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Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program
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and the
Equipment Program Advisory Committee (EPAC)

November 13, 2015
10:00 AM to 4:00 PM
Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program, Main Office

1333 Broadway, Suite 500, Oakland, CA 94612

The Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program’s (DDTP or Program) Telecommunications Access for the Deaf and Disabled Administrative Committee (TADDAC) and the Equipment Program Advisory Committee (EPAC) held their monthly meetings jointly at the DDTP main office in Oakland, California.
TADDAC Committee Members Present:
Frances R. Acosta, At Large Seat, Vice Chair
Ken Cluskey, Hard of Hearing Community Seat
Nancy Hammons, Late Deafened Community Seat
Devva Kasnitz, Mobility Impaired Seat 

Tommy Leung, Disabled Community - Blind/Low Vision Community Seat, Chair
Steve Longo, Deaf Community Seat
Robert Schwartz, Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
TADDAC Members Absent:

Fred Nisen, Disabled Community - Speech-to-Speech User Seat
TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:

Linda Gustafson, CPUC Communications Division

Barry Saudan, CCAF President and CEO
EPAC Committee Members Present:
Keith Bonchek, Deaf Community Seat

Mussie Gebre, Deaf-Blind Community Seat
Jacqueline Jackson, Blind/Low-Vision Community Seat
Tom Mentkowski, Hard of Hearing Community Seat

Brian Pease, Mobility Impaired Community Seat
Sylvia Stadmire, Senior Citizen Community Seat
EPAC Committee Members Absent:

Kenneth Rothschild, Deaf Community Seat
EPAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:
David Kehn, CCAF, Customer Contact Operations Manager

Nazmeen Rahman, CPUC, Communications Division
CPUC Staff Present:
John Birznieks, Communications Division
Tyrone Chin, Communications Division
Jonathan Lakritz, Communications Division
Helen Mickiewicz, Legal Division

Charlotte Taylor, Communications Division 
Hannah Steiner, Communications Division
Sue Wong, Communications Division
CCAF Staff Present:
Mary Atkins, Marketing Department Manager

Priya Barmanray, CRS Program Analyst

Dan Carbone, Consumer Affairs Liaison
Emily Claffy, Committee Assistant
Margi Cooper, CRS Contract Specialist

Patsy Emerson, Committee Coordinator
Dave Kehn, Customer Contact Operations Department Manager 

Jennifer Minore, Field Operations Department Manager, Northern California
David Weiss, California Relay Service Department Manager

Nathan Young, Marketing Specialist II

Others Present:
Nadine Branch, Attendant to Jacqueline Jackson
Don Brownell, Revoicer for Devva Kasnitz
Christa Cervantes, Hamilton Relay 

John Fetcher, Hamilton Relay 

Anne Girard, Hamilton Relay

Jonathan Gray, Clarity

Sandy Gross, AFCO Electronics
Otis Hopkins, Attendant to Tommy Leung
Abi Mebrahtu, Hamilton Relay 

Connie Phelps, Hamilton Relay

Debra Rogers, Hamilton Relay

Beth Slough, Hamilton Relay

TADDAC Chair, Tommy Leung, called the TADDAC/EPAC Joint Meeting to order at 10:08 a.m.
I. Welcome and Introduction of TADDAC and EPAC Members - 
(10:00 AM)

The Committee Members, California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) staff, California Communications Access Foundation (CCAF) staff, and members of the public introduced themselves.

II. Remarks from CPUC Staff - (10:05 AM – 11:00 AM)


Jonathan Lakritz and Helen Mickiewicz of the CPUC presented on the changing telecommunications landscape in the communications industry and how those changes affect the DDTP and its participants.


Jonathan provided a high-level overview of technological and marketplace changes, stating that there are three major transitions shaping the communications landscape today, including the transition from wire to wireless service, the transition to Internet Protocol (IP) to transmit voice communications, and the transition from copper wires to fiber optic cables. 


