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  Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program

Telecommunications Access for the Deaf and Disabled

Administrative Committee (TADDAC)
September 26, 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 business meeting at the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP) main office in Oakland, California. 
TADDAC Members Present:
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
Fred Nisen, Disabled Community - Speech-to-Speech User Seat
Robert Schwartz, Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

TADDAC Members Absent: 
None
TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:
Barry Saudan, Director of Operations
CCAF Staff Present:
Priya Barmanray, CRS Program Analyst 
Liz Brading, Outreach Specialist
Dan Carbone, Customer Contact Liaison

Emily Claffy, Committee Assistant
Patsy Emerson, Committee Coordinator

David Weiss, CRS Department Manager

CPUC Staff Present: 
Linda Gustafson, CPUC Communications Division
Jonathan Lakritz, CPUC Communications Division
Sindy Yun, CPUC Legal Division
Others Present:
Austin Esposito-Vigil, Disability Rights California

Thomas Gardner, Hamilton Relay
Stella Kang, Disability Rights California

Jung Pham, Disability Rights California

Gail Sanchez, AT&T Relay
David Strom, Sprint
Nancy Hammons, Chair of TADDAC, called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. 

She informed the Committee that Jan Jensen and Diana Herron have resigned, leaving the Committee with minimal representation from the Deaf community. Additionally, Nancy informed the Committee that the CPUC has decided that Toni Barrient, the Hard-of-Hearing representative, has been found in conflict until further notice. She is able to sit at the table but is unable to vote or comment on issues related to captioned calls or captioning.

I. Welcome and Introduction of TADDAC Members

The Committee and the audience members introduced themselves.


Nancy then expressed her concern about TADDAC’s difficulty in keeping Deaf representatives on the Committee. She asked the rest of the Committee Members to think about the idea of merging EPAC with TADDAC, which she thought might be financially beneficial to the Program.
II. Minutes of the June 26, 2014 Joint Committees Meeting 

Minutes from the Joint TADDAC/EPAC Meeting and the TADDAC Business Meeting, both from June 27, 2014, were approved without correction. 
Action Item #35: Committee members to assist CRS vendor outreach efforts by sending information on community events to David Weiss.

David W. reported that he has not received much information over the summer from Committee Members about community events but anticipates receiving more in the near future due to summer ending.

Nancy asked David W. about Deaf Awareness during the months of September and October. David W. informed her that typically the third week of September is nationally recognized as Deaf Awareness Week.


Nancy then asked Liz Brading, a CCAF Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Outreach Specialist, about her efforts within the Deaf community. Liz informed Nancy that she’s attended many events where Deaf people have expressed frustration because they feel that the Program is not properly serving the Deaf community with the equipment currently offered. Liz explained that she hoped to better understand the Program’s direction in serving the Deaf community by attending today’s meeting. She told the Committee that the majority of her activities focus on senior citizens who are late deafened who perhaps have memory issues as well. There are three other Outreach Specialists who focus on the same population which doesn’t allow for much attention to other disabilities or the Deaf community. Liz pointed out that the Program was originally established to serve the Deaf and disabled communities but now currently pays the most attention to senior citizens. She hopes that the Program will be able to keep up with current technology in order to better serve the Deaf community.

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.

Due to the resignations of Diana Herron and Jan Jensen, the former Deaf Community representatives on TADDAC who had authored the survey, and as the Committee would like to complete the process they began, Patsy agreed to make final edits to the document and send it to the CPUC for their approval. If and when approval is given, Patsy will distribute to the executive directors as originally planned.
Action Item #52: CPUC and CCAF staff will follow-up on efforts to make online applications accessible.

Barry informed the Committee that the updated California phones website is in the final stages of testing. The launch of both the English and Spanish versions of the site are anticipated for some time next week. The interactive online applications are part of that launch.

Nancy asked who is held responsible for making changes to the website. Linda stated that CCAF is the lead in keeping the website current, then the work is performed by the marketing vendor or someone who has been subcontracted to work with the Program. She stated that California phones is the public facing platform for the Program and expressed the importance of effectively communicating with the public. She also expressed her continued interest in feedback from the Committee and thanked Frances Acosta in particular for her valuable input as a representative of the Spanish language community.  
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’d like to start a subcommittee to support marketing efforts for the Program. Linda informed her that the formation of a subcommittee would require approval by the CPUC and suggested that it might be sufficient to build in time during TADDAC meetings to discuss marketing and outreach ideas instead. The CD will connect with Mary Atkins, CCAF Marketing Department Manager, to determine the best way to include the Committee in the early stages of planning. The CD will come back to TADDAC with suggestions in the near future. 
III. Approval of Agenda

The TADDAC September 26, 2014 Agenda was approved without modification.

