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  Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program

Telecommunications Access for the Deaf and Disabled

Administrative Committee (TADDAC)
May 23, 2014
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) held its monthly meeting at the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP) main office in Oakland, California. 
Frances R. Acosta, At Large Seat

Toni Barrient, Hard of Hearing Community Seat
Nancy Hammons, Late Deafened Community Seat, Chair

Devva Kasnitz, Mobility Impaired Seat 

Tommy Leung, Disabled Community - Blind/Low Vision Community Seat, Vice Chair
Jan Jensen, Deaf Community Seat

Fred Nisen, Disabled Community - Speech-to-Speech User Seat

TADDAC Members Absent: 

Diana Herron, Deaf Community Seat
Tony Tully, Office of Ratepayer Advocates Seat

 TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:
Shelley Bergum, CCAF Chief Executive Officer
Linda Gustafson, CPUC Communications Division

Helen Mickiewicz, CPUC Legal Division
CCAF Staff Present:
Priya Barmanray, CRS Program Analyst
Silke Brendel-Evan, Special Projects Coordinator
Margie Cooper, CRS Contract Specialist
Silke Brendel-Evan, Special Project Coordinator

Vanessa Flores, Committee Assistant
John Koste, Telecommunications Equipment Specialist
Barry Saudan, Director of Operations
David Weiss, CRS Department Manager
Others Present:
Don Brownell, Revoicer for Devva Kasnitz

Thomas Gardner, Hamilton Relay (via phone)
Otis Hopkins, Attendant to Tommy Leung
Nassim Navi, AT&T Relay
Beth Slough, Hamilton Relay (via phone)

Chair of the Committee, Nancy Hammons, called the meeting to order at 10:10 AM.
I. Welcome and Introduction of TADDAC Members 
Committee members introduced themselves. 
II. Minutes of the March 28, 2014 TADDAC Meeting

The minutes of March 28, 2014 were approved without correction. Minutes of the April 25th Joint Meeting were approved with a change to Page 11, line 10 in order to read as follows: During his explanation of equipment testing John clarified that about 39 customer-facing staff members receive the equipment for testing. 
Review of Action Items…
Action Item #35: Committee members to assist CRS Vendor outreach efforts by sending information on community events to David Weiss.
David reported that he received event information from Committee members and forwarded the information to both Hamilton and AT&T. Nancy reported that May was Deaf Awareness month and several events were held as a result. This item remains ongoing. 
Action Item #51: Jan Jensen and Diana Herron will contact the executive directors at the eight sister Deaf Agencies in California and ask them about their experiences with the communities they serve and the kinds of telecommunications access their communities prefer.
Jan reported that she, Diana and Brent Jolley developed a draft of the survey to send out to the eight sister Deaf Agencies and are awaiting feedback on the survey from the Committee. The Committee discussed the content of the survey later in the meeting. This item remains open. 
Action Item #52: CPUC and CCAF Staff will follow up with making online applications accessible.

This item was not discussed and remains open.
Action Item #53: The Committee will ensure that they are informed about the changes in the LifeLine Program and how these changes will affect the DDTP.

This item was not discussed and remains open. 
Action Item #54: Committee members will establish a point person to support the Committees to see that their marketing requests are supported.
Devva reported that she is still waiting on feedback from the Committee regarding the form she created for the Marketing Department's reference. This item remains open.
III. Approval of Agenda


The Agenda was approved with no changes. 
IV. Administrative Business 

A. Report from CPUC


In regards to the Joint Meeting in June, Linda said that CD is working with CCAF to ask former EPAC member Richard Ray if he would be willing to provide the Committee with the consumer perspective on 911 issues. She gave the Committee a brief overview of Richard’s involvement, especially at the federal level, with the groups currently handling issues related to 911. She informed the Committee that Fred Nisen developed a list of questions to pose to the CPUC representative(s) who will provide the Committees with the latest in that area, and thanked Fred for his contribution. Linda also informed the Committee that they will have a report from a representative of the Lighthouse for the Blind and a chance to finalize their list of Program Priorities with Budget Implications for fiscal year ’15-16. 

