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The DDTP Joint Meeting & Orientation  

of the TADDAC and EPAC Committees

November 5, 2012

10:00 AM to 4:00 PM

Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program, Main Office

1333 Broadway St., Suite 500, Oakland, CA 94612
The Telecommunications Access for the Deaf and Disabled Administrative Committee (TADDAC) and the Equipment Program Advisory Committee (EPAC) held a joint Orientation meeting at the DDTP Headquarters in Oakland.  

TADDAC Members Present:

Nancy Hammons, Late-Deafened Community Seat, Chair
Jan Jensen, Deaf Community Seat 

Alik Lee, Division of Ratepayer Advocates Seat

Tommy Leung, Disabled Community—Blind/Low Vision Community Seat

Colette Noble, Hard of Hearing Community Seat 

Kevin Siemens, Disabled Community—Speech-to-Speech User Seat 

TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:

Shelley Bergum, CCAF Chief Executive Officer
Linda Gustafson, CPUC Communications Division

TADDAC Members Absent:

Drago Renteria, Deaf Community Seat
Devva Kasnitz, Mobility Impaired Seat
EPAC Members Present: 
Jacqueline Jackson, Blind/Low-Vision Community Seat

Sharif Rashedi, Deaf Community Seat 
Frances Reyes Acosta, Mobility Impaired Community Seat

Sylvia Stadmire, Senior Citizens Community Seat

Brian Winic, Hard of Hearing Community Seat

EPAC Members Absent: 

Anindya "Bapin" Bhattacharyya, Disabled Community, Deaf-Blind Seat 

Tyrone Chin, CPUC Communications Division
CPUC Staff Present:

Jonathan Lakritz, Communications Division 
Penny Legakis, Communications Division
Helen Mickiewicz, Legal Division
CCAF Staff Present:

Patsy Emerson, Committee Coordinator
Vanessa Flores, Committee Assistant
Barry Saudan, Customer Contact Operations Department Manager
David Weiss, CRS Department Manager (PM Only)
Others Present:
Nadine Branch, Attendant to Jacqueline Jackson

Brenda Clark, AT&T

John Garrett, Attendant to Loretta Moore

Otis Hopkins, Attendant to Tommy Leung

Virginia Needleman, AT&T
Lonnea Wilcox, Attendant to Kevin Siemens

Nancy Hammons, chair of the TADDAC Committee, welcomed the Committees and audience to day two of the Joint Meeting/Orientation.

 The Committees and audience members introduced themselves. 
I. Introductory Remarks from the CPUC and Shelley Bergum, California Communications Access Foundation, the Administrative Contractor
Shelley Bergum welcomed the new Committee members and explained that it is a great time to come on board as both Committees will be learning about specific procedures and operations that involve Committee members. She encouraged members to take advantage of the CPUC staff present at the meeting for the day—Helen Mickiewicz, Linda Gustafson, and Jonathan Lakritz—who will be presenting the Committees with information and providing them with updates on happenings within the Commission. 
II. Program Initiatives 


Program Manager, Jonathan Lakritz extended his congratulations and sincere gratitude to the new committee members for their willingness to serve on the Committees. He said that feedback from the Committees is important to CD staff and that CD looks forward to working with the new Committee members. 
Jonathan said that the Program has reached the first distribution stages in the Wireless Program and that this is a very big accomplishment. One of the phones being distributed is GreatCall’s Jitterbug and the other is a version of the Blackberry through Sprint. Jonathan reminded the Committees that those targeted in this first distribution stage are those who live in areas that currently do not have landline service as well as those who have never received equipment from the Program. Jonathan said that as Tommy has brought up in previous meetings, the Blackberry is possibly on the verge of becoming obsolete and that the Program is aware of this and hoping to expand the wireless program at some point later this year after its first experience with distribution. 

Regarding marketing, Jonathan said that the campaigns for the remainder of the year and the first half of next year have been established, and that a Request for Proposal (RFP) process is underway. The RFP process will allow the Commission to either renew the existing contract or establish a new marketing contract in the future. Jonathan said that the Commission is also working on a number of projects with both the warehouse vendor—Communication Services for the Deaf—as well as the California Communications Access Foundation (CCAF) which runs the administrative and field operations portions of the Program. Jonathan explained that all of these initiatives are centered on providing better service to customers by starting a process where certification forms can be tracked from when they are issued to when they are returned. Jonathan said that tracking certification forms will allow for a better sense of what types of outreach and marketing are making an impact and bringing more people into the Program. 