In terms of wireless service, Jonathan explained that Americans are increasingly relying on the service and that access is primarily defined by the equipment consumers are using and the equipment’s accessibility features. He explained that this poses a challenge for the Program since wireless devices are fundamentally different from wireline devices, which is what the Program offers. Wireless devices are more complicated to use but can provide a wide range of features if consumers are able to learn how to effectively use their device. Jonathan also stated that the lifecycle of a wireless devices when compared to wireline devices is significantly shorter. This shorter lifecycle poses another issue for the Program, due to the state’s infrastructure system, in that consumers may often want the latest device even though older devices are likely to meet their accessibility needs. He added that, traditionally, wireless equipment has been tied to specific carriers and while that may be changing, it will likely still be about three to five years before a network is deployed that allows consumers to switch between the four major carriers. This would be another issue for the Program in terms of adding wireless equipment to its offerings. 


The next transition is the Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) service. Jonathan explained that voice communications have traditionally been transmitted over copper, an analog transmission medium, but are now being transmitted using IP packets more frequently. Doing so allows for a more efficient use of the infrastructure and allows for new services and features. However, this fundamentally changes how voice is transmitted from one user to another and does impact users of the Program. Jonathan said that the Program has distributed about 650,000 pieces of equipment over the past 30 years and that some of that equipment will work in the VoIP environment but some of it will not. He added that as everyone transitions to VoIP, the Program is hearing from consumers about which pieces are working and which aren’t. He stated that the transition has mixed benefits since new products and services mean better accessibility, but they are not always compatible with traditional equipment and it’s unclear how to test equipment in this environment where the carriers use different underlying technology. Jonathan also said that equipment with the best adaptive features in the marketplace may require consumers to have Internet access to get the most out of the device. This poses policy questions for the Program since it is focused on voice communication and not Internet access. 


Regarding the transition from copper wires to fiber optic cables, Jonathan explained that the network infrastructure has remained essentially the same for the past 40 years with a core set of players who knew how to interact with each other and how to transmit calls. Now, there are more participants in the marketplace and a decentralized structure. With this new structure, there are questions about what will happen in the event of a natural disaster, including how the phone system will respond and expectations of the end users. Jonathan said that with the rollout of fiber technology and VoIP, aspects of how the phone system operates in an emergency have changed. One expectation for these VoIP users is that they should have a backup battery somewhere in their home which needs to be checked regularly to ensure that the phone will work in the event of an emergency. He explained that in the past, the phone company’s central office would test their backup power monthly but that responsibility now belongs to the users of VoIP service. He added that many VoIP users have handsets that may or may not work when the power goes out since many of them require live electricity to operate and aren’t designed to operate off the battery that’s connected to the VoIP service. 


Jonathan added that these transitions impact access to emergency services. He said that it took the carriers some time to get organized in terms of access to 911 and for the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to adopt standards. Now, if users get VoIP service over a wired connection, it will likely work similarly to how it did before. However, for users whose VoIP service rides on their Internet connection, like Vonage or Skype, it may not work the same since there is an expectation that end users will notify their service providers of their location so that they can update their information with emergency services since the devices are transportable. 


He added that there are many benefits to these transitions, including the availability of video relay service on wireless devices and better integration across multiple communication paths. One big challenge is determining what type of equipment is necessary to enable users to access the multiple communication methods they utilize. 


Helen provided an overview of changes within the regulatory landscape. She began by clarifying that broadband service is a protocol and not a cloud. It is a collection of wires both above and below ground and said that the facilities used for this network are largely the same when compared to the old network but are using a different protocol. Helen stated that the FCC has been working to figure out how to regulate broadband service for the past 15 years. In 2002, the FCC decided to regulate the method of content transmission, either by pipe, wireless connection or satellite (referred to as “pipes” collectively for simplicity’s sake), as an information service which meant that the states couldn’t regulate it at all and gave the FCC limited regulatory authority. A number of problems unfolded over the next decade for the FCC, the industry, and consumers. 


