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DDTP Joint Meeting of the TADDAC and EPAC Committees

April 25, 2014
10:00 PM 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 meeting at the DDTP Headquarters in Oakland.  

TADDAC Members Present:

Frances Reyes Acosta, At Large Seat - User of Spanish DDTP Services 

Toni Barrient, Hard of Hearing Community Seat

Diana Herron, Deaf Community Seat 

Jan Jensen, Deaf Community Seat

Devva Kasnitz, Mobility Impaired Community Seat

Tommy Leung, Disabled Community—Blind/Low Vision Community Seat, Chair
Steve Longo, Proxy for Nancy Hammons, Late-Deafened Community Seat

Fred Nisen, Disabled Community, Speech-to-Speech User Seat
Tony Tully, Office of Ratepayer Advocates Seat
TADDAC Members Absent:

Nancy Hammons, Late-Deafened Community Seat
TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:

Shelley Bergum, CCAF Chief Executive Officer


Linda Gustafson, CPUC Communications Division

EPAC Members Present: 
Mussie Gebre, Disabled Community, Deaf-Blind Seat 

Jacqueline Jackson, Disabled Community-Blind Seat 

Brent Jolley, Deaf Community Seat
Brian Pease, Mobility Impaired Seat
Sylvia Stadmire, Senior Citizens Community Seat

Brian Winic, Hard of Hearing Community Seat

EPAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present: 
David Kehn,CCAF, Customer Contact Operations Department Manager
Tyrone Chin, CPUC, Communications Division 

CPUC Staff Present:

John Birznieks, Communications Division

Karen Eckersley, Communications Division

Jonathan Lakritz, Communications Division (PM Only)

Helen Mickiewicz, Legal Division

Jean Nosaka, Communications Division
Hannah Steiner, Communications Division
Sue Wong, Communications Division

CCAF Staff Present:

Patsy Emerson, Committee Coordinator
Vanessa Flores, Committee Assistant

Dave Kehn, Customer Contact Operations Department Manager

John Koste, Telecommunications Equipment Specialist

Barry Saudan, Director of Operations
Anthony Thung, Systems Administrator 
Sherrie Van Tyle, Product Training Specialist 

David Weiss, CRS Department Manager 
Others Present: 
Nadine Branch, Attendant to Jacqueline Jackson

Don Brownell, Voicer for Devva Kasnitz

Rebecca Chow, Ohlone College

Richard Dowdy, CaptionCall

Barbara Dreyfus, Weitbrecht, UltraTec CapTel

Samantha Ettlin, Ohlone College
Thomas Gardner, Hamilton Relay

Jonathan Gray, Clarity

Sandy Gross, AFCO Electronics
Otis Hopkins, Attendant to Tommy Leung

Steve Jansen, Ohlone College

Naomi Kowalski, Hamilton 

Vanessa Lindt, Ohlone College
Michelle Maher, Clearsounds

Anita Patrogo, Ohlone College 

Lois Peralta, AT&T (via phone)

Chris Smith, Sprint Relay

Joanna Smith, Ohlone College

TADDAC vice Chair, Tommy Leung, acted as Chair in Nancy Hammons’ absence. Tommy called the meeting to order at 10:06 am and welcomed everyone to the Joint Meeting. 
II. Welcome and Introduction of Committee Members and Guests

Committee members introduced themselves. 

I. Introductory Remarks from the California Public Utilities Commission and DDTP Administrative Contractor, the California Communications Access Foundation

Linda Gustafson welcomed both Committees and the audience to the Joint Meeting. She explained that the day’s ambitious Agenda would provide both Committees with the opportunity to meet and greet and receive the latest update on equipment testing and on the latest changes in the telecommunications industry. She went on to provide more details on the day’s proceedings. 

Linda reminded both Committees that the Communications Division would like to receive the Committees’ Program Priorities with Budget Implications for fiscal year 2015-2016 by the end of June and suggested that the Committees finalize their list during their May meetings. 
III. Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act and Conflict of Interest for Committee Members


Helen Mickiewicz from the CPUC Legal Division provided the Committees with a general background and overview of the relevant portions of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act as they apply to the DDTP Advisory Committees.  

