
 

 

DOCKET NO.  X06-UWY-CV24-6078705-S : 
       : SUPERIOR COURT 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT    :  
       : COMPLEX LITIGATION 
VS.       : DOCKET  
       :  
       : AT WATERBURY 
CSC HOLDINGS, LLC    :   
       : October 30, 2025 
 

SUBSTITUTE COMPLAINT 

The State hereby files this substitute complaint in accordance with Practice Book § 10-44. 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This is an action arising under the Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act 

("CUTPA"), Chapter 735a of the General Statutes, and more particularly General Statutes § 42-

110m, to obtain injunctive relief for the Defendant’s violations of General Statutes § 42-110b(a), 

to obtain such other relief as may be necessary to address the injury to consumers resulting from 

the Defendant’s violations of law, for disgorgement of ill-gotten gains, for an accounting and 

other appropriate relief pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110m(a), and for civil penalties 

pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110o. 

II. PARTIES 

2. The Plaintiff, State of Connecticut (the "State"), is represented by William Tong, 

Attorney General, acting at the request of Bryan Cafferelli, Commissioner of Consumer 

Protection of the State of Connecticut, pursuant to the authority of Chapter 735a of the General 

Statutes. 

3. The Defendant, CSC Holdings, LLC d/b/a Altice USA (hereinafter “Altice”) is a 

limited liability company with a principal place of business in New York.   
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4. Whenever reference is made in this complaint to any act or practice of Altice, 

such allegation shall be deemed to mean that the principals, officers, directors, employees, 

agents, or representatives of Altice did, or authorized, such act or practice on behalf of Altice 

while actively engaged in the scope of their duties. 

III. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. Altice was, at all times relative hereto, engaged in trade or commerce in the State, 

to wit:  marketing, promoting, advertising, offering for sale, selling, and distributing internet 

services to Connecticut consumers. 

6. At all times relevant hereto, Altice has purposefully availed itself of this forum. 

7. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over Altice 

pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §§ 42-110b and 42-110m. 

8. Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 42-110d(d), venue as to all matters 

between the parties lies in the Connecticut Superior Court for the Judicial District of Hartford. 

IV. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

9. Altice is a communications company which operates in twenty-one states, 

including Connecticut. 

10.  Altice’s services include internet service under the brand name Optimum. 

Optimum advertises and has subscribers in Fairfield County and parts of Litchfield and New 

Haven Counties.1 

11. Altice markets, advertises and promotes its internet service to the public by 

direct mail, on television, radio and the internet, amongst other media outlets. Altice also 

communicates with the public and subscribers to its internet service on its website, via telephone 

 
1 See https://www.optimum.com/services/connecticut (last visited October 15, 2025).  
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calls with customer service and sales representatives and with its subscribers on their monthly 

bills. 

A. The Network Enhancement Fee: Defendant’s “Junk Fee” Scheme 

12. The term “junk fees” refers to the practice of advertising or quoting a misleading, 

artificially low price for a product or service and then adding additional charges, often later in the 

buying process.  “Junk fees” lure in consumers with a low price that does not accurately reflect 

the actual higher price of the product or service.  Historically, this practice was referred to as “bait 

and switch pricing.” More recently it is referred to as “junk fees.”2  

13. In February 2019, Altice introduced a new monthly charge which it collected 

from all existing and new subscribers to Optimum internet service in Connecticut. Altice called 

the new monthly charge the “Network Enhancement Fee” (the “NEF”), but it is nothing more 

than a “junk fee,” as demonstrated by the Altice’s acts and practices alleged herein. 

14. The NEF has been lucrative for Altice. From February 2019 until the present, 

Altice has collected well over $39.1 million in NEF charges from Connecticut consumers, without 

providing any identifiable benefit in return for their payment of the NEF. 

15. Even though Altice charged and collected the NEF from all subscribers, it failed 

to accurately advertise its rates for internet service by omitting the amount of the NEF from the 

advertised price for monthly internet service.  

16. For new subscribers, Altice added the amount of the NEF on, over and above the 

advertised price, at the end of the sign-up process, for example in the new customer’s “shopping 

cart.” 

 
2 See Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025) 
(describing junk fees). 
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17. For existing subscribers, Altice added the amount of the NEF on, over and above 

the monthly price for internet service on subscribers’ bills, which effectively makes the NEF a 

rate increase by another name. 

18. Altice cannot point to any specific, identifiable benefit that subscribers received in 

exchange for paying the NEF. This makes the NEF different from airline baggage fees, for 

example. A person can fly without paying a baggage fee. If they want to avoid the fee, they can 

carry-on. But if they pay the baggage fee, they get to check their bags. A person cannot receive 

Optimum internet service without paying the NEF. There is no “carry-on” option. And yet when 

subscribers pay the NEF, they don’t receive anything extra in return.  

19. Altice introduced the NEF for the purpose of increasing prices, while being able 

to advertise an artificially low price, without transparently informing consumers of the actual 

price of internet service.  Altice insiders knew this.  One internal communication acknowledges 

that Altice’s addition of the NEF caused  

 

 

20. In Altice’s own words in one internal document, the NEF was simply a means to 

      

21. Between February 2019 and the filing of this complaint, Altice raised the NEF 

from $2.50/month to over $6.00/month, earning over $39.1 Million in additional revenue for 

Defendant. 

22. The NEF is therefore both deceptive and unfair in violation of CUTPA in the 

following ways.  
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26. In truth, $64.99 was not $64.99.  It was $64.99 plus the NEF. 

27. This means that the actual baseline price “for life” increased over time, up to 

$6.00 more per month. 

28. Indeed, one consumer, who complained to Plaintiff about the NEF, reported that 

he signed up for Optimum with a “price for life” offer and then noticed the NEF on his bill.  He 

reported that when he signed up, he was not informed that Altice could “make up new fees and 

increase the price anyways.” 

29. The NEF is not an additional monthly charge or fee that consumers might expect, 

or choose, to pay. It is not a tax or government fee that Defendant must pass on to a regulatory 

body. It is not a charge for an extra product like a Wi-Fi extender or modem. It is a charge added 

on by Altice, at Altice’s discretion, that all consumers had to pay each month, for which they 

received no identifiable benefit in exchange, and about which they were not straightforwardly 

notified. 

30. In another example, from 2020, Altice competed directly with a competitor on 

price.  In an offer that advertised a monthly price of only $39.99 for 400 mbps internet service, 

Altice stated: “LIMITED TIME OFFER!  ACT NOW TO GET UP TO 400 MBPS INTERNET 

$30/mo. LESS than Fios® for the same speed.”  

31. A consumer reading this advertisement would reasonably believe that the monthly 

price for internet service at 400 mbps is the price as stated in the advertisement. 

32. Because the actual price of internet service includes an additional amount, that is 

subject to increase over time—the so called “NEF”, this advertisement would be likely to 

deceive the average consumer. 
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33.  Furthermore, because Altice did not factor in the NEF, which had increased to 

$3.50/month by then, when making the price comparison, Altice was able to advertise an 

artificially lower price, which meant that consumers did not know the full price up front when 

considering their options, and thus could not accurately compare Altice’s prices to those of its 

competitors.  

34. Even if Altice had not used price as a key selling point for Optimum, as 

recognized by the Federal Trade Commission, price is material to consumers when they are 

shopping around for products or services, including internet service.4 

35. When Altice advertised its monthly price for internet service, it concealed that it 

really charged more than its advertised base rates for Optimum services—between $2.50/month 

more, initially, and $6.00/month more at the NEF’s peak.   