Regarding the definition of basic service, Jonathan said that the Commission has yet to make a decision on what the definition should be, as the Commissioners get to choose when to vote on items and the definition thus far has continually been held over for a later vote. He added that he is hopeful that they will hold a vote sometime in November. For those who may not understand what the definition of basic service entails, Jonathan explained that the definition is a description of what should be included in basic service, for example, directory assistance or access to 9-1-1.  


Jonathan said that at the national level, the FCC has established the National Deaf Blind Equipment Distribution Program (NDBEDP) which in the state of California is run by the Lighthouse for the Blind and the Helen Keller Regional Center. He said that he has heard that the Program has begun distribution of equipment and that the Commission is in discussion with them about whether some additional equipment should be added to the DDTP in order to provide equipment to individuals who qualify for that Program. Jonathan said he did not receive an update from the NDBEDP, but that once he does he will share it with the Committees. 

Jonathan reminded the Committee that last year, the governor approved a bill that requires the Commission to distribute and partially fund Speech Generating Devices (SGDs) and that as of now, the Commission has plans to start developing a rulemaking for the SGD distribution program that is required to be in place by January 1, 2014. He added that the Commission is meeting with the Department of Rehabilitation—along with some other organizations that provide services to individuals who have attempted to qualify for SGDs—in order to coordinate with them and to better understand their processes. Jonathan said the Commission is currently adding staff to cover this area and that Penney Legakis has received a promotion and is moving to the SGD department to be the leading analyst on SGDs. Furthermore, the Commission will be hiring two new analysts to assist her, as well as another person to assist with the procurement of equipment or grant process. He added that he hopes to have more information on this in the first quarter of next year.
Brian Winic asked why the Commission did not include the iPhone in the Wireless Program since the iPhone is capable of serving all disabilities while the BlackBerry only serves some. 
Jonathan said that there is great interest in distributing the iPhone, however, when the wireless process started a year and a half ago, the Commission received some pushback from the Department of General Services (DGS) who thought at the time, that the iPhone was a high profile device as well as too costly. He added that in the end, the Commission went with the two devices that they could get through the procurement process with support from the vendors. Jonathan said that as both TADDAC and EPAC have made clear in the past, it is very important that the Program work with vendors who have familiarity with providing services to individuals who qualify for the Program as well as providers who have experience with devices that are specialized in nature. Jonathan said that the Commission did meet with Verizon and AT&T who were both willing to sell the Program off-the-shelf phones, however, they did not have any specialized contact centers or specialized data plans and would have required people to go into their retail stores and purchase the phones. Jonathan added that these vendors also did not extend any additional support features and that the Commission felt, that as an initial roll-out, this lack of support might prove hindering, especially since the Program was not adequately equipped to provide customer support on the iPhone.


Brian said that AT&T and Verizon may not be able to offer customer support, however, Apple has a reputation for handling the support for their phones. Brian added that EPAC will have Apple in for a presentation in January and that it may be a good time to get a better idea about how Apple can help serve the Program’s consumers. 


Nancy expressed concern over offering wireless devices that may become obsolete. She recommended that the Program develop a back-up plan in such cases. Jonathan responded saying that there are provisions in the procurement that allow for replacement devices to be purchased and distributed in the case that devices become obsolete. He added that the Program needs to operate within the requirements of the procurement made available to the Program by the DGS. He said that he believes once DGS is able to see that the wireless program is proceeding in an acceptable fashion, the entire process will become easier and faster. He added that DGS has been working hard to figure out how to make their rules consistent with the plans and mission of the Program.

Tommy Leung said that he would like to echo Brian’s sentiment in regards to the iPhone and said that going through Apple for service is probably a better fit for the Program than going through a vendor. He added that he is pretty sure that the iPhone 5 can be used on both AT&T or Verizon networks and that if this is the case, it would allow consumers to choose their preferred provider. Tommy asked Jonathan how many units of both Jitterbug and the BlackBerry are being purchased for the Program. Jonathan said that he believes the Program has purchased about 5,000 units of the Jitterbug and about 1,000 BlackBerries, adding that BlackBerries cost substantially more than the Jitterbug. 