During her overview of what qualifies as a meeting, Tony Tully asked if workshops and conferences might qualify as a meeting. As an example he mentioned an upcoming workshop for Speech Generating Devices (SGDs) and asked if Committee Member attendance might conflict with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. Helen said that Committee attendance, even by several Committee Members would not violate the Bagley-Keene because the conference or workshop especially in the case of the CPUC’s SGD Workshop, would be open to the public and the purpose would not be to conduct TADDAC or EPAC business. She said that Committee Members would be prohibited however, from discussing Committee related material at such workshops or conferences. 

Jan Jensen asked Helen if it would be a violation for three Committee members, specifically from the Deaf Community, to create a survey for Committee Members and their constituencies. Helen said that it would be a violation if three or more Committee Members from the same Committee participated in the implementation of the survey, but said that it would not be a violation if one or two members were on a different Committee. For example, two members of TADDAC and one member of EPAC would not be a violation.

Helen went on to also say that if a Committee Member were to write the Committee and ask for feedback on a document or proposal, the result could potentially be a violation, however it depends on if true business is being conducted through these exchanges. She stressed that the voting and final decision on the document would have to take place during a public meeting but also said that even without a final decision being made, such exchanges could qualify as “serial meetings” and thus be considered unlawful. She stressed that matters like these tend to be grey areas and encouraged the Committees to contact her if they are unsure if their plans may be in violation.

Diana Herron asked Helen who handles violations if they are in fact committed, and asked what the consequences are for such violations. Helen explained that if a Committee or Committee Member violates the Bagley-Keene, the action of the Committee is considered void. For example, if a topic is discussed and voted on during a meeting and that topic was not on the Committee’s Agenda for that meeting day, the action is void. Helen said that Committee members are not subject to fines or removal for violations. 


In the case of a lobbyist attempting to persuade Committee Members in their favor, Helen said that Committee Members have the obligation to tell the lobbyist that he or she cannot inform them of the views or opinions of other Committee Members. 

At this time, Helen reviewed the Conflict of Interest Process and explained what items Committee Members are required to report and how they should go about reporting the information.

During the discussion of Committee participation in organizations he or she may be affiliated with, Helen cited an example of a former Committee Member who was not sure if he could participate in helping a school fundraise for an event, as the school was directing its fundraising efforts toward a DDTP vendor. Helen informed the Committee Member that he was prohibited from having any involvement with the exchange, as the exchange may have implied that the Committee Member was using his affiliation with the Committee to help raise money for the school and would therefore be considered inappropriate and illegal. 

Jacqueline Jackson said that she was recently at a community event in which vendors were present, and said that she participated in a raffle, and the raffle prize was contributed by a Program vendor. She asked Helen if her participation was inappropriate, even though she did not win the raffle. Helen said that because Jacqueline participated in the raffle as an attendee of the conference, the situation is different than her being singled out to participate or given a gift because of her role on the Committee. She said that she isn’t sure if it would have been inappropriate if Jacqueline won the prize and said that she would have to check with the attorneys in the Legal Division for the answer. 
IV. Committee Member Roles and Responsibilities 


Committee Members were referred to their Charters located in their binders, and Helen briefly reviewed the Committees’ roles and responsibilities as defined by their charters with an emphasis on the Committees’ role in the Program’s budgetary process. 
VI. The Changing Landscape Part 1: Evolving Technologies and the Telecommunications Industry


Karen Eckersley with the Communications Division, provided the Committee with a report on recent developments in Internet Protocol (IP) technology, including the transition from copper wire to fiber optic technology, and from analog to Voice-Over Internet Protocol (VoIP) and Broadband services. 

Frances Acosta said that she tried to set up her landline, cell phone and television with AT&T, but AT&T told her the package was not available to her. She asked Karen if its unavailability had to do with fiber optic technology. Karen said that the customer has to be a certain distance from the company’s central office. She added that some ZIP Codes are not within that distance and some places do not have the upgrade that is necessary for U-Verse. 