36. By enticing new subscribers to sign up by advertising a monthly price that was 

lower than what they would actually pay for Optimum services, Altice engaged in a bait-and-

switch pricing scheme (a/k/a imposed a “junk fee”), which is deceptive and unfair in violation of 

CUTPA.5 

37. Given that Altice intentionally imposed the NEF as a mandatory fee over and 

above the advertised price for internet service, did not provide a benefit in exchange for the 

 
4 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025)(“It is a 
bedrock principle of FTC law that price is material to a consumer’s decision about whether to purchase a 
good or service.  Consumers look for prices to comparison shop and to weigh what a good or service 
might be worth.  Most consumers also rely on price to answer critical budgeting questions . .  .”); FTC v. 
Crescent Publ'g Group, Inc., 129 F. Supp. 2d 311, 321 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 24, 2001)(“Information concerning 
prices or charges for goods or services is material, as it is likely to affect a consumer's choice of or 
conduct regarding a product.”) (citing In re Thompson Medial Company, Inc., 104 F.T.C. 648, 816 
(1984), aff’d, 791 F.2d 189 (D.C. Cir. 1986)). 
5 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025)(“Quoting a 
misleading, artificially low price and then adding in mandatory fees and other charges throughout the 
buying process—a practice known today as drip pricing—is a quintessential example of bait-and-switch 
pricing and is a practice that falls squarely within the scope of the [FTC’s] long history of work to protect 
consumers.”). 
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payment of the NEF, acknowledged that it was simply a means to  

 and did not include the NEF in the advertised 

monthly prices, Altice acted willfully in that it knew or should have known that it was charging 

an unfair and deceptive “junk fee” in violation of CUTPA. 

 

Altice’s Representations About the NEF to Subscribers are Deceptive and Unfair 

38. Altice also deceived the public, particularly existing subscribers, in the various 

ways it described the NEF, leaving consumers reasonably interpreting these messages to think 

that they would get an identifiable benefit for being charged the NEF. 

39. Altice deceived existing subscribers about the NEF by making false and 

misleading representations about its nature and purpose when it was introduced on existing 

subscribers’ bills. 

40. In a January 2019 bill, Altice introduced the NEF to existing subscribers as 

follows:  

You’re incredibly important to us and the reason we work hard to 
deliver a first-class customer experience.  We continue to invest in our 
network and new technologies, such as delivering faster broadband 
speeds and Altice One, our all-in-one entertainment experience.  
Effective with your February bill, adjustments will be made to certain 
rates listed below, including the introduction of a Network 
Enhancement Fee of $2.50 per month, that will enable us to continue 
to invest in our network and infrastructure to deliver the best 
technology and services possible. 

 
Thus, Altice described the NEF as something that would confer a benefit, including, for example, 

faster broadband speeds.    

41. A subscriber receiving this notice on the bill would reasonably interpret it to mean 

what it says, that the fee would “enhance” their service, and that the NEF, as opposed to any of the 
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other amounts charged by Altice, would “enable” Altice to continue to invest in its network and 

deliver “faster broadband” and the best technology and services possible to that subscriber. 

42. Altice’s notice to subscribers on the bill explaining the NEF is material to 

consumers as it purports to justify a charge on the bill. 

43. Altice’s explanation of why the NEF was being imposed is likely to deceive 

consumers because subscribers did not receive “enhanced” service or “faster broadband” in 

exchange for paying the NEF.  

44. The charge was mandatory—it was charged to all existing subscribers, regardless 

of their level of service—and subscribers did not receive anything over and above the service they 

had received previously in exchange for paying the fee. 

45. The NEF was also deceptive, unfair, and misleading in that its name, the Network 

Enhancement Fee made it sound like a mandatory government-imposed fee when it was not.6 

Under the common usage of the word “fee” a consumer interpreting the name of the NEF 

reasonably under the circumstances would believe the NEF to be a government fee, or a charge in 

exchange for a service.7  

46. As described above, however, the NEF was not passed through to a regulatory 

body, nor was a service offered in exchange for payment. It was charged by Altice, at Altice’s 

discretion, and collected by Altice to  

 
6 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 88 Fed. Reg. 77420, 77427 (Nov. 9, 2023)(“ The 
Consumer Federation of America cited a review of internet bills by Consumer Reports that showed 
providers using terminology such as ‘network enhancement fee,’ ‘internet infrastructure fee,’ ‘deregulated 
administration fee,’ and ‘technology service fee,’ that made fees look like government-imposed, 
mandatory fees.”)(Emphasis added). 
 
7 E.g., , baggage fees, modem rental fee, etc. 
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47. Subscribers did not receive anything extra in exchange for the NEF. Subscribers 

were like airline passengers who paid the baggage fee, but did not get to check their bags. 

48. Altice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have known that the conduct 

described above would have left reasonable consumers with the net impression that the NEF 

conveyed a specific benefit for paying it, over and above what they were already paying for, or 

that it was a government-imposed fee, which is deceptive and unfair under CUTPA. 

 

B. Altice’s Spanish Language Advertisements with Material and Required Terms and 
Conditions in English are Deceptive and Unfair 

 
49. From at least February 2018 until July 2023, Altice engaged in targeted direct mail 

marketing directed to Connecticut’s Spanish-speaking population, which it referred to internally 

as the “Hispanic” marketing campaign (the “Hispanic Marketing Campaign”).  

50. Over the course of five years, Altice intentionally disseminated Spanish language 

mailers to Spanish-speaking households (the “Spanish-Language Mailers”).  

51. The Spanish-Language Mailers contained sales pitches touting the low monthly 

cost of Optimum internet service, describing bonuses available to new subscribers, and showcasing 

other desirable attributes of the Optimum product. Although the precise contents of the mailers 

varied over time, the principal details of the ads—the offer and the selling points (i.e. positive 

information that might induce a consumer to subscribe)—were printed in the Spanish language.  

52. In the example below, Altice describes this offer as being the best internet deal 

(“la mejor oferta de internet”), followed by the price of the product; the “super fast” speed (“300 
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54. Specifically, the following information was provided only in English:  

   

55. Below is another example, from December 2020, that lists key selling points (e.g. 

no annual contract, a $55/month price “para siempre” (i.e. for life), a 30 day money back guarantee, 

free installation) in Spanish, but, again, material limitations to the advertised terms—including 

that it isn’t really $55 for life because of the NEF—are in English only on the other side of the 

mailer. 
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56. Terms, conditions, contingences, and limitations printed in English on the other 

side of the ad depicted above include, for example:  that the 1 Gig offer is not available in all areas, 

that the offer is for new residential customers only, that the $55 price for life does not include the 

$3.50 NEF or surcharges, “which are subject to change,” that the offer is contingent on enrolling 

in both paperless billing and auto-pay, both of which must be maintained to retain the advertised 

price, that the 30-day money back guarantee does not apply to the NEF or any other “surcharges,” 

and that there is an extra charge of $10/month for a modem, to name just a few.  

57. These disclosures—written in English on an ad where the offer is in Spanish—

materially impact key aspects of the offer, including the cost of internet service. Cost, again, is 

material to a consumer’s decision whether to purchase a product. Here, Spanish speakers were 

deprived of required, material disclosures implicating, inter alia, the cost of internet service.  
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58. Spanish speaking consumers, who were the targets of Altice’s direct mail 

campaign, would reasonably understand the Spanish language portions of this ad, including the 

monthly cost of internet service, but wouldn’t be informed of the required, material limitations and 

disclaimers about the true cost of the offered service, amongst other things, which were only 

provided in English. 

59. Altice acted willfully in that its Spanish language TV ads were entirely in Spanish, 

demonstrating that Altice knew how to present all information in Spanish and deliberately chose 

not to for these mailers.  

60. Altice also acted willfully in that Altice knew or should have known that the 

Spanish-speaking audience to whom the mailers were purposefully directed would not be 

adequately apprised of terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations, which are required 

disclosures, that were not in their native language.  

61. Altice further acted willfully in that Altice knew or should known that it was unfair 

and deceptive to advertise its internet service in Spanish and direct the advertisements to 

consumers that Altice believed to be Spanish speaking, but to present the material, required terms 

and conditions of the offer for internet service in English, in violation of CUTPA. 

62. Altice sent Connecticut consumers at a minimum 2.7 million Spanish-Language 

Mailers over the course of five years with terms, conditions, and limitations, which are required 

disclosures, displayed only in the English language. 