Regarding Marketing, Linda reported that the Program is continuing with the two-week campaigns based on recommendations from CCAF and tmdgroup, and said that the Program is currently in the middle of a campaign in southern California which will end on the 25th of May, with another two-week campaign to follow from June 9th to June 22nd.

Regarding Speech Generating Devices (SGDs), Linda reported that the Program has received over 20 applications for the devices via the DDTP website and has distributed over five devices. She confirmed that the Program provides either partial or full funding depending on the customer’s insurance policy details and went on to explain the process for applying and receiving an SGD from the Program. 

Jan Jensen asked if Linda could explain how the Program found its SGD providers. Linda explained that although the industry has changed over several years, there have always been four main providers of the device and she explained that Shelley Bergum and other CCAF staff had connections with well-known Speech Language Pathologists (SLPs) as well as people who were associated with major medical institutions. Linda went on to list the providers: Dynavox, Tobii Churchill, Prentke Romich Company (PRC), Saltillo and Words Plus. 

Linda said that there has been a great deal of interest in the potential for being able to provide “specialized telecommunications equipment” that is tablet-like, and that CD is working with the Department of Rehabilitation to look into launching a pilot for that area. 

Regarding the iPhone pilot, Linda said that details are still being worked out however, the plan is progressing. She added that the pilot will be directed toward Blind and Low-Vision consumers. 


At this time Helen Mickiewicz provided the Committee with an update on the current FCC proceedings involving the regulatory control over new technologies and the issue with an “open Internet”. She added that she recently received news that the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals has just issued a decision on challenges to the FCC’s decision last year on the Federal LifeLine Program. She explained that in that decision the FCC said that the providers of Voice-Over Internet Protocol (VoIP) could participate in the Federal LifeLine Program and that there were a number of aspects of the decision challenged by parties, one of them being that the FCC could not allow entities to participate in the Federal LifeLine Program because the FCC had not deemed them telecommunications carriers. Helen said that the recent news she received informed her that the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals denied all the requests for review which she said likely means that a party has taken their concerns to the U.S. Supreme Court. Helen listed some of the parties challenging the FCC in the 10th Circuit and explained that many of these parties are citing different legal bases for their challenges. 

Regarding the Serene HearAll Cellphone Amplifier approved by both TADDAC and EPAC at previous meetings, Linda said that CD is currently reviewing the equipment but talking to CCAF about a possible pilot in the area. 

She mentioned that she will ask CCAF staff to update the DDTP Contact List that is placed in the binder to include the satellite Service Centers for Committee member reference. Shelley confirmed that the Service Center in San Francisco is located at the Northern California Hearing and Speech Center, and explained that the part-time Service Centers all distribute the same equipment as full-time Service Centers. 
C. Report from CCAF

Shelley referred the Committee to the CRS Report located in Tab 4, page 3 of their binders. She said that she wants to make sure the Committee is aware that each month staff reports on the number of Choice Forms that are submitted with respect to CRS. She explained that Choice Forms are a way for CRS users to indicate which provider they prefer to use—Hamilton or AT&T—so that when they dial 711, their call is immediately routed to the provider of their choice and the correct form of relay that they would like to use. She added that consumers do not have to choose a provider, but can use the Choice Form to specify their language preference, adding that there are a number of preferences consumers can specify on their Choice Form. She said that the report shows that 2786 Choice Forms have been submitted since the start of the contract, and that in the previous month there were four. She said that it would be good for the Program to know if consumers are aware of the 711 choice and if people are using the service. She suggested that Jan, Brent and Diana consider adding this question to their survey and said that getting the word out about 711 and Choice Forms will hopefully add to the number of forms received each month. Shelley confirmed that generally Outreach Specialists are trained to talk about CRS and all the different services available through CRS during their presentations and do generally mention both CRS and Speech-to-Speech (STS) however, presentation content depends on the audience and if there are any people who would benefit from the information. 