Brian Pease asked if AT&T might eventually move away from copper wire and transition to IP or VoIP and fiber optics, or if they will keep copper and still integrate fiber optic technology. Karen explained that the copper in the ground deteriorates over time and since a majority of the copper wire currently in the ground was placed over 60 years ago, it is not clear how much longer it will be viable. 
Helen said that she believes Brian is looking to get an idea of what AT&T’s plan is for the future and that she believes AT&T’s plan is similar to Verizon’s plan, in that the design is a broadband-based communications system. She added that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has taken comments on what it is calling the Time Division Multiplex (TDM) to IP transition. She informed the Committee that the CPUC has filed comments on the docket, and said that AT&T has been publicly advocating at the FCC to move everyone off of traditional wireline service to a broadband/IP-based service and that the FCC is looking into the claim. Helen said Verizon has announced publicly that they would like to physically remove copper wire and replace it with either fiber optics in urban, suburban and rural areas or replace it with wireless. 

Steve Longo said that he spoke to AT&T in depth about the fiber and copper situation and they informed him that many homes do not have 100% fiber because the homes are too far from the central office. He added that because of this he doesn’t believe that copper will go away anytime soon. 


Brent Jolley said that just yesterday AT&T announced that they will upgrade 28 cities to fiber optics. He said that they are committed to upgrading all of the lines and making homes more accessible to VoIP and all other video technologies. Karen said that she saw the AT&T announcement and said that AT&T will be engaging with the 30 communities about how they might begin to look at taking fiber to the home. 

Brian Winic said that the these changes affect the end user and said many might feel like they have no control over what decisions these big companies are making, especially in regards to the cost of equipment necessary for the transition. Karen reminded the Committee that the FCC has asked for public comments on the TDM to IP transition proceeding. 


Mussie Gebre said that he believes that in a few years IP technology will improve greatly however, his concern is that not everyone will have the equipment necessary for the transition. Karen agreed and said that the transition happening in a way that works for everyone and includes everyone is the biggest concern, as change is difficult for some, especially older generations. 


Helen said that she believes there is some confusion and that she wanted to make sure that everyone understands that broadband works over copper wire, and that the TDM to IP transition does not mean that copper wire should go away. She added that the FCC does not allow the states to regulate broadband, and that many states cannot regulate VoIP, so all the technologies that have existed traditionally over copper wire will not apply when the transition is complete. Karen said that even though the new technology is better, the problem is that the protections are not technology neutral. 


Jan said that she is concerned that current equipment, such as the CapTel phone will not be able to keep up with the new technology, and that the Central Office will have to develop new ways to work with the older equipment. Tommy agreed saying that all this progress reminds him of when AT&T was the only provider and people had to rent and pay for their phones from that provider regardless of whether or not they liked the service. He said it seems that this new technology might force consumers into being able to use only one piece of equipment and possibly having to pay exorbitant prices for it. He stressed that he thinks what the Committees and the Program need to focus on is the end user, saying that these changes may force the end user to dump their old phones and get new ones at a higher price as well as face new restrictions. He added that everything that consumers have done over the past 25 years to put power in their hands to choose providers will be at risk. 

Toni Barrient asked Karen what other companies such as Comcast, Cox and Time-Warner have planned for their services. Karen said that the providers Toni mentioned are cable providers that now offer VoIP services. She explained that the regulations for a cable company are different from those for a telephone corporation. Karen also confirmed that U-Verse is offered by AT&T over copper cables and the service is provided as a digital video service on which voice is also present. She also explained that when she talked about fiber optic use, it meant that a fiber optic cable goes directly to the person’s home and attaches to their in home wiring. She added that there is fiber optic cabling throughout the entire telecommunications infrastructure for phones, for the Internet, and for cable companies. 

Regarding regulatory challenges for the CPUC, David Weiss asked who will have jurisdiction over IP. Karen, Helen and Linda, decided this question would be best addressed after lunch, as the answer would take some time. 