V. CAUSES OF ACTION 
 

COUNT ONE:  Deceptive Trade Practices Relative to the NEF 
 

63. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-48 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 
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64. In connection with the advertising, marketing, offering for sale or sale of its 

Optimum services, Altice willfully misrepresented, directly or indirectly, expressly or by 

implication: 

a. the true cost of Optimum internet service by not including the NEF in the price for 

that service; and 

b. the nature of the NEF by representing that it conveyed a specific benefit on 

subscribers who paid it when it did not, and/or that it was a government-imposed fee. 

65. Altice’s willful misrepresentations, as described herein, were likely to mislead 

consumers acting reasonably under the circumstances in that they were led to believe that Altice 

charged less for Optimum services than Altice actually charged. 

66. Altice’s misrepresentations, as described herein, were likely to mislead consumers 

acting reasonably under the circumstances in that they were led to believe that the NEF conveyed 

a specific additional benefit on those who paid it and/or that it was a government-imposed fee. 

67. Altice’s advertisements focused heavily on price as a material term of its offers, 

and price is also a material term of all offers for goods and services, including for subscriptions 

to internet service.  

68. Whether a consumer gets a specific benefit in exchange for a line item on their 

bills is material to whether consumers are willing to pay for the line item. 

69. Whether a company is truthful and forthcoming to its customers about the price of 

their services is material to whether consumers utilize the company’s services.  

70. Altice, therefore, engaged in deceptive acts or practices in violation of CUTPA, 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a). 
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71. Altice’s conduct was willful in that Altice knew or should have known that the 

acts or practices set forth above were deceptive in violation of CUTPA. 

 
COUNT TWO:  Deceptive Trade Practices Relative to Altice’s Hispanic Marketing 
Campaign 

 
72. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-10 and 49-62 are incorporated by 

reference as if fully set forth herein. 

73. Altice’s printing of all material terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations 

to offers for Optimum services in the Spanish-Language Mailers in English constituted the 

omission of such terms, conditions and limitations from said offers because the ads were targeted 

to Spanish-speaking, not English-speaking, households.  

74. In doing so, Altice willfully misled Connecticut’s Spanish-speaking consumers 

regarding the terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations to Altice’s offers for Optimum 

services.  

75. The Spanish-speaking consumers to whom Altice targeted the Spanish-Language 

Mailers could not reasonably be expected to understand terms, conditions, contingencies, and 

limitations printed in the English language. 

76. The information printed in the English language in the Spanish-Language Mailers 

included, inter alia, potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility for the 

offer, requirements for retaining the advertised price, and disclosures that increased the 

advertised price of Optimum services, all of which are material.  

77. Altice, therefore, engaged in deceptive acts or practices in violation of CUTPA, 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a), in relation to its Hispanic Marketing Campaign. 
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78. Altice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have known that by printing 

terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations to offers in English for a Spanish-speaking 

audience, said terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations were, in effect, omitted from the 

offer, and that such acts or practices were deceptive in violation of CUTPA. 

COUNT THREE: Unfair Trade Practices Relative to the NEF 

79. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-48 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

80. It is against public policy in Connecticut to not inform consumers what the full 

price of goods and services are. 

81. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has violated public policies 

against deceptive billing practices, false advertising and misrepresentations, and against 

violations of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing, including the following: 

a. The Federal Trade Commission’s longstanding guidance on “junk fees,” f/k/a 

“bait and switch” pricing;10  

b. The public policies embodied in the Federal Communication Commission’s 

requirement that internet service providers create broadband consumer labels;  

 
10 E.g., Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025) (“It 
is a bedrock principle of FTC law that price is material to a consumer’s decision about whether to 
purchase a good or service.  Consumers look for prices to comparison shop and to weigh what a good or 
service might be worth.  Most consumers also rely on price to answer critical budgeting questions . .  . 
Quoting a misleading, artificially low price and then adding in mandatory fees and other charges 
throughout the buying process—a practice known today as drip pricing—is a quintessential example of 
bait-and-switch pricing and is a practice that falls squarely within the scope of the [FTC’s] long history of 
work to protect consumers.”); Regulating Drip Pricing, 31 Stanford Law & Policy Rev. 51 
(2020)(describing drip pricing, the FTC’s concerns about this practice, urging enhanced regulatory action, 
and quoting FTC Chairman Jon Leibowitz’s statement that “so-called ‘drip pricing’ charges, sometimes 
portrayed as ‘convenience’ or ‘service’ fees, are anything but convenient, and businesses that hide them 
are doing a huge disservice to American consumers.”).   
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c. A February 7, 2024 letter and comment signed by Attorney General Tong and 18 

other states and territories in support the FTC’s proposed rule regarding unfair 

and deceptive fees,11 which also outlines individual states’ efforts to address 

hidden or “junk fees”, and are further expressions of public policy; and, 

d. Other statutes and regulations that require the full base price of a product (that is, 

the mandatory, non-optional price) to be disclosed to consumers in 

advertisements, and before the point of sale, and statutes and regulations that 

require material limitations to the services offered to be disclosed clearly and 

conspicuously in advertisements and before the point of sale, for example: Conn. 

Reg. § 42-110b-18(e) and 42-110b-22. 

82. Altice’s acts and practices, as described above, are oppressive, unethical, 

immoral, and unscrupulous in that Altice misled consumers regarding what Altice truthfully 

charged for Optimum services and deprived consumers of the ability to accurately compare 

Altice’s prices against its competitors.   

83. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, caused substantial injury to 

consumers, as well as competitors who do not charge “junk fees,” in that Altice duped 

consumers regarding what Altice, in its discretion, truthfully charged for internet service, 

impeded consumers’ efforts to engage in meaningful price estimations and/or comparison 

 
11 Available at https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/ag/press_releases/2024/202427-comment-of-19-state-ags-
unfair-or-deceptive-fees-trade-regulation- 
rulefinal.pdf?rev=740a0711f8b24928afe79740557dba3a&hash=3C787FB77C512534654 
C879383B1B3F1 (last visited October 15, 2025). 
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shopping,12 and created an environment where competitors had to either lower their prices too or 

impose their own unfair and deceptive “junk fees” to compete. 

84. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, therefore constitute unfair acts or 

practices in violation of CUTPA, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a). 

85. Altice’s conduct was willful in that, given all of the publicized enforcement 

and regulatory efforts described above, as well as common notions of fairness and business 

ethics, Altice knew or should have known that the acts or practices above were unfair in 

violation of CUTPA. 

COUNT FOUR:  Unfair Trade Practices Relative to Altice’s Hispanic Marketing 
Campaign 

 
86. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-10 and 49-62 are incorporated by 

reference as if fully set forth herein. 

87. It is against public policy in Connecticut to advertise a product or service in a 

language other than English where the required disclosures and limitations on that offer are not 

also provided in that language, depriving consumers who speak the language other than English 

of the necessary and material information they need to make informed purchasing decisions. 

88. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has violated public policies 

against misleading advertising, including the public policies embodied in Regulations of 

Connecticut State Agencies § 42-110b-22, promulgated by the Department of Consumer 

Protection,13 which requires that material conditions, contingencies or limitations on an offer be 

 
12 E.g., Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2079 (Jan. 10, 
2025)(“Consumers confronted with partitioned pricing, on average, underestimate the total price of the 
good or service . . . In addition, consumers who wish to compare prices incur additional search costs to 
make direct comparisons of goods or services when the full price is not disclosed upfront.”). 
13 Hereinafter, all regulations will be referred to as “DCP Regs.” or “DCP Regulations.” 
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conspicuously stated, and DCP Regs. § 42-110b-21, pursuant to which required disclosures or 

limitations on offers made in the Spanish language must be disclosed in the Spanish language. 

89. Defendant’s acts and practices, as described herein, are oppressive, unethical, 

immoral, and unscrupulous in that Altice failed to apprise the population to whom it targeted the 

Spanish-Language Mailers of material terms, conditions, contingencies and limitations to offers 

for Optimum services, with such material terms, conditions and limitations being required 

disclosures. 

90. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, caused substantial injury to the 

target audience for the Spanish Language Mailers in that such consumers were deprived of the 

opportunity to fully and fairly evaluate Altice’s offers for internet service when reading the 

Spanish-Language Mailers. 

91. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, therefore constitute unfair acts or 

practices in violation of CUTPA, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a). 

92. Altice’s conduct was willful given that Altice knew or should have known that it 

was unethical, unscrupulous, and against public policy to provide the material terms, conditions, 

contingencies, and limitations on the offers in the Spanish-Language Mailers, including those 

impacting price, in English, and that the acts or practices described above were unfair in 

violation of CUTPA. 

 
COUNT FIVE:  Per se violation of DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22 

 
93. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-62 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

94. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has failed to conspicuously 

state material contingencies, conditions and/or limitations to offers for Optimum services 



 

21 
 

reasonably adjacent to offers for those services in violation of DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22 in the 

following manner: 

a. By advertising a headline price for Optimum services that did not include the 

NEF, Altice violated DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22 in that it failed to disclose 

reasonably adjacent to the offer that the true price it charged for Optimum 

services was anywhere between $2.50 to $6.00 more per month than advertised, 

with price being material; and 

b. By targeting Connecticut’s “Hispanic” community with Spanish-Language 

Mailers that advertised Optimum services in Spanish but printed all modifying 

terms, conditions and limitations that impact said offer, including, inter alia, 

potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility for the offer, 

requirements for retaining the advertised price, and disclosures that increased the 

advertised price of Optimum services, in English, Altice failed to disclose 

reasonably adjacent to the offer, material contingencies, conditions and/or 

limitations thereto.  

95. Altice’s conduct described herein constitutes the failure to conspicuously state 

material contingencies, conditions and limitations to offers for Optimum services reasonably 

adjacent to offers for those services and is a per se violation of CUTPA pursuant to DCP Regs § 

42-110b(c) and DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22. 

 

COUNT SIX:  Per se violation of DCP Regs. § 42-110b-21 
 
96. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-10, 49-62 and 93-95 are incorporated 

by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
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97. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has willfully violated DCP 

Regs. § 42-110b-21, pursuant to which it is a violation of CUTPA to “disseminate any 

advertisement in a language other than English without including therein all required disclosures 

or limitations on the offer advertised in the language principally used in the advertisement.” 

98. Material contingencies, conditions and/or limitations to offers are “required 

disclosures” pursuant to DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22. 

99. Because Altice’s Spanish-Language Mailers were in Spanish and targeted to, in 

Altice’s own words, “Hispanic” consumers, but all material terms, conditions and limitations 

thereto, including, inter alia, potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility 

for the offer, requirements for retaining the advertised price, and disclosures that increased the 

advertised price of Optimum services, were printed in English, Altice’s conduct described herein 

constitutes a per se violation of CUTPA pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(c) and DCP 

Regs. § 42-110b-21. 

100. Altice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have known that that the 

acts or practices above were unfair or deceptive in violation of CUTPA. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 
 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff claims the following relief: 

1. An order pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110m(a), enjoining Defendant from 

further violation of CUTPA. 

2. An order pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110o(b), directing the Defendant to 

pay civil penalties for each willful violation of General Statutes § 42-110b(a). 

3. An order pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110m(a), directing the Defendant to 

disgorge all revenues, profits and gains achieved in whole or in part through the unfair and/or 

deceptive acts or practices complained of herein. 

4. An award of attorneys’ fees, pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110m(a). 

5. Such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

The State certifies that the amount in demand is in excess of fifteen thousand dollars, exclusive 

of costs. 

Dated: October 30, 2025 
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WILLIAM TONG 
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      By______________________ 
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REDLINE COMPARISON 

 

  



 

 

DOCKET NO.  X06- UWY-CV24-6078705-S : 
       : SUPERIOR COURT 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT    : SUPERIOR COURT 
       : COMPLEX LITIGATION 
VS.       : JUDICIAL DISTRICTDOCKET  
       : OF HARTFORD 
       : AT WATERBURY 
CSC HOLDINGS, LLC d/b/a/ ALTICE USA    :   
   : September 16, 2024    : October 30, 
2025 
 

AMENDEDSUBSTITUTE COMPLAINT 

The State hereby files this substitute complaint in accordance with Practice Book § 10-44. 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This is an action arising under the Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act 

("CUTPA"), Chapter 735a of the General Statutes, and more particularly General Statutes § 42-

110m, to obtain injunctive relief for the Defendant’s violationviolations of General Statutes § 42-

110b(a), to obtain such other relief as may be necessary to address the injury to consumers 

resulting from the Defendant’s violations of law, for disgorgement of ill-gotten gains, for an 

accounting and other appropriate relief pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110m(a), and for civil 

penalties pursuant to General Statutes § 42-110o. 

II. PARTIES 

2. The Plaintiff, State of Connecticut (the "State"), is represented by William Tong, 

Attorney General, acting at the request of Bryan Cafferelli, Commissioner of Consumer 

Protection of the State of Connecticut, pursuant to the authority of Chapter 735a of the General 

Statutes. 

3. The Defendant, CSC Holdings, LLC d/b/a/ Altice USA (hereinafter “Altice”) is 

an LLCa limited liability company with a principal place of business in New York.   
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3.4. Whenever reference is made in this complaint to any act or practice of Altice, 

such allegation shall be deemed to mean that the principals, officers, directors, employees, 

agents, or representatives of Altice did, or authorized, such act or practice on behalf of Altice 

while actively engaged in the scope of their duties. 

III. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

4.5. Altice was, at all times relative hereto, engaged in trade or commerce in the State, 

to wit:  marketing, promoting, advertising, offering for sale, selling, and distributing internet 

services to Connecticut consumers. 

5.6. At all times relevant hereto, Altice has purposefully availed itself of this forum. 

6.7. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and over Altice 

pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §§ 42-110b and 42-110m. 

7.8. Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 42-110d(d), venue as to all matters 

between the parties lies in the Connecticut Superior Court for the Judicial District of Hartford. 

IV. IV. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

8.9. Altice is a communications company which operates in twenty-one states, 

including Connecticut. 

9.10.  Altice’s services include internet service under the brand name Optimum, to 

Connecticut consumers . Optimum advertises and has subscribers in Fairfield,  County and parts 

of Litchfield and New Haven counties.Counties.1 

11. Deceptive Advertising and Billing Practices  Altice markets, advertises 

and promotes its internet service to the public by direct mail, on television, radio and the internet, 

 
1 See https://www.optimum.com/services/connecticut (last visited October 15, 2025).  



 

3 
 

amongst other media outlets. Altice also communicates with the public and subscribers to its 

internet service on its website, via telephone calls with customer service and sales representatives 

and with its subscribers on their monthly bills. 

A. The Network Enhancement Fee: Defendant’s “Junk Fee” Scheme 

12. Beginning onThe term “junk fees” refers to the practice of advertising or about 

January 2019quoting a misleading, artificially low price for a product or service and continuing to 

the present daythen adding additional charges, often later in the buying process.  “Junk fees” lure 

in consumers with a low price that does not accurately reflect the actual higher price of the 

product or service.  Historically, this practice was referred to as “bait and switch pricing.” More 

recently it is referred to as “junk fees.”2  

13. In February 2019, Altice charged introduced a new monthly charge which it 

collected from all existing and new subscribers to Optimum internet service in Connecticut 

consumers a monthly fee that . Altice characterizes as a called the new monthly charge the 

“Network Enhancement Fee” (the “NEF”). The NEF, which has increased over time from $2.50 

per month to $6.00 per month, is charged in addition to a consumer’s regular monthly rate for 

internet service.  In total, as of January 2023”), but it is nothing more than a “junk fee,” as 

demonstrated by the Altice’s acts and practices alleged herein. 

10.14. The NEF has been lucrative for Altice. From February 2019 until the present, 

Altice has collected well over $39.1 million in NEF charges from Connecticut consumers by 

charging, without providing any identifiable benefit in return for their payment of the NEF. 