David added that both Hamilton and AT&T have their own outreach teams who provide information about 711 Choice during their presentations and said that the vendors have 711 Choice information available at their booths during events. 


Hamilton Relay representative Thomas Gardner explained Hamilton’s process for informing customers about 711 and AT&T Relay Representative Nassim Navi did the same, both saying that they speak about 711 during presentations and provide forms and brochures at their booths. Nancy stressed the importance of vendors educating customers on 711 and encouraging them to create a 711 profile. 

Referring to the CRS Report, specifically column G which lists the number of abandoned calls from both Hamilton and AT&T, Devva Kasnitz asked for an explanation of the difference in abandoned call numbers for each vendor. Shelley explained that the difference has to do with the way each provider offers their service, adding that AT&T offers its service through what is called “up front automation” and Hamilton has a live operator. David elaborated on this saying that callers who call AT&T and hang up during the automated portion are counted as abandoned calls. He added that callers who call Hamilton and hang up before they can be serviced by the live relay operator are not counted as abandoned calls. This results in what appears to be a higher number of abandoned calls for AT&T than there is for Hamilton. Regarding disallowed calls, David explained that AT&T has a screening system where numbers that are disallowed are identified as such and therefore not counted. He said that Hamilton documents disallowed calls and then deducts the minutes from these calls. He explained that disallowed calls are calls primarily from correctional facilities or TTY-to-TTY or voice-to-voice calls. 

Regarding the discussion around 711, Fred said that he only learned about 711 after having contacted DDTP. He said that it might not be helpful for consumers to learn about 711 from a vendor, as they will likely stick to that vendor instead of trying both. 

Linda said that perhaps the 711 discussion calls for a 711 focused survey similar to the survey Jan, Diana, and Brent are working on, that is sent to a larger group of people. She agreed with Fred’s comment about the importance of consumers trying out both services as each one operates on different platforms. She encouraged Committee members to provide CD with any ideas or comments they have in this area.


Jan thanked Shelley for her comments and said that she will have her survey team consider adding questions about 711 in their survey. She added that she feels that it is very important for the Deaf Community to utilize 711 as many may not know that it is available. 

David confirmed that in the case of mobility impaired individuals who can’t push a number during AT&T’s up-front automation, the system informs the caller that they will be connected to a live-operator and then does so. 


Shelley continued her report and referred the Committee to Tab 5, page 4 in the CapTel report where she went over the number of total calls presented to the CapTel provider. She explained that this number is tracked every month and, as the graph shows, the number has been dropping fairly drastically within the last two years. She explained that staff also tracks the number of active CapTel phones that are used every month and said that the number of CapTel phones has also been decreasing to right around 2500 used on a monthly basis. She pointed out that the number of calls is dropping at a faster rate than the number of phones used, so the Program is continuing to distribute CapTel phones each month. She said that historically, as the Program distributed new CapTel phones to new users, the number of CapTel calls increased. Recently however, Shelley said the Program is not seeing an increase and said that the number of calls is continually declining. She said that it seems people are getting new CapTel phones but are not making nearly as many calls as they were before. 

Shelley also informed the Committee that in both March and April the Program saw an above average number of incoming calls as a result of the marketing campaigns that ran during those months. She said that in   March, the Program received over 16,000 calls and in April the Program received over 15,000 calls. She explained that March saw more calls than April because the campaign that ran during that month was a southern California campaign, and the Program typically tends to see a better response from campaigns that run in southern California than those that run in Northern California. She told the Committee that the Program expects to see high numbers in both May and June as well, as a result of the campaigns that will run during those months. 


Jan said that while she has seen the ads and finds them nice, she has been wondering if the presenter or speaker in the ads could be a person with a disability. 