Diana Herron said that she has been involved in the video relay service industry and said that the industry has really struggled with many Deaf Consumers who want the videophone technology but find the quality lacking when they use it. She added that it seems hard for providers to figure out where the problem is. Karen agreed and said that her advice for finding problems is to know what the bandwidth requirement of the equipment to operate is and also to know whether or not the internet service provider is providing the customer the amount of bandwidth they are paying for. 
VII. PUBLIC COMMENT and Discussion—AM Session

Audience members introduced themselves. 
Lunch Break – 1 hour
When the Committees returned, Linda went over the afternoon’s agenda.
VI. The Changing Landscape Part 2: Policy and Legal Transitions
Karen opened the floor up to questions.  Linda asked how the Program handles consumers who might not know if they have VoIP or landline and if it makes a difference when they receive the equipment from the Program. Barry Saudan answered saying that he feels the Service Centers do a good job of trying to verify what type of service the customer has. He said that if customers inform Service Center employees that they have AT&T, staff will ask them if it is U-Verse, since U-Verse is a signal that the customer has VoIP. He added that what staff has found is that most of the Program’s equipment works well on VoIP networks if the customer is not using equipment such as Magic Jack. 

At this time, David restated the question he had asked before lunch regarding the transition to IP and the impact on the delineation of jurisdiction between the FCC and the states. Helen explained that historically, the jurisdiction over the telecommunications system in the US was divided so that traffic that began in one place and ended in another was subject to the regulation depending on where that call began and ended. For example, if a call began in San Diego and ended in Santa Rosa, that call would be considered an intrastate call and the state of California has jurisdiction over intrastate traffic. She said that if the call starts in one state and ends in another, that call is considered an interstate call and the FCC has jurisdiction over that call. Helen said that jurisdiction began to change after the breakup of AT&T in 1984 and the gradual development of competition in various telecommunications marketplaces. She said generally speaking, Congress determined that the states could not regulate wireless space or wireless entry into the marketplace. So the states cannot set the rates that the wireless carriers will charge because they are preempted. She added that the FCC has determined that broadband or Internet Access Service (a term the FCC used) is considered an information service and is only subject to FCC jurisdiction. She also said that not being able to regulate Internet access service has caused challenges for the Commission as it would like to include Internet access in the LifeLine Program. 
Regarding VoIP, Helen said that the FCC has not yet determined whether the service is subject to state jurisdiction. She explained that if the FCC determines that VoIP is an information service, the state will have no jurisdiction whatsoever, and if the FCC deems the service a common carrier then the states will have some authority under federal law to regulate. She added that even though the FCC has imposed a number of obligations to VoIP providers, such as the requirement that they provide 911 and that they comply with the Communications Act for Law Enforcement Act (CALEA), the FCC has yet to make a decision on the type of service VoIP is. 

Helen went on to say that within the last two years, the FCC issued a decision saying that VoIP providers could participate in the Federal LifeLine Program and that the FCC’s decision on this matter was challenged by a number of parties for different reasons, one of them being that the FCC had not yet determined that VoIP is a telecommunication service under Federal law. She said that this issue is currently on appeal. Helen emphasized the large grey area that many of these issues highlight, and the state’s reluctance to move forward. 
Steve asked if the FCC regulates Landlines, and if so, if that is the reason why the LifeLine Program offers special discounts for low-income consumers. Helen said that there are two reasons why the low-income discounts exist. One of them is because the FCC adopted a policy many years ago intended to foster what is called “universal service”. She added that the purpose of the policy was to make it possible for as many people to be on the network as possible because the more people on a phone network, the more valuable it is because more people can be reached. She said that in order to make that happen, it had to be ensured that those who could not afford high rates could receive a subsidy. Helen confirmed that the FCC could regulate Internet Access Service, in other words, the prices and fees, but does not. 