15. Even though Altice expressly represented that it dedicates the millions of dollars 

charged and collected from the NEF to enable it to continue to invest in from all subscribers, it 

 
2 See Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025) 
(describing junk fees). 
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failed to accurately advertise its network and infrastructure—rates for internet service by omitting 

the amount of the same reasonNEF from the advertised price for monthly internet service.  

11.16. For new subscribers, Altice gave, between January 2019 added the amount of the 

NEF on, over and the present, for increases to its internet service rates.above the advertised price, 

at the end of the sign-up process, for example in the new customer’s “shopping cart.” 

In truth and in factFor existing subscribers, Altice did not segregateadded the 
millionsamount of dollars in NEF that it collected from Connecticut consumers to invest 
in its network and infrastructure.  Rather, it poured these millions of dollars into its 
general revenues.   

12. Thus, Altice misrepresented the nature and purpose of the NEF. 

13. Furthermore, Altice listed the NEF on their rate cards under the category 

“Equipment and Extras,” further obfuscating the nature of the NEF. The NEF was listed 

alongside AppleTV and something known as the CABLEcard, indicating that the NEF was an 

optional charge, conveying a specific benefit, with no indication that it was a fee charged to all 

consumers who signed up, over and above the monthly price for internet service. 

14.17.  Upon information and belief, when Altice periodically increased the NEF, it 

failed to expressly inform consumers that this fee was increasing.   For example, in February 2020 

Altice raised the NEF at the same time it raised internet service rates. In January 2020, Altice 

announced a “rate” increase due to increased “demands on our network” that raised the “costs of 

providing world class products and services.”  This announcement would lead reasonable 

consumers to believe that Altice’s internet service rate, but not its fees, would increase, even 

though both the rate for internet service and the NEF rose on the following month’s bill. Also in 

February 2020, Altice applied temporary credits to customers’subscribers’ bills, rendering the 

higher NEFs more likely to evade detection. Upon information and belief, the temporary credits 

phased out over several monthswhich effectively makes the NEF a rate increase by another name. 
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18. The NEF is thus nothing more than a hidden “junk Altice cannot point to any 

specific, identifiable benefit that subscribers received in exchange for paying the NEF. This 

makes the NEF different from airline baggage fees, for example. A person can fly without paying 

a baggage fee. If they want to avoid the fee, they can carry-on. But if they pay the baggage fee.”  

Altice advertised a price for , they get to check their bags. A person cannot receive Optimum 

internet service that did not includewithout paying the NEF. There is no “carry-on” option. And 

yet actually charged many of its Connecticut customers a higher price that did include the NEF. In 

this waywhen subscribers pay the NEF, they don’t receive anything extra in return.  

19. Altice introduced the NEF for the purpose of increasing prices, while being able 

to advertise an artificially low price, without transparently informing consumers of the actual 

price of internet service.  Altice insiders knew this.  One internal communication acknowledges 

that Altice’s addition of the NEF caused  

 

 

20. In Altice’s own words in one internal document, the NEF was simply a means to 

      

21. Between February 2019 and the filing of this complaint, Altice raised the NEF 

from $2.50/month to over $6.00/month, earning over $39.1 Million in additional revenue for 

Defendant. 

22. The NEF is therefore both deceptive and unfair in violation of CUTPA in the 

following ways.  

 

The NEF is an Unfair and Deceptive “Junk Fee” Enabling Altice to Hide the True Cost of 
Optimum Services.  
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27. This means that the actual baseline price “for life” increased over time, up to 

$6.00 more per month. 

28. Indeed, one consumer, who complained to Plaintiff about the NEF, reported that 

he signed up for Optimum with a “price for life” offer and then noticed the NEF on his bill.  He 

reported that when he signed up, he was not informed that Altice could “make up new fees and 

increase the price anyways.” 

29. The NEF is not an additional monthly charge or fee that consumers might expect, 

or choose, to pay. It is not a tax or government fee that Defendant must pass on to a regulatory 

body. It is not a charge for an extra product like a Wi-Fi extender or modem. It is a charge added 

on by Altice, at Altice’s discretion, that all consumers had to pay each month, for which they 

received no identifiable benefit in exchange, and about which they were not straightforwardly 

notified. 

30. In another example, from 2020, Altice competed directly with a competitor on 

price.  In an offer that advertised a monthly price of only $39.99 for 400 mbps internet service, 

Altice stated: “LIMITED TIME OFFER!  ACT NOW TO GET UP TO 400 MBPS INTERNET 

$30/mo. LESS than Fios® for the same speed.”  

31. A consumer reading this advertisement would reasonably believe that the monthly 

price for internet service at 400 mbps is the price as stated in the advertisement. 

32. Because the actual price of internet service includes an additional amount, that is 

subject to increase over time—the so called “NEF”, this advertisement would be likely to 

deceive the average consumer. 

15.33.  Furthermore, because Altice did not factor in the NEF, which had increased to 

$3.50/month by then, when making the price comparison, Altice was able to advertise an 
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artificially lower price for internet service., which meant that consumers did not know the full 

price up front when considering their options, and thus could not accurately compare Altice’s 

prices to those of its competitors.  

34. Even if Altice had not used price as a key selling point for Optimum, as 

recognized by the Federal Trade Commission, price is material to consumers when they are 

shopping around for products or services, including internet service.4 

35. When Altice advertised its monthly price for internet service, it concealed that it 

really charged more than its advertised base rates for Optimum services—between $2.50/month 

more, initially, and $6.00/month more at the NEF’s peak.   

36. By enticing new subscribers to sign up by advertising a monthly price that was 

lower than what they would actually pay for Optimum services, Altice engaged in a bait-and-

switch pricing scheme (a/k/a imposed a “junk fee”), which is deceptive and unfair in violation of 

CUTPA.5 

37. Given that Altice intentionally imposed the NEF as a mandatory fee over and 

above the advertised price for internet service, did not provide a benefit in exchange for the 

payment of the NEF, acknowledged that it was simply a means to  

, and did not include the NEF in the advertised 

 
4 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025)(“It is a 
bedrock principle of FTC law that price is material to a consumer’s decision about whether to purchase a 
good or service.  Consumers look for prices to comparison shop and to weigh what a good or service 
might be worth.  Most consumers also rely on price to answer critical budgeting questions . .  .”); FTC v. 
Crescent Publ'g Group, Inc., 129 F. Supp. 2d 311, 321 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 24, 2001)(“Information concerning 
prices or charges for goods or services is material, as it is likely to affect a consumer's choice of or 
conduct regarding a product.”) (citing In re Thompson Medial Company, Inc., 104 F.T.C. 648, 816 
(1984), aff’d, 791 F.2d 189 (D.C. Cir. 1986)). 
5 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025)(“Quoting a 
misleading, artificially low price and then adding in mandatory fees and other charges throughout the 
buying process—a practice known today as drip pricing—is a quintessential example of bait-and-switch 
pricing and is a practice that falls squarely within the scope of the [FTC’s] long history of work to protect 
consumers.”). 
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monthly prices, Altice acted willfully in that it knew or should have known that it was charging 

an unfair and deceptive “junk fee” in violation of CUTPA. 

 

Altice’s Representations About the NEF to Subscribers are Deceptive and Unfair 

38. Altice also deceived the public, particularly existing subscribers, in the various 

ways it described the NEF, leaving consumers reasonably interpreting these messages to think 

that they would get an identifiable benefit for being charged the NEF. 

39. Altice deceived existing subscribers about the NEF by making false and 

misleading representations about its nature and purpose when it was introduced on existing 

subscribers’ bills. 

40. In a January 2019 bill, Altice introduced the NEF to existing subscribers as 

follows:  

You’re incredibly important to us and the reason we work hard to 
deliver a first-class customer experience.  We continue to invest in our 
network and new technologies, such as delivering faster broadband 
speeds and Altice One, our all-in-one entertainment experience.  
Effective with your February bill, adjustments will be made to certain 
rates listed below, including the introduction of a Network 
Enhancement Fee of $2.50 per month, that will enable us to continue 
to invest in our network and infrastructure to deliver the best 
technology and services possible. 