One major issue was the battles between the service providers and the content providers over access to the pipes which are controlled by a small number of entities. In an effort to address this problem, the FCC attempted to adopt rules in the mid-2000s and again in 2010. In 2010, Verizon challenged the FCC and a court ruled that the FCC did not have authority to do what they had proposed. Helen stated that Title 2 of the Federal Communications Act is Common Carrier Regulation and that Title 1 is everything else.  She explained that if the FCC put the service under Title 2, Common Carrier Regulation, then the states would have the potential to regulate the service which the FCC didn’t want to do. Once the court kicked out this proposed rulemaking, the FCC proposed a new set of rules in 2014 premised on the idea that it could use authority under Title 1, the non-common carrier part of the Federal Telecommunications Act. She said that two critical things happened while this rulemaking was being discussed: the first being John Oliver’s commentary on net neutrality when he urged his viewers to comment on the docket associated with the rulemaking, ultimately contributing to the 4 million comments received on the issue, and the second being President Obama stating publicly in November of last year that the FCC should reclassify Broadband Internet Access Service (BIAS) as a common carrier service under Title 2. Helen believes these two events contributed to the FCC’s adoption of rules in 2015 that reclassified broadband service as a telecommunications service which enabled them to regulate the service and define it as an interstate service, allowing for limited state regulation. Additionally, the FCC did not apply many of the traditional regulations it would normally apply to a common carrier service with the exception of implying customer privacy protections and provisions in law that affect access for people with disabilities. Helen explained that the rules the FCC adopted are referred to as bright line rules, rules that are clear cut, which state that service providers can’t block access by others, can’t throttle service, and can’t practice paid prioritization. She said that another rule it adopted is a general conduct rule that prohibits unreasonable interference so the FCC can’t mess with the content provider and can’t impose rules that are unreasonable and put the pipe owner at an advantage. Additionally, the FCC adopted some enhanced transparency requirements that require companies to tell their customers exactly what they’re buying. The FCC also said that it would not, at present, require broadband providers to contribute to the Federal Universal Service Fund but that they do intend to reexamine this issue in the future. Helen added that the states cannot be required to contribute either until the matter is examined at the federal level.    


Following the FCC’s adoption of the Open Internet Order, it proposed to include BIAS in the federal Lifeline program which presents many challenges for the states. Helen explained that California provides a subsidy for the state Lifeline program which is coupled with the subsidy provided for the federal program and said that it’s unclear how that funding is going to work moving forward. Helen questioned whether or not California could put up state subsidies without authority over the service and added that she thought the legislature would like to have Lifeline included but they can’t make BIAS providers participate.  


Helen then referred to the Time Division Multiplex (TDM) to IP transition that Jonathan discussed earlier, stating that IP is not a cloud but is instead the protocol used to transmit content over the pipes. She said that in 2010, the FCC adopted the National Broadband Plan where it envisioned a complete transition by 2020. Helen stated that if it contemplates a flash cut, then she thinks the deadline won’t be met and that if it’s contemplating a phase in, which is already underway, meeting the deadline is still questionable. The FCC has adopted rules that require providers to inform their customers of the need for an emergency backup battery and that in that same docket, the CPUC filed comments advising the FCC to not set a flash cut date for eliminating TTY access. 


Regarding the FCC’s efforts in protecting the disabled communities throughout these transition efforts, Jonathan stated that the CPUC raised questions to the FCC about a number of issues involving the functionality of both services and equipment when traditional service is being phased out and consumers are forced to change their service. They encouraged the FCC to put a standard in place that would make the carriers responsible for ensuring that their equipment works or identify and subsidize the necessary replacement equipment to so that end users don’t lose functionality.  


Jonathan stated that there are four different wireless devices being tested for the Program and that they’ve begun to track more carefully when consumers experience issues with their landline equipment or relay service. Based on that, they’re realizing that they need to do more testing when new equipment is brought into the Program and look at the equipment that is already offered. He explained that one challenge in testing is that the carriers use many different types of protocols. He said that they intend to work with the equipment manufacturers as well to see if there is a way to test in these different environments, including testing of the entire communication path, and to advocate that those tests be built into the certification of new equipment. Jonathan said that he hopes to conduct these in-depth tests over an extended period of time and to use these tests as a tool to advocate to the FCC for broader testing at the national level with the carriers. He added that they have no authority to make carriers cooperate with them but anticipates that some will. Jonathan said that it’s his goal to do the first successful test next year and that, to his knowledge, it’d be the first done nationwide. He added that though we’re five years into the IP transition, no tests have been conducted to see whether or not accessibility services work in the IP environment. Jonathan explained that sometimes accessibility has more to do with an app that’s on the phone than the device itself and said that he looks forward to working with the Committees as they try to determine how to move forward with the distribution program in the changing landscape. 