Linda asked Helen to discuss the Program’s history of providing mainly landline based phones as opposed to Internet based phones. Helen said that at a recent Committee meeting there was an expression of concern regarding the IP Captioned Telephone Service (CTS) capable equipment offered through the Program and the quality of the IPCTS. She said that because the state does not regulate the service, the Program does not have any authority over the service quality, although the Program could provide IP-based equipment. She said that the issue is different with wireless because the Program is able to regulate the terms and conditions of the service even if it cannot regulate the wireless carrier’s entry into the marketplace or the rates that they charge. 
Jan asked Helen if, amidst all of the confusion, anything is being done to ensure a smooth transition in these policy changes for the benefit of consumers. Helen gave a brief explanation of the FCC’s usual protocol for making decisions or otherwise addressing similar issues and reminded her that the FCC has also opened a docket to address this particular transition and has taken comments. In addition, Helen said that the FCC has ordered what they call “TDM IP trials” and Karen went on to explain those, ultimately iterating that the FCC is considering these issues very carefully and that the state is simply awaiting the outcome.   
Brent asked if Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) qualifies as Internet Access Service. Helen said that the TRS is a service that has been provided historically using the wireline network and that it is also a service that connects people. She added that the type of service the caller is using is irrelevant as the state does not pay for that service and instead pays for the Communications Assistant on a per-minute basis. She said that she suspects that some of the people who are calling 711 are using VoIP service, wireless service, or they’re on traditional wireline service. 
David W. added to this saying that his understanding is that the interstate fund currently collects funds contributed from all the VoIP and landline companies and is how they are able to provide the service for this particular group of consumers. Karen affirmed David’s comment and added that in California, all of those providers are registered and pay surcharges. 
Helen said that the FCC requires that the VoIP providers collect and pay into the Federal LifeLine fund and said that there is a separate statute in California that requires that VoIP providers also collect and pay into various universal service programs such as LifeLine, the DDTP, and others. 

Helen confirmed that the funds to support the state LifeLine Program are collected separately from the funds that support TRS, or in California, the California Relay Service. She explained that the funds for CRS come out of a surcharge on customers’ bills that is dedicated to the DDTP. She added that there is a separate line item for LifeLine and that monies are collected from carriers and go into the LifeLine fund.
X. EPAC Report and Update

EPAC Committee Co-Chair, Brian Winic and 
DDTP’s Telecommunications Equipment Specialist, John Koste, provided the Committees with a report on EPAC’s process for reviewing new equipment and highlighted some pieces of equipment being evaluated or considered for evaluation by staff. They also provided an overview of CTAP’s equipment testing process using internal and external evaluators to rate features and functions of new equipment. 

During his explanation of equipment testing, John clarified that about 39 customer-facing staff members receive the equipment for testing. He added that the Program wants to make sure the equipment is given to those who interact with customers enough to have a sense of what equipment is most useful to them. 


Jan asked John about the age of equipment distributed by the Program, referring to the distribution of TTYs.  John said that the demand for TTYs has dropped dramatically as there are very few TTY users, adding that many who do still use the device are speech disabled and use the device in the voice carryover or hearing carryover mode. 

Steve asked Brian and John if they could expand on where staff or the Committee is in regards to distributing smartphones.

Brian responded saying that while the Program currently distributes the BlackBerry and the Jitterbug, the Program is moving forward with an iPhone pilot. 


At this time, Devva Kasnitz stressed that the Committees seldom get the opportunity to meet together and should have been given the opportunity to share their own views during a discussion about the topics presented during the meeting. 

XI. Overall Budget Process and Strategic Goals for the DDTP

Shelley Bergum explained that at a recent meeting, TADDAC requested to learn more about the CPUC’s goals for the DDTP and how the Committees can assist the CPUC in achieving its goals for the Program. She added that they are looking to know if they might be able to do something in terms of recommendations about program priorities for the budget that would assist the CPUC or specifically CD staff in meeting their goals for the Program.