Tommy asked if the Program is contacting those people who have applications on file with the Program but have not received any equipment or if it is up to the consumer to contact the Program. Jonathan said that he believes that individuals who were previously involved in prior wireless projects are being contacted, adding that, at this point, the Program will wait to see how many devices they end up distributing. He said that part of the concern of contacting all the people who had previously filled out an application but not taken a device was that all the devices would be quickly distributed and then the Program would have to balance supply with demand. He added that right now staff is trying to figure out what the interest is with the device as an alternate device to landline devices and then they’ll move on to figure out if enough devices are being distributed or if there are too many. Jonathan said he’d like to see that all the devices are not distributed too quickly but rather that the Program allows the process to be continuous so as to avoid a stall in distribution because of the procurement process. 

Brian said that to his understanding, the staff at DGS is composed of very few persons with disabilities and that they may not be fully aware of how truly accessible the iPhone is. He added that it may be up to both TADDAC and EPAC to make them aware of this fact. Jonathan agreed. Colette Noble said that despite the iPhone being one of the most accessible devices currently on the market, it’s possible that not every consumer will want this particular device and that it’s important that the Program offer more than just the iPhone. 

New EPAC member Sharif Rashedi commented on the topic mentioned earlier regarding devices becoming obsolete. As someone employed in the IT field, he said that he is familiar with the challenge of equipment becoming obsolete and that it is important to have procedures in place for deciding when it is time to retire a piece of equipment. Jonathan agreed saying that this issue has certainly been a challenge but that after the Program gains some experience in wireless distribution, a procedure will be developed that will allow these issues to be more easily dealt with. 
In regards to making DGS more aware of the Program’s needs, Tommy told Jonathan he is willing to be an advocate for the Program by speaking directly to DGS in Sacramento. 
Shelley asked Jonathan what the level of Committee involvement will be with the selection process of SGD equipment and if EPAC will participate in testing of SGDs since historically speaking, testing has been a common role for EPAC. Jonathan said that the way legislation is structured, an individual who is interested in having the Commission either partially fund or fully pay for an SGD has gone through an assessment with an appropriate speech language pathologist. He added that the assessment includes recommendations for specific pieces of equipment and so he believes that the assessment is in fact the determining factor in regards to what equipment the consumer receives. Jonathan said that as long as the piece of equipment has a telecommunications component, the Commission will not impose judgment in place of a speech language pathologist. He added that when the Commission has its proceeding next year, this is an issue that will likely be discussed.  
III. DDTP Advisory Committee Duties and Charters: 

 
A. Constituencies represented on each committee and the roles of Officers and Liaisons
Helen Mickiewicz introduced herself and explained that she has been working with the DDTP as an attorney at the CPUC for many years. Helen gave a brief history of the Program and explained to Committee members how the Program first began, including the legislation that was enacted in order to authorize the CPUC to legally mandate the Program and collect the surcharge from California residents. Helen went on to explain the individual roles of TADDAC and EPAC as well as the process that includes both the Commission and Committee members working together to bring on new representatives on the boards. 

The Committee was directed to the Committee charters located in their Committee Member Manuals. She mentioned that there are provisions listed in the charter such as, provisions for Committee members to resign or be removed from the Committees and provisions regarding expenses and per diems. Lastly, Helen explained that the whole point of the Committees is to advise the Commission and to receive feedback from the communities which they represent. Doing so allows the Commission to make informed decisions about equipment and process.  


Brian asked Helen if an individual is allowed to proxy for an existing member if that individual has previously served on the Committee but has reached the end of his or her second term and has not yet completed the two years of leave required to reapply for a seat on the Committee. Patsy Emerson pointed out that when this question came up recently, she referred to both the TADDAC and EPAC charters and discovered that TADDAC’s Charter allowed for the individual to serve as a proxy but the EPAC Charter did not. At the time, Patsy asked the EPAC chairs to bring the conflicting statements to Helen’s attention. Helen responded saying that EPAC’s Charter should probably be changed to match TADDAC’s charter. She suggested that EPAC discuss the charter provisions that they would like to see changed and proceed by making a recommendation for these changes to TADDAC. From there, Helen said that the revisions can be added to the next budget resolution in order to avoid a separate proceeding. 