 
Thus, Altice b. Deceptive Advertising described the NEF as something that would confer 

a benefit, including, for example, faster broadband speeds.    

41. A subscriber receiving this notice on the bill would reasonably interpret it to mean 

what it says, that the fee would “enhance” their service, and that the NEF, as opposed to any of the 

other amounts charged by Altice, would “enable” Altice to continue to invest in its network and 

deliver “faster broadband” and the best technology and services possible to that subscriber. 
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42. Altice’s notice to subscribers on the bill explaining the NEF is material to 

consumers as it purports to justify a charge on the bill. 

43. Altice’s explanation of why the NEF was being imposed is likely to deceive 

consumers because subscribers did not receive “enhanced” service or “faster broadband” in 

exchange for paying the NEF.  

44. The charge was mandatory—it was charged to all existing subscribers, regardless 

of their level of service—and subscribers did not receive anything over and above the service they 

had received previously in exchange for paying the fee. 

45. The NEF was also deceptive, unfair, and misleading in that its name, the Network 

Enhancement Fee made it sound like a mandatory government-imposed fee when it was not.6 

Under the common usage of the word “fee” a consumer interpreting the name of the NEF 

reasonably under the circumstances would believe the NEF to be a government fee, or a charge in 

exchange for a service.7  

46. As described above, however, the NEF was not passed through to a regulatory 

body, nor was a service offered in exchange for payment. It was charged by Altice, at Altice’s 

discretion, and collected by Altice to  

47. Subscribers did not receive anything extra in exchange for the NEF. Subscribers 

were like airline passengers who paid the baggage fee, but did not get to check their bags. 

 
6 Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 88 Fed. Reg. 77420, 77427 (Nov. 9, 2023)(“ The 
Consumer Federation of America cited a review of internet bills by Consumer Reports that showed 
providers using terminology such as ‘network enhancement fee,’ ‘internet infrastructure fee,’ ‘deregulated 
administration fee,’ and ‘technology service fee,’ that made fees look like government-imposed, 
mandatory fees.”)(Emphasis added). 
 
7 E.g., , baggage fees, modem rental fee, etc. 
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48. Altice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have known that the conduct 

described above would have left reasonable consumers with the net impression that the NEF 

conveyed a specific benefit for paying it, over and above what they were already paying for, or 

that it was a government-imposed fee, which is deceptive and unfair under CUTPA. 

 

B. Altice’s Spanish Language Advertisements with Material and Required Terms and 
Conditions in English are Deceptive and Unfair 

 
49. From at least February 2018 until July 2023, Altice mailed at least 2.7 million 

engaged in targeted direct mail marketing directed to Connecticut’s Spanish-speaking population, 

which it referred to internally as the “Hispanic” marketing campaign (the “Hispanic Marketing 

Campaign”).  

50. Over the course of five years, Altice intentionally disseminated Spanish language 

mailers to Spanish-speaking households (the “Spanish-Language Mailers”).  

51. The Spanish-Language Mailers contained sales pitches touting the low monthly 

cost of Optimum internet service, describing bonuses available to new subscribers, and showcasing 

other desirable attributes of the Optimum product. Although the precise contents of the mailers 

varied over time, the principal details of the ads—the offer and the selling points (i.e. positive 

information that might induce a consumer to subscribe)—were printed in the Spanish language.  

52. In the example below, Altice describes this offer as being the best internet deal 

(“la mejor oferta de internet”), followed by the price of the product; the “super fast” speed (“300 
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54. Specifically, the following information was provided only in English:  

   

55. Below is another example, from December 2020, that lists key selling points (e.g. 

no annual contract, a $55/month price “para siempre” (i.e. for life), a 30 day money back guarantee, 

free installation) in Spanish, but, again, material limitations to the advertised terms—including 

that it isn’t really $55 for life because of the NEF—are in English only on the other side of the 

mailer. 



 

14 
 

   

56. Terms, conditions, contingences, and limitations printed in English on the other 

side of the ad depicted above include, for example:  that the 1 Gig offer is not available in all areas, 

that the offer is for new residential customers only, that the $55 price for life does not include the 

$3.50 NEF or surcharges, “which are subject to change,” that the offer is contingent on enrolling 

in both paperless billing and auto-pay, both of which must be maintained to retain the advertised 

price, that the 30-day money back guarantee does not apply to the NEF or any other “surcharges,” 

and that there is an extra charge of $10/month for a modem, to name just a few.  

57. These disclosures—written in English on an ad where the offer is in Spanish—

materially impact key aspects of the offer, including the cost of internet service. Cost, again, is 

material to a consumer’s decision whether to purchase a product. Here, Spanish speakers were 

deprived of required, material disclosures implicating, inter alia, the cost of internet service.  
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58. Spanish speaking consumers, who were the targets of Altice’s direct mail 

campaign, would reasonably understand the Spanish language portions of this ad, including the 

monthly cost of internet service, but wouldn’t be informed of the required, material limitations and 

disclaimers about the true cost of the offered service, amongst other things, which were only 

provided in English. 

59. Altice acted willfully in that its Spanish language TV ads were entirely in Spanish, 

demonstrating that Altice knew how to present all information in Spanish and deliberately chose 

not to for these mailers.  

60. Altice also acted willfully in that Altice knew or should have known that the 

Spanish-speaking audience to whom the mailers were purposefully directed would not be 

adequately apprised of terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations, which are required 

disclosures, that were not in their native language.  

16.61. Altice further acted willfully in that Altice knew or should known that it was unfair 

and deceptive to advertise its internet service in Spanish and direct the advertisements for internet 

services to consumers in the that Altice believed to be Spanish Languagespeaking, but Altice did 

not include to present the material information, required terms and conditions of the offer for 

internet service in English, in Spanishviolation of CUTPA. 

17. All Altice sent Connecticut consumers at a minimum 2.7 million Spanish-

Language Mailers over the course of five years with terms, conditions, and limitations, and 

disclaimers  including that Altice charges the NEF  were printed in English, in violation of 

Conn. Regs. § 42 110b 21 (1975). 

c. Deceptive Advertising  Internet Service Advertisements 
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18. From at least January 1, 2017 to the present, Altice advertised its internet 

services by providing the various tiers of upload speeds offered, and charging rates according to 

the speeds offered.  

19. Altice’s advertised speedswhich are, however, achievable only if the consumer 

connects to the internet using a device with a wired connection, such as a computer with an 

ethernet cord.   

20. Wi Fi performance factors greatly into consumers’ choices when selecting an 

internet service plan, in part due to increased remote work and smart phone use.10   

21. In Altice’s advertisements, however, information about Wi Fi performance 

versus “wired” performance is presented in a manner that renders customers shopping for 

internet service unlikely to notice it. 

22. In Altice’s advertisements, representations about the impact of Wi Fi 

connections on advertised speeds were not clear and conspicuous in that: 

23.62. (a)  Altice made such required disclosures in gray text on gray backgrounds in 

television advertisements, making them nearly impossible to read, and they appeared on the screen 

only for fleeting moments, displayed only in the English language. 

(b) In web based advertisements, such disclosures appear only in extremely fine 

print. 

(c) In direct mail advertisements, Altice printed such disclosures in extremely fine 

print on the back of the mailer. 

 
10 See e.g., Pelchen, Lexie, “Internet Usage Statistics in 2024,” Forbes Home, March 1, 2024, available at 
https://www.forbes.com/home improvement/internet/internet statistics/, last visited 9/6/24. 
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24. As a result, Consumers are led to believe that by selecting and paying for a 

certain speed of internet service, that they will receive it, when, according to Altice, these speeds 

may be available only for wired devices.  