Jonathan Lakritz provided the Committees with an overview of the DDTP budget process and provided information on how the budget process is used to fulfill goals of the Program. Jonathan also included an overview of the Committees’ role in developing Program Priorities with Budget Implications for fiscal year 2015-2016. Jonathan added that at this time, CD is trying to look for equipment for CTAP that is dual purpose – analog and VoIP – rather than for equipment that requires an Internet connection.
XII. E-Signatures and the DDTP

Jonathan explained the difference between electronic signatures (E-Signatures) and digital signatures, saying that E-signatures are a set of federal regulations that govern commerce between businesses and consumers as well as consumers and the government, and that digital signatures are an older set of regulations required by the state. He provided the Committees with examples of each and reported on state and other Public Program initiatives with respect to E-signatures. 

Frances asked if the state is going against Federal laws by allowing her to submit her taxes to the State of California via the Internet. 


Jonathan explained that he is not in a position to comment on the technology that the Franchise Tax Board might be using and said that he would imagine that the Board obtained a waiver that allows their process to be valid and exist as it does. 

Regarding the personal identification process (PIN) that is currently being used for the LifeLine Program, Jonathan said that the CPUC is hoping that the method will become an acceptable standard because it meets the federal E-signature standard. He added that the goal is to push the process along as the process is well understood and people seem comfortable with it. 

Fred Nisen informed the Committee that the Secretary of State just came out with a new online voter registration. He explained that the instead of forcing the person to sign, the site links to the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to get the signature. Jonathan said that the Secretary of State’s regulations for online voting are a separate section and do not need to comply with the same requirements. He added that the Secretary of State also had to receive a statutory change to allow them to be able to access the DMV’s registration Information. 

Jan asked if it is possible for the Committees to add a recommendation for E-Signatures in their Program Priorities with Budget Implications for fiscal year 2014-2015. Jonathan said those decisions are up to the Committee, but said that those are the types of recommendations CD would be looking for from them. 

Jonathan confirmed that CD is not only looking for priorities that may have budget implications, but that CD is also open to ways in which policies can be changed. He warned however, that some policy changes require a change in law and may in fact be larger, more challenging issues. 


At this time, Jonathan provided the Committee with a brief update on the Program’s iPhone pilot. He said that his is happy to report that staff now has the authority to purchase iPhones and that they have located a vendor and are now looking to provide keyboards, cases and AppleCare with the devices. He said that staff is now working with the Department of Technology to obtain authority to purchase AppleCare because the service can only be bought directly from Apple and triggers a special set of requirements. He said that he hopes that in a month or two the Program will be in a position to purchase the phones and said that CCAF is very excited about implementing the pilot. 


At this time Frances asked Jonathan if he had an update regarding TADDAC’s request to hire a full-time employee to develop and monitor social media matters for the Program. Jonathan said that CD is currently looking into what other agency’s policies are about social media and trying to figure out which contract it would be housed in and if the current contract needs to be modified or if it is consistent with the current scope of work. 


The Committees briefly reiterated the type of consumer-Program dialogue they hope to create with the addition of this position, and went into detail about the skills they’d like to see in the person hired for the job. 

Jonathan confirmed that the CPUC has a Facebook page however, that his impression is that the page does not receive much activity and that any similar activity occurs through the agency’s press office. He informed the Committee that he is reaching out to the press office to find out what, if any, adopted policies there are regarding social media. He also said that he spoke with the press office two years ago about social media and that the office had a number of reservations about engaging it, in part due to the experiences of other state agencies. Jonathan said that he’d be happy to return to the issue as he can see how there is value to social media, and said that he thinks the issue will be to figure out an appropriate range of issues and topics for someone operating the social media space. 
XIII. Affordability of Wireless Services for CTAP Customers 


Tommy reported that the Committees have received comments from the public regarding affordability of the wireless phones in the Program. He said that consumers seem to be finding themselves in a quandary, deciding between the affordable but inaccessible wireless phones provided by the LifeLine Program, or the costly yet accessible wireless phones of the DDTP. He added that the Program has had several customers who have ordered the Jitterbug phone but have not activated the phone as they could not afford the monthly service fees. He said that the Committees would like to see if anything can be done to allow DDTP phones to be eligible for a LifeLine discount. Tommy said he provided everyone with a few pages of statutes for reference on the discussion. 