After a bit more discussion on this subject, Helen found that section 7.2 in the EPAC Charter allows EPAC to amend the charter as long as there is approval from two-thirds of the Committee. She added that no amendment is effective unless, and until, the amendment is approved by TADDAC and subsequently, the Commission. She added that the EPAC charter is subject to amendment, revocation, and termination at any time by order of the Commission. Linda said that if EPAC would like to undergo the process of amending their charter, she suggests that they share drafts with the Commission early on. 
B. Member Responsibilities and Expectations


The Committee felt that this was discussed previously in the meeting.
IV. The Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act


The Committee was directed to Tab 5 of their Committee Member Manuals for the documents regarding the Bagley-Keene. Helen began by giving a brief history of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, explaining that the bill governs the way in which business is conducted in the state of California by various state entities and that the fundamental basis of the act is that people’s business is conducted in the public eye. Helen went on to explain the provisions regarding subcommittees, agendas, posting notice, the right of the public to access records, the right of the public to speak at meetings and the regulations against private or off-line meetings. 

While in discussion over the level of involvement Committee members can have via video or telephone at a meeting, Helen said that Committee members attending via video or telephone can vote on Committee matters as long as they have publicly noticed their location ten days before the meeting and the chair of the Committee conducts the vote by way of “Roll Call”, meaning that Committee members should vocally state their vote instead of raising their hands or gesturing. If the Committee member attending via video or telephone does not publicly notice their location ten days in advance, then they cannot vote, or participate in debate.  

Regarding the public’s right to access records, Sharif asked Helen if the Program is required to provide the public records in ways that are accessible to people with vision disabilities. Helen said that she will look into what the requirements are for cases such as this but that it is likely that these documents be must be made accessible to the person seeking them out.  New EPAC member Jacqueline Jackson said that because of her experience on other boards she has become familiar with “504 Regulations” and it is her understanding that the Committee would be required to provide the accessible documents as long as the request is considered a “reasonable accommodation”. 
V. Lunch Break 12:00-1:00
The Committee went to lunch from 12:00 to 1:00PM.
VI. Committee Meeting Guidelines 


A. Robert’s Rules of Order and Parliamentary Procedure



Professional Parliamentarian, Nancy Elsner began by saying that the purpose of parliamentary procedure is to make sure that meetings run as smooth as possible.  She explained the importance of being punctual to Committee meetings and explained that it is the responsibility of the chair to begin the meetings on time and to make sure that the Committee stays with the agenda. She said that the chair of the board should be consulted by a member before the member wants to speak, make a motion or amendment. Nancy E. informed the Committee that these rules and procedures are used everywhere in the United States.  

 Sharif asked about the meaning of a quorum. Tommy explained that a quorum is the minimum amount of people needed to have an official meeting. For example, Tommy said, if there is a Committee of nine members, there will need to be a quorum of five members to hold the meeting. To pass a motion during the meeting, there would need to be a majority of three out of the five. 


Nancy E. moved on to the importance of an agenda saying that it is very discouraging for members to never complete the agenda during a meeting. She referred everyone to a handout from the National Association of Parliamentarians that provides a sample order of business, and the procedure for making and amending a motion. 


 Sharif explained that he frequently notices that motions made during meetings are often not clear. Nancy E. said that it is the responsibility of the chair to immediately realize that the motion is not clear, and in such cases the chair should ask for the motion in writing and then read the motion aloud to the Committee. 

Brian asked if a chair is able to make a motion. Nancy E. said that the chair should ask another member to make the motion as the chair is required to be impartial and less active in the discussion than other members. 


Brian asked if the chair is allowed to vote when candidates are being interviewed for a seat on the Committee. Nancy E. said that if the Committee is acting as a nominating committee, the chair can and should vote. 
At this time, the Committee members practiced making a motion using a script they were provided as a handout.
Linda reminded Committee members that motions can only be made on issues already on the agenda. If the motion regards an issue not listed on the agenda, then the Committee must hold the issue until the following meeting. Helen added that the all topics on the agenda should be sufficiently described in the agenda notice so that Committee members and members of the public will know what is going to be discussed at the particular meeting. 
Linda said that she has noticed that Committee members spend an unwarranted amount of time on business such as approval of the minutes from a former meeting. Linda reminded Committee members that the minutes should be provided to Committee members ahead of time and that any corrections should be given to Patsy or Vanessa Flores, the Committee Coordinator and Committee Assistant, respectively, so that these corrections can be summarized at the beginning of the meeting and the Committee can move on to the other business that follows. 