Shelley explained that the ads currently running are called “direct response” advertisements and that these ads focus on providing viewers with the facts as opposed to telling a story. She said that the spokesperson was hired because she speaks clearly and was deemed identifiable with the general audience, and said that the ads have so far been very effective. Jan said that she feels having a person with a disability as a spokesperson would help the disability community better connect with the ads.  Both Tommy Leung and Frances said that they feel users of the Program’s equipment would make for the best spokespersons in the ads. 

Regarding the Field Operations report in tab 8, Shelley said that page 8 lists the total number of people who have visited the Service Centers statewide and that the graph on the page shows the customers per Service Center. She went over the amount of customers each Service Center typically sees and provided a few details on the part-time Service Centers. 

At this time, Shelley asked David and Priya Barmanray to provide the Committee with information on some of the CapTel test calls that staff has made recently, and to speak specifically about the types of complaints that the Program has been hearing from CapTel users. 

David informed the Committee that at the last meeting he was asked to provide a follow-up in terms of CapTel quality issues. He explained that for the past month staff has been conducting internal test calls and collecting comments and concerns as well as feedback from consumers and Field Operations staff in regards to CapTel quality. He went over the results. 


During his presentation, David clarified that the Program provides the CapTel equipment to customers, specifically the CapTel 840 and that the Program contracts with Hamilton to provide the service. He explained that the problems users are experiencing may be due to the equipment or a training problem. He said that some customers noticed a difference in quality when using the 840 and the 840i which, he explained, has to do with transmission of the message. He added that staff has noticed a difference in quality when testing, but said that they are still looking into the matter. David and Priya went on to explain how the Communications Assistant (CA) in CapTel differs from the CA in traditional CRS calls and the CA’s expected role and responsibilities during the CapTel call. 

David confirmed that equipment is being returned to the Program and that there are different categories of complaints from customers ranging from complaints about the quality of the captions, complaints about the delay, and complaints about training. David and Helen confirmed that CapTel calls are never recorded as it is forbidden by California law. 


In response to the presentation of complaints, Thomas thanked staff for taking the time to gather the information and said that he will take the findings back to his team. He informed the Committee that CCAF staff, specifically David and Priya, will be visiting Hamilton’s facilities to look further into captioning. He also recommended that when discussing CapTel’s captioning process, Committee members and staff use the phrase “in-line corrections” as opposed to “auto-correct” because “auto-correct” lends itself to the assumption that the corrections happen automatically when they instead are made physically by the CA. 

David informed the Committee that over 2,000 CapTel surveys went out to existing customers and to those who had returned equipment. He said that so far over 400 responses have been received and that staff is working on collecting all the information so that it can be analyzed and submitted to the CPUC for their internal review. He said that an in-depth report on the findings should be ready for the Committees in the fall. 
Lunch Break

V. Public Input – Held in both the AM and the PM Session


The audience introduced themselves. 
Committee members briefly reflected on the CapTel discussion that occurred before the lunch break. 

VII. New Business  
A. EPAC Report and Recommendations

Dave Kehn informed the Committee that EPAC approved two pieces of equipment and would like to present the equipment and their features for TADDAC’s consideration. Dave explained that one of the pieces of equipment EPAC approved was the Ampli500+, which he said would replace the Ampli500. He went over the features on the Ampli500+ in comparison to the Ampli500 and reviewed how the product performed in testing. The Ampli500+ has a larger display screen, 55 dB amplification, a talking key pad, and talking caller ID.  Dave explained that staff wants to make sure that the current inventory of Ampli500s and the Ampli500s refurbished parts are depleted before the Ampli500+ is distributed, but said that staff expects to be fully out of the Ampli500s within the next two weeks. He said that new customers however, will likely receive the Ampli500+. Dave confirmed that the phone does not have Bluetooth capability but that there is a port specific for neckloops. After the discussion, the Committee decided to vote. 
Motion: Frances moved that TADDAC approve EPAC’s recommendation to accept the Ampli500+ as an equipment replacement for the Ampli500. The motion carried. 