IV.  Administrative Business

A. Report from CPUC Staff
Linda Gustafson informed the Committee that a few major contracts for the Program, as required by state contracting procurement rules, are in the process of being competitively rebid. The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Equipment Processing Center (EPC), for the Contact Center and Warehouse, was released in July. Responses have been received and are being reviewed. Based on key action dates identified in the RFP, CD expects to have a new EPC contract in place by July 2015. The second RFP is for California Relay Service (CRS) which has not yet been released but is expected to go out by the end of September. Linda reminded everyone that it is a multi-vendor environment that offers traditional relay, TTY, VCO, HCO and speech-to-speech services. We will continue to offer visually assisted speech-to-speech service and the speech-to-speech user training line. The CRS RFP seeks to find two relay providers who will provide traditional relay service and potentially captioned telephone service, at the bidder’s option. New contracts are expected to be in place by June 2, 2015.


Linda reminded the Committee that Hamilton Relay, AT&T Relay and Sprint Relay are the three providers of landline/traditional relay service and that AT&T Relay announced within the past few months that they will be exiting the landline relay area. Regarding relay service contractors, Nancy asked if it were possible to go back to using just one vendor since Sprint doesn’t seem to be interested in providing relay service. Linda affirmed that it would be possible to go back to using one vendor but that Sprint has expressed interest in providing relay service.

Linda shared with the Committee her growing concern for the limited hours of operation for Spanish language captioned telephone service in comparison to the English service.  Nancy asked if there have been any complaints on this issue to which Linda said that the concern is that if a service is not offered, or is limited, people don’t know what to complain about. David W. added that there have not been many complaints from the community and that when field advisors install CapTel equipment, they also inform users of the hours of availability and provide the proper contact information to voice concerns. Frances added that she understands Linda’s concern, stating that the largest issue is that a service is being offered to one population, 24/7, and is offered to other populations on a more limited basis. She appreciated the consideration.

Linda reiterated the biding process for Frances and added that the process requires sufficient time to transition. These activities would include informing consumers of potential changes in vendors and reviewing said vendors marketing outreach material.


Frances then asked Linda to explain a little more about the EPC RFP. Linda explained that the Program’s marketing and outreach efforts direct people to call the Contact Center for equipment and the contractor Communication Services for the Deaf (CSD) if they want more information on hours of operation, answers to basic questions, help with troubleshooting and/or Program applications sent to them. This staff also maintains a database of all the participants in the equipment program. They maintain the warehouse through a subcontractor and send equipment directly to individuals and service centers. It is typically a five year contract with the option for two one-year extensions thereafter. 

Linda informed Frances that the current contractor is a non-profit by the name of Communication Services for the Deaf and added that the non-profit status is not a requirement of the RFPs. Linda mentioned that they no longer require contractors to be located in California, though it is expected of the contract administrator, currently CCAF. Nancy asked Linda who is responsible for making those decisions, noting that she thought since Californians ultimately pay for the services, it should be mandated that contractors be located in California so those additional jobs are added into the state’s economy. Linda told Nancy that it is part of the state procurement process so ultimately the decision would likely be made somewhere at the Department of General Services. Frances added that, in her experience working with the City of Los Angeles, they were able to pass a referendum such that anyone who did business with the city had to be American based. Nancy reiterated that she’d like to keep the money and employment opportunities within the state.  

Fred Nisen asked when the new vendors for the CRS contract would be announced. Linda said the state will conduct its evaluation process which they hope to complete by the first part of January. After the vendor has been identified, there will be a transition period in the middle of February to ensure vendors are prepared to deliver the scope of work on June 2, 2015. Fred then asked if outreach efforts would be made prior to June because he was uninformed when the new vendor started in the past and was not pleased with the situation. He thought he might have felt better about it if he had known about the change prior to it actually occurring. Linda acknowledged the challenges that have occurred in the past and asked Fred to compile a list of things that should be done prior to the new vendor taking over. She mentioned the importance of being prepared logistically and operationally to ensure that the new vendors are in compliance with the contract terms and are prepared to start invoicing and reporting.