Jonathan and Helen then entertained questions from the Committee, stating that they’d work with manufacturers to see if something like the analog to digital television converter box could be created to allow users to use existing equipment in the IP environment, though they expect that the varying protocols might not allow for a similar solution; that it doesn’t appear to matter which protocol carriers use to transmit voice and that the conversion from analog voice to a digital packets used in the IP environment seems to be where the issues affecting the functionality of equipment arise most frequently; and that all BIASs use IP and that VoIP service can be provided directly to a consumers home or will overlay on the consumer’s existing Internet service. Jonathan explained that most issues affecting equipment functionality appear to happen over the VoIP connection.  


David Weiss asked how the TDM to IP transition might affect state legislation, specifically section 710 of the Public Utilities Code which prohibits state agencies from regulating VoIP and IP enabled devices. Helen said that it’s unclear what the transition will result in but said that the statute also says that there can be exceptions made where the state can exercise authority when expressly delegated to them in federal law. She said that there is a provision in federal law that tells states that they have to take steps to promote the deployment of advanced telecommunications capability. “Well, broadband access service is now a telecommunications service,” Helen said. She added that, in theory, under this provision of federal law, the states could take steps to try to add broadband to a Lifeline program. She said that there is opposition to this coming from the industry and that the industry has already gotten members of the legislature to write a letter to the FCC deploring this.
III. California Demographics and the DDTP - (11:00 AM – 11:30 AM) – DDTP Administrative Contractor (CCAF)

Barry Saudan presented on the demographics of California’s population in comparison to the population served by the DDTP. He reported that his data was made available by the American Community Survey (ACS) from 2010 – 2013 and pointed out that it differs from Program data because it was self-reported and did not require medical proof of disability. The data from the ACS was broken down into four broad disability categories, including hearing, vision, cognitive and mobility. Program data, by contrast, is from October 2015 and represents individuals who have been certified by a licensed healthcare professional as a person with a disability.  

Barry stated that there are roughly 39 million people living in California and roughly 10%, or 657,000, are participants in the DDTP. Aside from healthcare providers and organizations like the Department of Veteran's Affairs, the Program supports more people with disabilities than any other organization. Barry added that users of the California Relay Service (CRS) were not included in the Program demographics. Based on five years’ worth of data, he found that the Program handles approximately 1.6 million calls through CRS per year.

Before comparing statistics, Barry reminded everyone that the percentages may be a little skewed since those who self-reported could report multiple disabilities. The ACS reported 20% hearing, 14% vision, 28% cognitive and 38% mobility. The Program reported 65% hearing, 15% vision, 3% cognitive and 17% mobility. Based on this information, Barry posed the question, “Where could we be doing better?” He said that the Program isn’t offering much for the Deaf community, largely due to equipment availability, and said that it is serving the hard of hearing community well. He added that the cognitive group is an area where the Program could provide additional options to better serve the community. 

Devva Kasnitz inquired about where speech disability was counted in the ACS reults and concluded that it’d likely be in both the cognitive and mobility categories. Tommy Leung questioned whether or not the makeup of community representation on the Committees should be reconsidered based on changing demographics. Devva said the ACS might also have information about which disability impairment categories co-occur most often. Ken Cluskey mentioned that many people with hearing loss don’t identify as such and suggested that there might be ways to get more meaningful data on people living with disabilities. 

Barry said that the Program does not track demographic information of participants so he broke participant data down by language based on certification form distribution and compared it to another survey from Medi-cal and the ACS data. He stated that there are about two million English speaking people counted in the ACS data and 527,000 in the Program. 
IV. DDTP Marketing in Review - (11:30 AM – 12:00 PM)

Mary Atkins then presented on Program marketing efforts in 2015, including a transition from branding to direct response ads, the addition of the barcoding and 800 number portal reports, and additional advertising spots and interviews earned.

She explained that while focus groups liked the branding ads, they didn’t tell viewers what to do in order to get equipment through the Program which is what prompted the switch to direct response spots. 