Jonathan explained that for eligibility for both the Federal and the state LifeLine Program for wireline, a person must fill out one application. For wireless, Jonathan said that there are currently two carriers who offer only the Federal discount which is $9.25 a month and then there are carriers who participate both in the California and the Federal Program. He said that staff is currently in the process of reviewing another half a dozen applications for carriers to participate in the California wireless program and added that the Program was just instituted in January 2014. 

Jonathan explained that the state is very much dependent upon carrier participation in the LifeLine Program. For example, in November of 2013, the Commission adopted rule changes to the California LifeLine Program and one of those changes was to allow carriers to seek authority to offer discounts on data plans for customers who qualified under the DDTP and who had no use for voice communication services. He said that to date, no carriers have pursued the opportunity and neither has the Commission. He said that now carriers are starting to enter into the California LifeLine Program and that he hopes that one of them will want to both add devices that the DDTP has identified as helpful to constituents in the Program and also want to pursue the data discount. 

He said that staff is hoping more carriers will be added over the summer as it seems carriers are becoming more cooperative. He added that he feels allowing DDTP customers to receive discounts on a monthly basis for their wireless services is critical to increasing the adoption rate of wireless devices among potential Program participants and restated that because the state cannot mandate the carrier’s involvement, waiting until the carriers are sufficiently interested is necessary. 

Jonathan confirmed that in order for consumers to participate in both the state and federal programs, they must either meet the income eligibility or be enrolled in other government programs such as food stamps or Medi-Cal. Tommy asked if there has been any thought of allowing the DDTP as one of these government programs. Jonathan said that being that the discount has both a Federal component and a state component, he isn’t sure if the FCC would be willing to add the DDTP because it has no income qualifications. He added that essentially the state could choose to independently add the DDTP in this regard however, the situation would still require the willing participation of carriers, and many carriers might only be willing to do so if it makes sense for them economically. 

Jonathan said that he can raise this issue in phase two of the LifeLine proceeding as he feels it’s something the Commission would want to consider, although it isn’t clear if carriers would be interested in participating. He said that the state has yet to get one of the four major wireless companies to show any interest in participating in LifeLine, adding that he feels the process will be challenging, as it is hard to know what would motivate carrier participation. 

Brent asked how much the discount for LifeLine is. Jonathan said that the federal discount offered in California for wireless service is $9.25 per month which is taken from the rate the carrier charges. He said that in addition, California has a two-tier system ranging from $5.75 to $12.95 depending on the minutes offered in the plan. He added that the California discount is computed anew every year and that it is designed to track, in part, the changes in the cost of wireline telephony service. Jonathan continued to discuss the eligibility and plan options for the LifeLine Program with the Committees. 

Before the discussion ended, Brent and Tommy both stressed the immense need for a solution to the high monthly service fees linked to wireless devices especially since, as was mentioned earlier in the meeting, the landscape of telecommunications is evolving rapidly.

XIV. Review of TADDAC Letter Addressing CapTel Complaints 

The Committees referred to the documents in the binder pertaining to this issue.


Linda provided the Committees with some background on the Captioned Telephone service and the Captioned Telephone device in relation to the Program. Linda said that the Program has been providing CapTel Service since 2003 and during that time there have been quality of service issues that have always been responded to in such a way that the vendors are made aware of the concerns of either the Committees and/or the customers and are given a chance to address and/or remedy the issues.

Tommy referred the Committees to tab 2, where they could find a draft letter from TADDAC to CD regarding the degradation of CapTel service. He said that he’d like the Committees to add to this draft and discuss it during their May meetings. 

At this time, Barbara Dreyfus, a Weitbrecht and CapTel representative came forward to discuss the reasons for the quality decline. Barbara began by saying that she understands the issue regarding the quality of service was first brought up by Field Advisors who saw that CapTel had changed the way corrections were done and were unhappy with the change. She said that CapTel had not publicized the change, and so when the Field Advisors contacted CapTel, CapTel was not able to provide them with an adequate reason for the change because at the time, CapTel was not legally permitted to voice why the changes were made. 

