Static, Predictable Menu Trees: These create patterns easily discernible by law enforcement or phone
carriers, allowing for blacklists or pattern detection.

AI voice scams exploit these weaknesses by dynamically adapting their response timing, mimicking real human
speech, and using speech synthesis that leverages voice cloning technology to impersonate trusted parties. Legacy
IVRs lack the mechanism to detect or interact meaningfully with such tactics.

State Attorneys General Use Telephony Stack and ASR Details to
Enforce Against AI Voice Scams
Understanding the technical underpinnings helps state attorneys general build cases leveraging FCC rulings.
Here’s how they look into the telephony architecture and ASR features to root out scam operations:

Examining Telephony Stack Logs for Latency and Call Patterns

State investigators analyze call logs across the telephony stack from Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) signaling,
through media servers, to application servers. They look at:

Total end-to-end latency: High or inconsistent latency values can reveal use of imperfect AI voice generation
systems or spoofed networks attempting to obfuscate call origins.

Call set-up and teardown timing: Frequent short duration calls or repeated call attempts can mark mass
robo-dialing scams.

Call routing anomalies: Calls routed through unusual or offshore servers may violate FCC rules for
transparency and authorized usage.

Leveraging ASR Logs and Transcripts

Speech recognition systems produce call transcripts and intent logs, which attorneys general review to identify:

Repeated scripted prompts: Suggesting artificial conversation flow or bot engagement.



Unusual caller interruption handling: AI scams struggling to handle barge-in or interruptions reveal their
synthetic nature.

Phishing-related keywords or phrases: Automated scanning for financial or personal information requests
adds evidence for fraud claims.

Testing and Documenting Failure Modes

Attorneys general teams often run controlled tests using known failure cases common in AI voice scams:

Interrupting or barge-in mid-prompt to see if the system responds naturally.

Injecting latency or background noise to test voice cloning stability.

Requesting call repetition or clarification to probe for scripted responses.

These tests are essential to demonstrate the scam’s operational characteristics in court or enforcement actions,
relying heavily on detailed telephony and ASR logs.

The FCC Ruling: Empowering Enforcement Against Voice Cloning
Scams
The FCC’s recent rulings provide critical legal ammunition by clarifying that:

AI-generated calls without clear disclosure or prior consent violate telemarketing and robocall rules.

Voice cloning scams designed to impersonate individuals without authorization are deceptive and subject to
penalties.

Telephony providers must implement better authentication to prevent spoofing and must cooperate fully with
enforcement agencies.

These clarifications allow state attorneys general to demand telephony providers share relevant call data and ASR
insights, giving unprecedented visibility into these AI voice scam operations.

Practical Advice for Organizations and Call Centers



While this post focuses on enforcement, organizations should consider the following to protect themselves and
their customers:

1. Monitor End-to-End Latency: Keep call interaction latency low and consistent to avoid being flagged as
suspicious or degraded, and to provide good customer experience.

2. Implement Robust Barge-In Handling: Support natural caller interruptions to reduce frustration and detect
potential scam call behavior early.

3. Integrate Advanced Speech Recognition with Analytics: Detect abnormal conversation flows or common
scam phrases early for live intervention.

4. Audit Call Routing and Authentication Practices: Prevent spoofed or unauthorized calls originating from
your telephony environment.

Conclusion
State attorneys general are increasingly leveraging the FCC’s rulings and deep technical understanding of
telephony stacks and ASR systems to root out AI voice cloning scams. By focusing on the unique constraints of
voice versus chat, the failures of legacy IVR, and especially on end-to-end latency and barge-in handling,
enforcement efforts become more precise and effective.

As the technology evolves, so will both criminal tactics and legal enforcement. Organizations must stay vigilant,
measure the right technical metrics, and work closely with regulators to protect consumers from the growing
threat of AI-enabled voice scams.