Mary played direct response ads in English, Spanish, Cantonese and Mandarin. Linda Gustafson added that many of CCAF’s staff are bilingual as well as some of the other contractors who provide day-to-day services to the Program. Mary also stated that the Program supports English, Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, Russian, Vietnamese, Hmong and American Sign Language (ASL). They also have large print and Brailled options for printed materials. Linda added that the Program has contracts for foreign language translators which allow Program outreach representatives to provide presentations to a variety of communities. 

Mary reported that there are two new reports, one being the barcode report which tracks where certification forms were distributed and the other is a report on the 800 portal number which tracks the origin of calls to the contact center. She said that, based on these reports, they’ve added Fresno, Bakersfield, Chico and Redding to the northern California campaigns, increased Spanish language media buys, and refreshed the Spanish language television spot. 

She stated that the marketing services provider has been really good at negotiating free/added value ads and interviews that promote the Program which result in an increase in call volume at the contact center. She played the interviews and voice-overs for the Committees in various languages. In response to Ken Cluskey, Mary stated that for these interviews to be captioned, the Program would have to pay for it. Per this discussion, David Weiss said that the FCC is reviewing and accepting comments about whether or not to require captioning for live interviews since they are currently exempt from captioning requirements. 
V. Lunch - (12:00 PM – 1:00 PM)
VI. Committee Member Roundtable Discussion - (1:00 PM – 1:45 PM)
1) Ken Cluskey will present his concept for the development of a Bluetooth-enabled Quattro-like loop built into the perimeter of a smart phone as a durable case, something like an Otterbox. 

Ken Cluskey stated that he’d like TADDAC, EPAC, the CPUC and CCAF to work together to define a process for reaching out to work with private institutions so they can try to develop products that are needed but don’t currently exist. This would involve a Request for Information from manufacturers to see if the equipment could be made and would be followed by a Request for Proposals (RFPs) for companies to manufacture the product or develop a prototype for further testing. Ken C. explained that he has a product idea that would entail having a loop built into the perimeter of a smartphone case like an Otterbox and would have its own energy source. Ken C. explained that Nokia already has a patent on the idea but that they aren’t doing anything with it. Jonathan Lakritz explained the equipment vetting process to the Committee, stating that CCAF staff and EPAC continuously canvass the marketplace for new equipment and added that vendors approach the Program about new products as well. Devices are tested thoroughly before being added into the Program. Jonathan said he thought it was a good idea that the Committees work to figure out what people’s needs are and to work with the manufacturers to determine if they have products available, if there’s something somewhere in their development chain, or if they’re interested in developing products to meet particular needs.


“… I think for us, with the Committees to actually be designing products, and going out and searching out patents, that’s a level of complexity we’re never going to manage at the state process,” Jonathan explained. 

2) Discussion of possible themes and locations of a Joint Committees Off-site meeting in 2016.


Brian Pease, speaking for Sylvia Stadmire who had to leave early, stated that Sylvia suggests holding a joint offsite meeting in Fresno as a first choice or in Los Angeles or San Diego as a second choice. Frances Acosta said that she’d take on the responsibility of looking for a free meeting place in Fresno and Jacqueline Jackson could try to find a free meeting place in San Diego. Steve Longo said that he agreed with holding the meeting in Fresno as a first choice since he thought it would allow the Committees to stay focused since there’s so much happening in Los Angeles. Linda Gustafson added that Fresno is an area where the Program conducts outreach. She said that offsite meetings have been most effective when there was a clear agenda, involvement from the community, and where there were additional outreach efforts for the meeting. Jonathan Lakritz added that offsites have often been tied to specific panels in the past and that moving forward, the Committees may want to consider shifting their focus toward interfacing with non-profits and social service organizations to better understand their needs and share what the Program has to offer. Jonathan noted that these efforts could be arguably more effective than mass media advertising because if these organizations are sharing information about the Program as a regular practice, then those efforts become very successful. He suggested that the Committees do advance work prior to the offsites in identifying potential organizations to interact with. Jonathan said that offsites could be planned three months in advance of the meeting date but that six months is ideal. In response to Nancy Hammons’ question about the possibility of overnight stay, Jonathan said that it would be dependent upon the location selected, the accessibility of transportation services, and if other activities were scheduled for the following morning. Robert Schwartz mentioned low Program participation in rural areas and suggested Redding as a potential offsite meeting location. Jonathan said he thought that they’ve attempted Redding in the past and added that wherever the Committees decide to meet, they should focus less on getting individuals signed up for the Program and instead on working within the community to determine what the needs are and how the Program can meet those needs. 
3) Review of the composition of the Committees. Members will review the current seats and the constituencies they represent and will consider whether the make-up of the Committees accurately reflects the demographics of the Program’s consumers.