VII. Annual Procedures


A. Conflict of Interest Forms


Helen explained that a part of the reality of working in the public eye is that members of the Committees have certain obligations to be free of conflicts of interest in their representation of constituencies on the Committees. She said that members of the Committees cannot have financial ties with an entity that does business with the DDTP. Helen informed the Committee that the prevailing statute regarding these rules is the Fair Political Practices Act. She further explained the rationales for ensuring that Committee Members are free from conflicts of interest and described the member affiliations and associations that could violate these rules. Helen also guided Committee members through the annual conflict of interest reporting process that both she and Patsy oversee. 


David Weiss asked Helen what the potential conflict of interest is if Committee members accept a “gift” from an organization or company who is not currently a vendor but once was. Helen said that this may be a conflict of interest because the company may have the opportunity to become a vendor in the future. 

Linda reminded Committee members that if they find that they are in a situation that is unclear, they should always ask Helen (copying Patsy and herself) about the situation so that there are no surprises. Helen agreed saying that the conflicts law is very fact specific, so it is very important the Committee members make it a point to ask before getting involved in any potential conflict.


Sharif asked if there is some sort of resource that lists all of the vendors doing business with the DDTP? Helen recommended that Sharif ask Shelley about a list of vendors however, over time, he should be able to get a clear idea of who the Program does business with. 


B. Conference Attendance and TECs


Linda referred the Committees to Tab 6 in their Committee Member Manual, where they can find an example of a Travel Expense Claim (TEC) and documents that provide assistance on how to correctly complete a TEC. Linda added that Tab 6, page 29 refers to the per diem policy and also provides the Committee with a list of eligible travel reimbursements. 


Linda said that in prior years, when the CPUC was not as restricted in terms of the state budget, there was more of an opportunity for Committee members to request attendance at various conferences which the Committee felt would benefit the Program. Linda said, due to budget constraints, this prospect is now on hold. She added that there is currently a document that will be in Tab 6, page 14 of the Committee Member Manual that reflects Governor Jerry Brown’s order in light of the current budgetary situation in California. Linda said that at the present time, the CPUC is unable to reimburse any DDTP Committee Member for expenses associated with travel or other related costs of attending conferences.  


Brian asked if there are rules for allowing Committee members who live far away from the DDTP headquarters to come the night before the meeting in order to avoid spending a majority of their time traveling. Linda said that in general, allowing Committee members to come the night before and stay overnight nearby the DDTP headquarters has been disability related. Linda recommended that any Committee member with lodging related questions write to Patsy first so that she can appropriately assemble all the requests and relay them to members of the CPUC who handle these issues. Linda said that if there are enough of these requests, it may be time to begin discussing the logistics of Committee meetings, such as the time they begin and the breaks received during meetings. 

Kevin asked Linda if the CPUC happens to be working on a way that Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients can be paid the per diem. Kevin explained that those who receive SSI have the majority of their per diem taken from them when they file their taxes. Linda thanked Kevin for raising this issue but said that it is unlikely that the CPUC will be able to do anything about the issue at this time. 

C. Budgetary Process and Annual Budget Priorities Submission


Jonathan briefly provided an overview of the budgeting process in California and then explained how the budgeting process applies to the DDTP. 

Frances asked Jonathan to explain why the DDTP is required to commit to the California budget when the Program collects and obtains funds through the surcharge. Jonathan explained that the DDTP does base its budget upon what it will actually cost to run the Program and separately, the Commission has authority to raise revenues to pay for the Program. He added that the money obtained through the surcharge can only be used for the Program. The Program is required however, to follow the same budget process as every other state agency in California. 

Colette raised concern about where the money for the Program is actually going. She asked Jonathan what has happened to the money lost when the Commission reduced the Program’s budget from $79 million dollars to $68 million. She also asked Jonathan if he could explain what happened to the $81 million that Schwarzenegger appropriated from the Program. 

Jonathan explained that prior to this year the budget has historically been set at $69 million, however, the surcharge rate—which determines how much the Commission collects—is adjusted periodically to make sure that it collects the amount of money necessary for bills and not necessarily to generate the full revenue needed for the budget. Jonathan added that the reason the surcharge is set to pay for cash expenses instead of the budget is so that the amount of revenue increases for budget appropriations. To answer Colette’s second question, Jonathan said that the Program has been paid back over the last couple of years in installments for the money that was borrowed from the Program, adding that the surcharges have been the same since 2008. Jonathan said that the Program has had a sizeable surplus at one point in time but that it has gone down and is being reduced. He added that the last repayment was received in the last fiscal year and now all the money from the original loan has been paid back. 