David W. added that, ideally, CD and CCAF would be able to prepare for a smooth transition with feedback from the Committee. However, if a problem were to occur during the transition period, it could be addressed through the use of an intercept message that would direct consumers to particular numbers for additional information. These intercept messages have been utilized in the past.

Linda clarified for Nancy that planning for the transition of new vendors should occur in February of next year. She added that some of the Speech-to-Speech services, like Speech-to-Speech user training and the visually assisted Speech-to-Speech element, were not in place five years ago. She added that Committee input is an important element of addressing those concerns.

Tommy expressed his concern in moving forward with the RFP process while simultaneously providing feedback from the Committee for fear that, if not everything is addressed in RFP, there will be no course of action to pursue against bidders if a certain aspect was not specifically stated in the RFP as a necessary requirement of the contract. 


Linda stated that in terms of preparing for the Speech-to-Speech area of the RFP, CD has relied on the continuous work of Silke Brendel-Evans, CCAF Special Projects Coordinator, David Weiss, CRS Department Manager, the CCAF CRS team, and Fred Nisen, the TADDAC Speech-to-Speech Community Representative. CD hopes to have the RFP released in the next day or so to provide vendors with enough time to submit their proposals.


Linda went on to discuss the marketing campaigns, stating that CD continues to push out alternating two-week campaigns based on recommendations from CCAF and TMDGroup. She reminded the Committee that CD will coordinate with Mary and Devva to determine how to best involve the Committee in the Program’s marketing and outreach efforts. She told the Committee she’d like to ensure that the campaign materials are made available to them and that she’d like to share the responses to said campaigns. Linda noted the importance of connecting with people in demographics that we could be doing a better job with. She mentioned the increasing number of Hard-of-Hearing users and noted that their culture tends to be different in comparison to Deaf culture which is why they’ve partnered with Hearing Loss Association of America, to reconnect with the Program’s core users.

Regarding pilot programs, Linda informed the Committee that the HearAll cell phone amplifier, the amplified Bluetooth neckloop and the iPhone are all moving forward on a pilot basis. The pilot model is ideal for the iPhone because it allows the state to determine how to get the product to users who can pay for the service costs associated with the device. The pilot model is also ideal for the HearAll cell phone amplifier and the amplified Bluetooth neckloop because it will allow the state to see how providing an accessory, and not the hearing aid or cell phone, bodes with users. 

Regarding speech generating devices, Linda reminded the Committee that there is existing legislation that requires the Program to include these types of devices. The process to obtain these devices requires an evaluation by a speech language pathologist. The application process is posted to the commission’s website and is also linked on the DDTP website. 35 of 50 applications have been approved and distribution will start toward the end of February. Patsy agreed to send an electronic copy of the CD’s July 31st Report to TADDAC and EPAC members which includes detailed information about speech generating devices in relation to the Program. Additionally, Linda stated that the Program is a funder of last resort after applicable public and private insurance. The report identifies the average cost of some of the devices and how much is being funded from the Program’s dollars.

Linda clarified for Nancy that some individuals who use a speech generating devices might use Speech-to-Speech service while others may not use the service because they use other types of devices, like a tablet. Linda explained that in addition to durable medical equipment, we’ve also been asked to do a trial on supplemental telecommunications equipment that is non-durable medical equipment, like tablets and tablet-like devices which feature functional linguistic modes of communication. CD has partnered with the Department of Rehabilitation for assistance with outreach efforts. 

Linda informed Frances and the rest of the Committee that the Center for Accessible Technology was a party involved in the rulemaking and has been involved in other commission proceedings on behalf of the disability community, broadly.

Jonathan Lakritz then reviewed the budget resolution process with the Committee since they had submitted Recommendations for Program Priorities and Budget Implications for fiscal year 2015-2016. Tommy asked if the Committee is allowed to travel to conferences again, as they have been able to do in the past. Jonathan stated that the governor’s directive about non-crucial travel is still in effect and that CD abides by that directive.