Devva Kasnitz stated, per Barry Saudan’s demographic presentation in the morning, that there are clearly some underrepresented groups that she’d like to see the Program reach. She said she’s particularly interested in those with cognitive or development disabilities of all ages and noted that these individuals may have overlapping disabilities including mobility, speech and cognitive. Devva said that new and existing technology may be of benefit to this population.  


Nancy Hammons said that she’d like the Committees to consider adding a representative seat dedicated to veterans since many are returning home with varying disabilities. 

Ken Cluskey stated that about 65% of those served by the Program are hard of hearing and advocated for expanded representation for the constituency on the Committees.

VII. Quality of Service and CRS - (2:00 PM – 3:00 PM)

Beth Slough, Hamilton Relay’s Director of National Contracts and Compliance Manager, presented on the quality of service for the CRS. Beth introduced the rest of her team, including Christa Cervantes, Account Manager dedicated to the California account; Abigail Mebrahtu, Outreach Coordinator for northern California; Debra Rogers, Outreach Coordinator for southern California; John Fechter, State Outreach Manager; Anne Girard, Director of Sales and Marketing; and Connie Phelps, Account Manager. 

Beth began by expressing Hamilton’s commitment to relay. She explained that AT&T departed from the relay business and stopped providing CRS on June 1, 2015 and their last day to process any relay calls was July 31, 2015.  She explained that following AT&T’s announcement, many states began releasing RFPs for relay service ahead of schedule which resulted in an increase of new contracts for Hamilton and on June 2, 2015, it became the sole provider of relay service for California. 

Beth stated that Hamilton handled about 50% of California’s relay traffic when it and AT&T both provided service. On June 2, 2015, it took up 100% of California’s traffic and also began providing service to six other states. During the transition, Hamilton worked with the CPUC Communications Division (CD), CCAF, and AT&T to ensure that all AT&T CRS customer profile information was transferred to Hamilton. Many staffing changes were made and new Communication Assistants (CAs) were hired. Beth reported that they received a lot of customer feedback about various differences from AT&T and that they continue to be committed to customer input. 

Regarding changes in the industry, Beth reported that Sprint has announced the discontinuation of their wireline long distance and operator services to customers. However, these changes will not be made for relay or CapTel users who have Sprint as long as their long distance company can continue to do so. She explained that operator services include collect calls, third-party billing, or anything else that might require call assistance. She added that AT&T will discontinue their long distance and operator services which is important to CRS users because AT&T is the default provider for CRS and offers the long distance service at a special rate for those consumers. Beth reported that AT&T has shared with Hamilton that those rates will change but that the effective date is still unknown. Beth reported that Gail Sanchez of AT&T has committed to letting Hamilton know the effective date so Beth will keep the Committee posted on the issue. Hamilton anticipates doing some consumer outreach because of this change and will need to update the information on their website as well.


Beth then discussed issues with TTYs and the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) CapTels caused by the analog to digital line conversion that Jonathan Lakritz and Helen Mickiewicz covered during their presentation. She explained that the customers often believe they have a landline phone but that sometimes the path from the switch to the home is not entirely analog so at some point along the way there is a digital transmission of data. Beth noted that they haven’t done widespread research on the issue but that from Hamilton’s testing and the feedback they’ve received from consumers, there are instances of garbling and delays. She said that it seems like the devices work well most of the time but, intermittently, captions are dropped or garbling occurs. Beth said that Hamilton continues to watch these issues and is working with the CPUC and their state relay administrator. She reported that Jonathan had expressed interest in the CPUC partnering with Hamilton to conduct tests with the intent of resolving these issues for Program consumers. Beth said that understanding the types of telephone lines being used in the home and how they are impacting equipment and services will be important to solving the problem. She added that the ambiguity of emerging technologies and unknown rulemakings regarding TTYs at the federal level will continue to impact Program consumers. Per a presentation from earlier in the meeting, Beth stated that there are 1.6 million calls received through CRS every year so it’s important that services are still available to consumers using legacy equipment even as technology moves forward. 