Barbara explained that many months ago, CapTel filed a patent infringement suit against CaptionCall Sorensen and they, in turn, filed a patent suit against the way CapTel managed their corrections. She said that as a result, CapTel decided to change the way corrections were done, until the matter was legally resolved. She assured the Committees that the way corrections are done has absolutely no impact on the speed of captions and said that the Communications Assistant (CA) makes the corrections the same way, the only difference is the way they are shown on the screen. She added that it seems people are mistakenly comparing IP CapTel with landline CapTel and shouldn’t be, as they are both very different services, adding that IP CapTel is faster.  She also assured the Committee that CapTel evaluates the service every day and also evaluates the service that Hamilton does because Hamilton licensed the service from CapTel and must conduct the service to the same standards. She added that CapTel also has the data to show that there is no quality difference between a Hamilton CA and a CapTel CA. 

Steve asked Barbara if she is equating the quality issues with landline CapTel and not with IP CapTel. Barbara said that with landline CapTel, users have voice and data on the same line and with IP CapTel, voice and captions are split between the landline and the Internet which makes the service both faster and smoother. 


Barbara confirmed that the changes do in fact present themselves differently on the screen and that this change is actually a reversion to a method the company used several years ago. 

Devva asked if there is some kind of message on the phone that informs the customer that the CA is making a correction or in the process of typing the caption. Barbara informed Devva that the CA does not type, the captions are made available through voice recognition and that the CA never has any interaction with the users. 

Linda said that as she understands it, TADDAC held an extensive conversation about CapTel Service at a recent meeting and it seems one of the main concerns Committee Members had was that the way correction changes were being made was causing confusion among users. She also said that she feels those familiar with CapTel service understand that there are a number of strategies that have to be implemented in order to maintain the quality of a phone conversation. She added that since it is unlikely that this issue will be resolved, it may be best for TADDAC to finalize their letter during their May meeting. She also asked that CCAF staff make sure that Barbara and Hamilton are made aware of the specific concerns that Committee Members relayed from their constituents, at least to the effect that those in charge are made aware that these changes are causing extreme frustration among seasoned users. She added that she is aware that CCAF staff has plans to visit CapTel facilities and will have the opportunity to see firsthand, what is going on. She added that she also understands that there may be the possibility of a renewed CapTel survey, and asked CRS staff to make sure they clearly understand what the issues are that are being raised, especially after TADDAC finalizes their letter. 

Diana thanked Barbara for her explanation of the different types of services, but said that she felt that a lot of confusion could have been avoided if CapTel had initially communicated with its consumers. 


Mussie said that while he is not familiar with CapTel because he doesn’t use it himself, he does know some users who feel that they would benefit from CapTel support in regards to Braille. He said he recommends that CapTel consider their potential Braille retinue, by adding braille as one of their services. Barbara said she would share this input with CapTel’s development team.


Barbara confirmed that the CA can see the captions and thus knows when to make corrections.  


Hamilton Relay representative Thomas Gardner said that he wanted to let the Committees know that Hamilton heard the concerns made last month and brought a team out today to address those concerns. He said that Hamilton really appreciates that the Committee brought these issues forward to be discussed. He highlighted the difference between relay calls and captioned calls, saying that the two are very different in regards to the CA participation. He thanked the Committee for their action and said that he looks forward to resolving the issues. 

Tommy urged the Committees to revise the draft letter on their own time, and advised them to send their changes to Patsy. 

MOTION: Diana Herron moved that TADDAC discuss the draft letter during their May meeting. The motion carried. 

Diana also said that she would like to have the CRS staff bring back their findings in terms of the specific concerns that consumers are having with CapTel’s quality. 


The Committee held a brief discussion about their desires for the Social Media position and ultimately decided to carry the discussion over to their May meeting.   The Committee agreed. 
This meeting was adjourned at 3:57 pm.   
These meeting minutes were prepared by Vanessa Flores. 