Devva asked why the Program’s phones do not have answering machines. Dave explained that one of the problems in distributing phones with answering machines is that customers tend to request phones with answering machines even if that particular piece of equipment is not the best one for their disability. He also said that because phones with answering machines would help every customer with their telecommunications needs, determining the disabilities able to receive the phone is a difficult problem. He added that because the Program doesn’t want to keep any disability groups from receiving an answering machine if there truly is a need, the problem becomes an issue of cost, as the Program would then be obligated to issue an answering machine or a phone with an answering machine to every customer.  This would be an inordinate expense burden for the Program.

Committee members weighed in on their feelings about the necessity of an answering machine for various disability groups. Dave encouraged their feedback and said that the Committees’ perspectives may assist staff in finding a new way to approach the matter. 


Dave said that the other device that EPAC approved was the ClearSounds Quattro 4.0 Adaptive Bluetooth System, an amplified Bluetooth neckloop that can be used with or without hearing devices. Dave went over the features of the neckloop with the Committee and explained that the device would help reach a new demographic of consumers who do not have landlines but are instead cellphone users or other electronic device users and generally people who are more comfortable with technology. Dave said that staff will be working with ClearSounds in order to properly train the Program’s staff. Barry Saudan said that based on staff’s experience with CD around a similar accessory- like device, he said that there will likely be an expanded pilot, which will allow the Program to receive direct feedback from a larger group of users before distributing the device program-wide. After some brief discussion the Committee voted. 
MOTION: Frances moved that TADDAC accept the ClearSounds Quattro 4.0 Adaptive Bluetooth System into the Program. The motion carried. 
VI. Unfinished Business
A. Annual List of Projects and Priorities with Budget Implications


The Committee went over EPAC’s recommended list of projects and priorities and spent some time discussing the list with respect to their own ideas. Shelley encouraged the Committee to consider expanding on some of EPAC’s recommendations to make them more specific, as she said that CD is interested in items that would require additional money in the budget. She added that many of the items on EPAC’s list are already a part of the budget. 


Devva suggested that TADDAC add the answering machine issue to the list, specifically for the mobility impaired community. Shelley explained that over a year ago, an answering machine recommendation was made to CD after being approved by both TADDAC and EPAC. She explained that the CPUC has not made a decision on the matter for the reasons Dave mentioned earlier. Devva said that she feels the next course of action should be to actively seek phones with answering machines as opposed to seeking a standalone device, however, she recommended that the item on the list include both integrated and stand-alone answering machines.  


 Nancy said that she would like to make sure the Committee’s request to create a full-time social media position is added to list.

 Ultimately, the Committee decided to continue to work on the list individually offline and send any additions to Patsy. 
B. LifeLine and the Affordability of Wireless Services for CTAP Customers
Tommy provided the Committee with a bit of background surrounding the dilemma customers have been finding themselves in regarding LifeLine and explained that staff is trying to find ways to allow DDTP’s adaptive phones to qualify for wireless providers who offer LifeLine. He said that at the last meeting it was mentioned that Telescape voluntarily entered the LifeLine Program but said he has not seen any of the DDTP’s phones on their list of qualifying devices and so the Program still needs to find a willing provider. Tommy went on to stress that the affordability of monthly service fees on their device is the biggest barrier for consumers and that something should be done to increase the incentive for providers to volunteer, such as raising the LifeLine discount from $5 a month to $7.50 or $10.00. 
Jan said she feels providers would be more willing to recognize the needs of consumers and suggested perhaps pushing for a change in legislation that will allow consumers to receive a break in the costs. 
C. Captioned Telephone Service Error Correction
Nancy explained that, due to a conflict of interest, the CPUC has requested that both Toni Barrient and Diana Herron sit in the audience during the CapTel discussion. Nancy went on to say that she, Tommy, Shelley and Linda discussed the lawsuit between CapTel and Sorenson in detail and said that, after hearing from Weitbrecht and CapTel representative Barbara Dreyfus at the Joint Meeting in April, she would like the Committee to decide if they would like to move forward with their letter to CD listing the Committee’s concerns with CapTel quality or if they should hold the letter until the lawsuit between CapTel and Sorenson is settled. 