Regarding disallowed calls, Beth explained that there are people who misuse relay, including those in correctional facilities. Hamilton has partnered with the CPUC to develop a process by which they can identify patterns of misuse and unusual calling activity. Once that’s been identified, they research to determine if the call is coming from a phone in a correctional facility and, if so, they’ll contact the facility to let them know that there are inmates calling who are not people with hearing loss. She reported that Hamilton has partnered with Global Tel Link (GTL), a telephone company that oversees telephone systems in many correctional facilities, to conduct a pilot in California with 13 facilities participating whose administrators have committed to ensuring access to relay for people with hearing loss who happen to be incarcerated. She explained that collect calling was the only way for inmates to make calls from a correctional facility and explained that this would cost inmates with hearing loss more because it takes longer to set up their calls. This pilot uses prepaid calling cards for individuals to place their calls which has reduced the use of relay. She reminded everyone that while Sprint still supports collect calling, she anticipates that over the next several years it will eventually be phased out so the methodology being used in California now should be the model nationwide.

Regarding data security in the CRS 4 contract, there are new IT and privacy standards that Hamilton is coming into compliance with. Beth reported that Hamilton has always conducted confidentiality training with employees, has ensured that their networks are isolated so that relay calls can’t be hacked in to and has ensured that their facilities are secure via safety policies and signed employee documentation. Beth explained that a major security change in CRS 4 is the secure methodology used to transmit over the Internet while allowing consumers the ability to update their profiles online. She said that they’re going to do some beta testing and will roll it out shortly. 


Beth said that Hamilton has developed a flyer titled “The Role of the Communication Assistant” which explains that the CA is there to facilitate calls per state and federal guidelines and not to engage in conversation. They also recently hosted a town hall meeting about the issue too and are working with the CAs themselves to ensure that they understand the expectation as well.

In terms of quality of service, Beth stated that the State of California and the FCC require 85% of all calls to be answered within 10 seconds. To ensure this, Hamilton increased their staff. Beth noted a few bumps in the road in terms of meeting answer performance metrics but said that adjustments were made to ensure future compliance. 

Regarding contractual quality of service requirements, Beth said that Hamilton staff completes three weeks’ worth of training on how to process calls and about the culture of the people who are placing the calls. Other contractual requirements include CAs to type 60 words per minute with 95% accuracy for TTYs and speak 125 words per minute with 98% accuracy for captioned telephones. CAs must also demonstrate a 12th grade level in spoken and written English, including spelling. She added that the CPUC and CCAF conduct annual site visits to ensure that CAs are being monitored and are meeting their skill requirements. She said that both CapTel and Traditional Relay Service (TRS) must ensure that no more than one call of 100 is blocked. Hamilton conducts what they call linguistics training to ensure that CAs across the country are familiar with the specific, local names callers might use. Hamilton undergoes state required quality assurance testing, conducts their own tests, and is also tested by an independent third-party.

Beth reported that as of December 2, 2015, per the CRS 4 contract, Hamilton will notify customers that their calls will be monitored for quality assurance and training purposes. 


Hamilton hosts an annual meeting for state relay administrators at the National Association for State Relay Administration (NASRA) Conference, and Beth reported that this year, Hamilton focused on changes coming to CapTel products.  She said that in response to the transition from analog to digital lines, Hamilton is now offering the CapTel 840i which can work on both lines. This device is only available through equipment programs offering the device and cannot be obtained by an individual. CTI continues to work on the Braille CapTel for people who have low vision, are hard of hearing, and have some ability to speak. The 880IB is an iPhone with Braille capability and the 2400 I has large font capability. Also, through a software update, Hamilton has rolled out a speakerphone option for their devices in response to consumer demand. 


Per questions from Steve Longo, Beth explained that the CapTel 840i is distributed to consumers who have an analog line and is not intended for those with a digital line. If the consumer has discovered that their analog line has been switched to digital, then through a software update and the addition of a few wires into the wall, the device can be converted to IP. 