 

 

 

 

V. CAUSES OF ACTION 
 

COUNT ONE:  Deceptive Trade Practices in Violation of CUTPARelative to the NEF 
 

25.63. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-2548 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

26.64. In connection with the advertising, marketing, offering for sale or sale of its 

internet serviceOptimum services, Altice willfully misrepresented, directly or indirectly, 

expressly or by implication: 

a. the true cost of itsOptimum internet service by not including the NEF in the price for 

that service; and 

a. the purposenature of the NEF; 

b. increases to the NEF; 

c. material terms and conditions of its internet service in Spanish Language 

advertisements by representing that it conveyed a specific benefit on subscribers 

who paid it when it did not including material information in the Spanish 

Language; 
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b. material terms, and conditions of its internet service by failing to provide information 

in a color and font and for/or that it was a duration that were legible and 

understandable; andgovernment-imposed fee. 

d. material terms and conditions of its internet service in internet based 

advertisements by providing material information in extremely fine print. 

27.65. Altice’s willful misrepresentations, as described herein, were likely to mislead 

consumers acting reasonably under the circumstances in that they were led to believe that Altice 

charged less for Optimum services than Altice actually charged. 

66. Altice’s acts and practicesmisrepresentations, as described herein, were likely to 

mislead consumers acting reasonably under the circumstances in that they were led to believe 

that the NEF conveyed a specific additional benefit on those who paid it and/or that it was a 

government-imposed fee. 

28.67. Altice’s advertisements focused heavily on price as a material to consumers' 

decisions to subscribeterm of its offers, and price is also a material term of all offers for goods 

and services, including for subscriptions to Altice’s internet service.  

68. Whether a consumer gets a specific benefit in exchange for a line item on their 

bills is material to whether consumers are willing to pay for the line item. 

69. Whether a company is truthful and forthcoming to its customers about the price of 

their services is material to whether consumers utilize the company’s services.  

29.70. Altice, therefore, engaged in unfair or deceptive acts or practices in violation of 

CUTPA, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a). 

71. Altice’s conduct was willful in that Altice knew or should have known that the 

acts or practices set forth above were deceptive in violation of CUTPA. 
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COUNT TWO:  Deceptive Trade Practices Relative to Altice’s Hispanic Marketing 
Campaign 

 
72. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-10 and 49-62 are incorporated by 

reference as if fully set forth herein. 

73. Altice’s printing of all material terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations 

to offers for Optimum services in the Spanish-Language Mailers in English constituted the 

omission of such terms, conditions and limitations from said offers because the ads were targeted 

to Spanish-speaking, not English-speaking, households.  

74. In doing so, Altice willfully misled Connecticut’s Spanish-speaking consumers 

regarding the terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations to Altice’s offers for Optimum 

services.  

75. The Spanish-speaking consumers to whom Altice targeted the Spanish-Language 

Mailers could not reasonably be expected to understand terms, conditions, contingencies, and 

limitations printed in the English language. 

76. The information printed in the English language in the Spanish-Language Mailers 

included, inter alia, potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility for the 

offer, requirements for retaining the advertised price, and disclosures that increased the 

advertised price of Optimum services, all of which are material.  

77. Altice, therefore, engaged in deceptive acts or practices in violation of CUTPA, 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(a), in relation to its Hispanic Marketing Campaign. 

78. Altice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have known that by printing 

terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations to offers in English for a Spanish-speaking 
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audience, said terms, conditions, contingencies, and limitations were, in effect, omitted from the 

offer, and that such acts or practices were deceptive in violation of CUTPA. 

COUNT THREE: Unfair Trade Practices in Violation of CUTPARelative to the NEF 

30.79. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-3048 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

80. It is against public policy in Connecticut to not inform consumers what the full 

price of goods and services are. 

31.81. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has violated the public 

policy against making misrepresentations and nondisclosures,public policies against deceptive 

billing practices, against false advertising and misrepresentations, and against violations of the 

covenant of good faith and fair dealing. , including the following: 

a. The Federal Trade Commission’s longstanding guidance on “junk fees,” f/k/a 

“bait and switch” pricing;11  

b. The public policies embodied in the Federal Communication Commission’s 

requirement that internet service providers create broadband consumer labels;  

c. A February 7, 2024 letter and comment signed by Attorney General Tong and 18 

other states and territories in support the FTC’s proposed rule regarding unfair 

 
11 E.g., Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2067 (Jan. 10, 2025) (“It 
is a bedrock principle of FTC law that price is material to a consumer’s decision about whether to 
purchase a good or service.  Consumers look for prices to comparison shop and to weigh what a good or 
service might be worth.  Most consumers also rely on price to answer critical budgeting questions . .  . 
Quoting a misleading, artificially low price and then adding in mandatory fees and other charges 
throughout the buying process—a practice known today as drip pricing—is a quintessential example of 
bait-and-switch pricing and is a practice that falls squarely within the scope of the [FTC’s] long history of 
work to protect consumers.”); Regulating Drip Pricing, 31 Stanford Law & Policy Rev. 51 
(2020)(describing drip pricing, the FTC’s concerns about this practice, urging enhanced regulatory action, 
and quoting FTC Chairman Jon Leibowitz’s statement that “so-called ‘drip pricing’ charges, sometimes 
portrayed as ‘convenience’ or ‘service’ fees, are anything but convenient, and businesses that hide them 
are doing a huge disservice to American consumers.”).   
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and deceptive fees,12 which also outlines individual states’ efforts to address 

hidden or “junk fees”, and are further expressions of public policy; and, 

d. Other statutes and regulations that require the full base price of a product (that is, 

the mandatory, non-optional price) to be disclosed to consumers in 

advertisements, and before the point of sale, and statutes and regulations that 

require material limitations to the services offered to be disclosed clearly and 

conspicuously in advertisements and before the point of sale, for example: Conn. 

Reg. § 42-110b-18(e) and 42-110b-22. 

32.82. Altice’s acts and practices, as described hereinabove, are oppressive, unethical, 

immoral, and unscrupulous. in that Altice misled consumers regarding what Altice truthfully 

charged for Optimum services and deprived consumers of the ability to accurately compare 

Altice’s prices against its competitors.   

33. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, caused substantial injury to 

consumers. 

34.83. Altice’s acts and practices violate public policy as represented by the Federal 

Trade Commission’s proposed rule against Unfair or Deceptive Fees, legislative initiatives to 

ban so called junk fees at the federal and state level, and the White House taking on , as well as 

competitors who do not charge “junk fees,” in that Altice duped consumers regarding what 

Altice, in its discretion, truthfully charged for internet service, impeded consumers’ efforts to 

 
12 Available at https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/ag/press releases/2024/202427-comment-of-19-state-ags-
unfair-or-deceptive-fees-trade-regulation- 
rulefinal.pdf?rev=740a0711f8b24928afe79740557dba3a&hash=3C787FB77C512534654 
C879383B1B3F1 (last visited October 15, 2025). 
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engage in meaningful price estimations and/or comparison shopping,13 and created an initiative 

to combat junk feesenvironment where competitors had to either lower their prices too or impose 

their own unfair and deceptive “junk fees” to compete. 

35.84. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, therefore constitute unfair or 

deceptive acts or practices in violation of General StatutesCUTPA, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-

110b(a). 

COUNT THREE:  Per se violation of Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies 

     § 42 110b 18(e). 

85. Altice’s conduct was willful in that, given all of the publicized enforcement 

and regulatory efforts described above, as well as common notions of fairness and business 

ethics, Altice knew or should have known that the acts or practices above were unfair in 

violation of CUTPA. 

COUNT FOUR:  Unfair Trade Practices Relative to Altice’s Hispanic Marketing 
Campaign 

 
36.86. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-3610 and 49-62 are incorporated by 

reference as if fully set forth herein. 

87. It is against public policy in Connecticut to advertise a product or service in a 

language other than English where the required disclosures and limitations on that offer are not 

also provided in that language, depriving consumers who speak the language other than English 

of the necessary and material information they need to make informed purchasing decisions. 

 
13 E.g., Trade Regulation Rule on Unfair or Deceptive Fees, 90 Fed. Reg. 2066, 2079 (Jan. 10, 
2025)(“Consumers confronted with partitioned pricing, on average, underestimate the total price of the 
good or service . . . In addition, consumers who wish to compare prices incur additional search costs to 
make direct comparisons of goods or services when the full price is not disclosed upfront.”). 
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37. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has misrepresented the 

nature, characteristics, uses, benefits, or qualities of its internet service in violation of 

Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies § 42 110b 18(e). 