The Committee discussed the issue and all agreed that even if they hold off on sending their letter to CD, CapTel customers need to be informed of the lawsuit and its consequences. After further discussion, the Committee decided that the issue is one of quality of service and that the Program has a responsibility to its consumers to provide service of a certain standard. David said that in the vendor contracts there are specific requirements for the provision of service. The Committee asked CCAF staff to look for specific quality of service clauses in the contract with Hamilton.

New Action Item: David Weiss will provide the Committee with the CapTel quality requirements stated in Hamilton Relay’s contract with the DDTP.  

In regards to requesting that Hamilton provide their customers with some kind of disclaimer regarding the lawsuit and changes, Hamilton representative Beth Slough said that because the issue is a legal matter, she is unable to provide an immediate response however, she said she and Thomas will take this back to CapTel Incorporated (CTI) and will get back to the Committee with an answer. 


Fred asked David how the quality of service was in the beginning of the contract. David said that the service was great even though there were some delays and errors. He said that the company later enhanced their correction procedure which customers were very happy with. He said that it was only after CapTel reverted to their previous method that the complaints really began. David said that he has advised Field Operations staff to not inform new CapTel customers that the latest method is actually reverting to an older version, and that he feels this approach is more neutral and more appropriate for staff to take.  Committee members spent a bit more time discussing their feelings on the matter. 
B.
Development of Survey Questions for Distribution to Deaf Access Program CEOs and Directors
Devva provided the Committee with a handout of her feedback for the survey. Jan said that she feels Devva’s feedback will provide her, Diana and Brent with enough to revise the survey and to make it more specific. She also said she feels that adding a cover letter to the survey will help serve as an introduction and help to inform the reader about the DDTP and the Committees. Committee members spent a bit more time discussing how to improve the survey and Nancy encouraged Committee members to send their suggestions for the survey to Patsy Emerson or Vanessa Flores within the next three weeks.  
VIII. Member Reports

Fred informed the Committee that he forwarded an email about a series of upcoming workshops on accessible cellphones at the Ed Roberts Campus. He also handed out a flyer detailing a special election hotline for people with disabilities who are having problems voting. 


Toni reported that she had hosted a hearing loss support group in her community. She said that CTAP, Hamilton and Caption Call attended as well as a representative from Weitbrecht who represented CapTel. She said that all vendors in attendance had the opportunity to present some information to the visitors and said that visitors also had the opportunity to take a look at equipment. She added that her community will also have a Walk for Hearing on June 1ST. 

Jan reported that she has been very busy with the Deaf Community in San Diego, adding that the Deaf Community Services just celebrated 40 years of service. She said that she is always shocked to learn how many people in the Deaf Community do not know about the Program despite being able to benefit from the equipment. She said she is focusing on increasing awareness of the Program in the Community. 

Nancy encouraged the Committee to promote the Program as well as some of the issues that come up during Committee meetings (such as the CapTel correction changes) via their own social media accounts. She added that last month DCARA hosted a technology day at the Deaf Community Center (DCC) and said that the event was a fantastic opportunity for people to see different equipment and to socialize. 
IX. Future Meetings and Agendas  


The Committee agreed to continue to hold their meetings on the fourth Friday of every month with an exception to the meetings held near the Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays. The Committee agreed to plan the remainder of their year and for 2015 in the fall. 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:55 PM.  
These minutes were prepared by Vanessa Flores.