Helen briefly informed the Committees that the surcharge is not set in statute and that it is capped. The Commission cannot go above a certain amount but below that, the Commission has flexibility to either raise or lower the charge. 


Jonathan said that he would be more than happy to have a more detailed discussion regarding either the state budgeting process or the specifics of the budget that was approved by the Commission. 


Regarding the role that the Committees have in budgetary development, Linda said she thinks that there might have been a bit of confusion or miscommunication regarding the “Must Have” process that involves both TADDAC and EPAC. She said that the purpose of the “Must Have” list developed by the Committees, is to ensure that there isn’t some major Program initiative that either consumers or Committee Members think the Commission should be undertaking that they are not. She added that the process is not done to give final approval or to decide on dollar amounts for the Program. The document instead ensures that the Commission has input from the Committees regarding, for example, the importance of wireless issues or the SGD’s. 

At this time, Brian asked if Linda could explain to the Committees why the meetings in December have been canceled. 


Linda said that the December meetings have been canceled because CD felt that doing so would be both acknowledging and honoring the state’s current budgetary situation. She added that this break provides an opportunity for CD to work with CCAF on the panels being planned for February of next year as well administrative matters. Brian said that his understanding is that the Program budgeted in order to meet for the whole year, adding that the meeting in December would not be an additional expense but an expected one. He continued saying that every interruption is a step back and that this year, due to several changes in the schedule and the added joint meetings EPAC was unable to address important business matters. Frances agreed with Brian’s comments, adding that EPAC members have committed to the scheduled dates and regard the meetings as a part of their job. 


Linda responded saying that when CD received the letter from Committee members identifying Program priorities, it was clear that the Committees did not have a robust understanding of the mission of the Committees and of the framework in which the Commission and the Program operate. She added that after this was recognized, she spoke with Shelley and decided on having the orientation meetings in order to better educate the Committees on the processes of the Program. 

Helen informed the Committee that she has been advocating for quite some time that December meetings should be eliminated from the schedule because the month of December is extremely busy for the Commission and in addition, the month has important holidays.


Regarding business Committee members should take on during the December break, Alik Lee said that he would like to see the Committee members develop a way to try and influence the Commissioners directly. He said that because there are so many state programs, the important issues pertaining to this Program get lost in the issues pertaining to other state programs. He said that the Committee needs to fight for the things they’d like to get done. 


In the same regard, Helen said that she’d like to see EPAC make requests for equipment to be removed from the Program in addition to requests for equipment they’d like added. She said that there are likely pieces of equipment that are no longer in demand, yet they are still in the Program.  Brian said that he has indeed brought up the issue of removing equipment with the former Customer Contact Operations Manager, Karen Lincoln, because he was aware that the Program was sitting on technologically outdated equipment. Brian said he’d also like to raise concern regarding 9-1-1 issues, and said that the Committees need to have someone on the Committee who understands these issues and how to keep up with them. 

Helen agreed with Brian and said that she’d like to remind the Committees that the CPUC does not administer 9-1-1, they only ensure that the service providers collect the money and give it to the 9-1-1 office or put the money in the state treasury and make sure it is used to pay for 9-1-1 issues. She said that nevertheless, it is a good idea to have someone who knows a lot about 9-1-1 related issues, as these issues come up very often. 

Linda said that the informed person does not necessarily have to have a seat on the Committee and that the potential person could possibly be someone that calls in to the Committee meetings to provide updates. Linda said that CD has spoken both with Committee members and CCAF about whether there is a consumer education role that the Program has in regards to its consumers. In other words, should the Program ensure that those receiving equipment understand what they should about emergency access? She added that some time ago Commissioner Simon and CCAF developed a disclaimer to go along with equipment informing consumers about access to 9-1-1 and backup power options. 
VIII. 
    Committee Member Discussion/Questions/Meeting New 
 
  
    Members 

New and existing Committee members on both TADDAC and EPAC introduced themselves and informed Committee members of their backgrounds in advocacy and representing their constituencies. 
Nancy thanked everyone for participating in the meeting and wished everyone happy holidays. 

This meeting was adjourned at 3:57 pm.   
These meeting minutes were prepared by Vanessa Flores. 