38. Specifically, Altice advertised its services by providing download and upload 

speeds for which it charges different prices, with higher speeds costing more. 

39. Altice, however, did not disclose in a clear and conspicuous manner that these 

speeds are dependent upon various factors such as whether the user is on Wi Fi.  

40. In this way, Altice misrepresented the characteristics and qualities of its upload 

and download speeds, and yet charged a premium for upload and download speeds above its 

basic internet service, in violation of Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies § 42 110b

18(e). 

COUNT FOUR:  Per se violation of Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies 

     § 42 110b 22. 

41. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 41 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

42.88. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has misrepresented the 

nature, characteristics, uses, benefits, or qualities of its internet service by failing to advertise the 

full and true cost of that service in violation of violated public policies against misleading 

advertising, including the public policies embodied in Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies 

§ 42-110b-22, promulgated by the Department of Consumer Protection,14 which requires that 

material conditions, contingencies or limitations on an offer be conspicuously stated, and DCP 

 
14 Hereinafter, all regulations will be referred to as “DCP Regs.” or “DCP Regulations.” 
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Regs. § 42-110b-21, pursuant to which required disclosures or limitations on offers made in the 

Spanish language must be disclosed in the Spanish language. 

43. Specifically, when Altice advertised its prices for various speeds of internet 

services, it did so with one headline price. This price did not include the NEF, which is a fee that 

Altice imposed, for a time, on all of its customers, including new ones. The headline price, 

therefore, was not what Altice actually charged, given the imposition of the NEF. 

44. Disclosure of the NEF appeared variously in fine or hard to read print, and for at 

least some period of time, was not disclosed at the point of sale. 

89. In this way, Altice has misrepresented the full and true cost of internet service 

Defendant’s acts and practices, as described herein, are oppressive, unethical, immoral, and 

unscrupulous in that Altice failed to apprise the population to whom it targeted the Spanish-

Language Mailers of material terms, conditions, contingencies and limitations to offers for 

Optimum services, with such material terms, conditions and limitations being required 

disclosures. 

90. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, caused substantial injury to the 

target audience for the Spanish Language Mailers in that such consumers were deprived of the 

opportunity to fully and fairly evaluate Altice’s offers for internet service when reading the 

Spanish-Language Mailers. 

45.91. Altice’s acts and practices, as described herein, therefore constitute unfair acts or 

practices in violation of Regulations of Connecticut State AgenciesCUTPA, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 

42-110b 22.(a). 

92. Altice’s conduct was willful given that Altice knew or should have known that it 

was unethical, unscrupulous, and against public policy to provide the material terms, conditions, 
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contingencies, and limitations on the offers in the Spanish-Language Mailers, including those 

impacting price, in English, and that the acts or practices described above were unfair in 

violation of CUTPA. 

 
COUNT FIVE:  Per se violation of Regulations of Connecticut State AgenciesDCP 
Regs. § 42-110b-22 

     § 42 110b 21. 

 
46.93. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-4662 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

94. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has failed to conspicuously 

state material contingencies, conditions and/or limitations to offers for Optimum services 

reasonably adjacent to offers for those services in violation of DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22 in the 

following manner: 

a. By advertising a headline price for Optimum services that did not include the 

NEF, Altice violated DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22 in that it failed to disclose 

reasonably adjacent to the offer that the true price it charged for Optimum 

services was anywhere between $2.50 to $6.00 more per month than advertised, 

with price being material; and 

b. By targeting Connecticut’s “Hispanic” community with Spanish-Language 

Mailers that advertised Optimum services in Spanish but printed all modifying 

terms, conditions and limitations that impact said offer, including, inter alia, 

potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility for the offer, 

requirements for retaining the advertised price, and disclosures that increased the 

advertised price of Optimum services, in English, Altice failed to disclose 
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reasonably adjacent to the offer, material contingencies, conditions and/or 

limitations thereto.  

95. Altice’s conduct described herein constitutes the failure to conspicuously state 

material contingencies, conditions and limitations to offers for Optimum services reasonably 

adjacent to offers for those services and is a per se violation of CUTPA pursuant to DCP Regs § 

42-110b(c) and DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22. 

 

COUNT SIX:  Per se violation of DCP Regs. § 42-110b-21 
 
96. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1-10, 49-62 and 93-95 are incorporated 

by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

47.97. By engaging in the aforesaid acts and practices, Altice has misrepresented the 

nature, characteristics, uses, benefits and qualities of its internet service in violation of 

Connecticut State Agencies § 42 110b 21, providing that it shall be an unfair or deceptive act or 

practice to willfully violated DCP Regs. § 42-110b-21, pursuant to which it is a violation of 

CUTPA to “disseminate any advertisement in a language other than English without including 

therein all required disclosures or limitations on the offer advertised in the language principally 

used in the advertisement..” 

98. Specifically, Altice sent approximately 2.7 million direct mailers making Material 

contingencies, conditions and/or limitations to offers to are “required disclosures” pursuant to 

DCP Regs. § 42-110b-22. 

48.99. Because Altice’s Spanish-Language Mailers were in Spanish and targeted to, in 

Altice’s own words, “Hispanic” consumers in Spanish, but the disclosures related to the offers 

were in English, all material terms, conditions and limitations thereto, including those related to, 
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inter alia, potential limitations to the internet speeds advertised, to eligibility for the offer, 

requirements for retaining the NEFadvertised price, and disclosures that increased the advertised 

price of Optimum services, were printed in English, Altice’s conduct described herein constitutes 

a per se violation of CUTPA pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-110b(c) and DCP Regs. § 42-

110b-21. 

49. In that way, Altice has disseminated advertisements in a language other than 

English without including all disclosures on the offer in the language principally used in the 

advertisement in violation of Connecticut State Agencies § 42 110b 21. 

COUNT SIX:  WillfulnessAltice’s conduct was willful in that it knew or should have 
known that that the  
50. The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 50 are incorporated by reference as if 

fully set forth herein. 

100. Altice engaged in the aforementioned unfair trade acts or practices alleged herein 

when it new, or should have known, that its conduct was above were unfair or deceptive in 

violation of Conn. CUTPA. 
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Gen. Stat. § 42 110b(a). 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 
 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff claims the following relief: 

1. An order pursuant to General Statutes §  42-110m(a), enjoining AlticeDefendant 

from further violation of CUTPA. 

2. An order pursuant to General Statutes § 42 110m(a), directing the Defendants to 

pay restitution. 

3.2. An order pursuant to General Statutes §  42-110o(b), directing the 

DefendantsDefendant to pay civil penalties for each willful violation of General Statutes §  42-

110b(a). 

4.3. An order pursuant to General Statutes §  42-110m(a), directing the 

DefendantsDefendant to disgorge all revenues, profits and gains achieved in whole or in part 

through the unfair and/or deceptive acts or practices complained of herein. 

5.4. An award of attorneys’ fees, pursuant to General Statutes §  42-110m(a). 

6.5. Such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

 

 

The State certifies that the amount in demand is in excess of fifteen thousand dollars, exclusive 

of costs. 

Dated: October 30, 2025 
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CERTIFICATION 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing was or will immediately be mailed or delivered 
electronically on October 31, 2025 to all counsel and self-represented parties of record and that 
written consent for electronic delivery was received from all parties so served: 

 
Peregrine Zinn Rowthorn 
P.O. Box 370116 
West Hartford, CT 06137 
perry@rowthorn.com  
 
 
David Gringer 
Hallie B. Levin 
Marissa Wenzel 
Wilmer Hale 
7 World Trade Center 
250 Greenwich Street 
New York, NY 10007 
david.gringer@wilmerhale.com 
hallie.levin@wilmerhale.com  
marissa.wenzel@wilmerhale.com  
 

 

 

      _________________________   
      Rebecca Quinn, Juris No. 443678 
  

 

 