Ken Cluskey discussed the responsibility of CapTel users to take control over their calls. He said that speed and accuracy of the captions are crucial for users and suggested an audit to track the quality of calls and address any issues that arise. Ken C. added that if people don’t like the service, they’ll adjust their lifestyle so that they won’t have to talk on the phone anymore. Beth said that CapTels are currently audited but that she plans to work with Ken C. to discuss his concerns further, noting the importance of users taking control of their calls. 

Per Devva Kasnitz, Beth stated that STS CAs are people who have proven exceptional skills as a TRS CA and undergo additional training with speech language pathologists. Robert Schwartz wondered if there is a correlation between the type of service plan and speed of said service plan that consumers sign up for with their providers and the speed of relay service they receive. In response to concerns about delays caused during CapTel calls, David Weiss said that it might be helpful for users to let the person on the other end of the call know that they’re reading captions so there might be a delay. Per Mussie Gebre, Beth confirmed that CapTel calls are different than Voice Carry Over (VCO) calls because CapTel calls do not enable communication between the user and the CA. Nancy Hammons recognized that some people may not want to identify themselves as hard of hearing, a point mentioned throughout the discussion, but that not disclosing this to the other person makes the call much harder. She said that one trick is to speak slowly since most people will try to match your pace during a conversation. 
New Action Item #63: CPUC CD, CCAF and Hamilton Relay will develop a list of consumer strategies for using CapTel. 

VIII. DDTP Equipment and Services – 2015 Recap - (3:00 PM – 3:45 PM)

Barry Saudan invited Ken Cluskey, Frances Acosta, and Devva Kasnitz to share their experiences with equipment that the Program is currently offering in its various pilot programs. 

Ken Cluskey reported on the Quattro 4, a Bluetooth enabled neck loop, stating that, due to his progressive hearing loss, the device would not allow him to make phone calls because he needs to be able to read captions. However, he said he has used it in the past and found it to be one of the best products on the market. He said that the microphone is more directional than any other microphone he’s found and that he was impressed by its ability to block out background noise. Ken C. said that he’s heard some feedback about the device being complicated to use but that he didn’t understand why since, if users have a smartphone, once it’s connected initially it stays connected. He added that he experienced some frustration connecting the little microphone on the device. Barry said that Ken’s feedback is consistent with what they’ve heard from other pilot participants in that about half really liked the device and half stopped using it. He said that the pilot is coming to a close and CCAF is in the midst of preparing a final report for CD. Ken C. explained, per Tommy Leung, that the Quattro 4 is a Bluetooth enabled loop worn around the neck that connects to the user’s cellphone and transmits wirelessly to the user’s hearing aid via the t-coil.  

Frances presented on the HearAll cellphone amplifier and said that the device is easy to use. It can be used with a handset, a t-coil, and can be used as a speaker.  The device takes about three to four hours to charge. She said the device is easy to connect and that she had a good experience when she went in to the service center for help with the device. Frances suggested that the Program add a message on the survey line that instructs the participants to stay on the line to complete the survey. She also suggested that they find a different person to voice the surveys who is a bit perkier. Per David Kehn, Frances said that she uses the device when she is outside of the home and can carry it either in her purse or in her walker. 

Devva said that she has not been able to test the standalone answering machine yet because the phone she has through the Program has an answering machine and her rotary phone’s connection is too scratchy. She said that she intends to test the device at her sister’s house. Barry suggested getting her a new Program phone as well.


Frances added that she’d like to see the Panasonic phone added back into the Program because it was wireless, a speakerphone, and an answering machine in one device. Barry said that the device was popular but that the manufacturer discontinued it. He added that CCAF and the CPUC have had some discussions with Panasonic and they have indicated some interest in re-entering a specialized phone. 

IX. Meeting Wrap-Up and Adjournment and Confirmation of 2016 Meeting Schedule - (3:45 PM – 4:00 PM)

The Committees confirmed that EPAC will continue to meet on the second Friday of the month and TADDAC on the fourth Friday of every month. They expect to hold joint meeting in Fresno and San Diego in May and November so those meeting dates will likely change. 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 PM.  

These minutes were prepared by Emily Claffy.