B. Report from CCAF

Barry informed the Committee that CCAF had received the survey results of CapTel users and asked if the Committee preferred the results presented through a high-level executive summary or a more detailed PowerPoint Presentation. The Committee agreed to hear the PowerPoint presentation after lunch.


Barry informed the Committee that over the summer, as Linda had mentioned, CCAF worked on getting multiple pilots approved. The HearAll and Quattro 4, which is the Bluetooth neckloop, are set to launch in mid to late November. He stated that the iPhone pilot has been challenging but that CCAF has made several leaps in its knowledge of what the phone is capable of, how to configure it and how to distribute and provide training for users. Barry told the Committee that CCAF has partnered with Community Based Organizations (CBOs) to help focus on the legislative intent of bringing the device into the Program, which is work communication. This includes utilizing voiceover, gesturing for making and receiving calls, listening to voicemails, how to use Siri and potentially some texting aspects. This is where the line is drawn in terms of training. We’ve invited CBOs to provide additional training so that users can learn how to use other aspects of the phone. He thanked Tommy for his assistance in the pilot.

Tommy commented that the device itself was wonderful but that most of the focus should probably be spent on hammering out the details of logistics. Tommy shared that he was given the incorrect SIM card by his carrier which was a simple error to correct but it did delay the process. He also noted that the gestures are different than the gestures used by people with vision. He said that the device is a great tool for people with disabilities; not just one specific disability group. Tommy added that the logistical issues can be worked out through the pilot as well as determining the best way to get the devices into the hands of the consumers and getting them trained. Barry added that, while the pilot is specifically for blind and low-vision users, the device’s configuration potential will likely serve other disability groups well. He also informed the Committee that the slots for participation in the iPhone pilot have been completely filled, contingent upon the applicant’s certification.


Regarding marketing campaigns, Barry pointed out that there were no campaigns running in July so we saw a 30% drop in call volume and a 60% drop in certification form distributions which is a consistent trend during months without running campaigns. The two-week campaigns have created more consistency in call volumes which helps the Contact Center in terms of staffing. The plan is to stick with this model.

Regarding CRS, Barry told the Committee that, year over year, utilization of minutes continues to decline.


Toni asked how people are selected to participate in pilot programs, especially those pilots that are limited. Barry explained that the HearAll and the Bluetooth neckloop will be distributed exclusively through the seven service centers at the discretion of the Customer Advisors (CAs). If the CA has determined through the assessment that the customer may be a candidate for a pilot-issued device, then they will ask the customer at that time if they’re interested in participating. Though, that’s not to say recommendation from outside the service centers wouldn’t be considered.

Toni asked Barry at what point a pilot is either discontinued or officially added to the Program. Barry stated that there is a three–tier survey process after 30, 90 and 180 days. Participants agree to these follow-ups. Based on the feedback from these surveys, CCAF produces a report of the findings for the CPUC and either makes a recommendation to bring the device into the Program, extend the pilot or not bring the device into the Program. Barry informed Toni and the Committee that the iPhone devices are expected to arrive in early November. The distribution and training for the pilot launch would occur in mid to late November.

Toni and Nancy asked that Barry provide the pilot schedules to the Committee as an ongoing occurrence.


Regarding the Committee’s involvement in the Program’s marketing and outreach efforts, Barry asked the Committee if they’d like to see a presentation by the marketing department to discuss current projects, look at some existing collateral and get an overview of what the Program is currently doing and what has been prepared for the future. This would include outreach. The Committee agreed to add this to the agenda in the future. 


Nancy asked if there is a way to mitigate the drop in calls during June and July with year-long marketing efforts. Barry stated that CCAF is currently in discussions with CPUC regarding this issue and stated that it really is a matter of budgeting. Nancy asked that the Committee be kept up to date about the issue.

C. Report from the Chair

None at this time.

V. Public Input

David Strom of Sprint introduced himself.

Liz asked about the possibility of expanding the iPhone pilot to include Deaf and Deaf-blind users to which Barry stated that there are a number of unknowns that need to be worked out through the initial pilot. Only at that point will we be able to effectively determine if the pilot can be broadened to serve other constituency groups. Linda added that other pilots have focused on different constituency groups in the past.

Thomas Gardner of Hamilton Relay stated that they are waiting on the new RFP to be released. They also attended the NASRA convention where they hosted a meeting for all state administrators where two pieces of new technology solutions were presented. One focuses in the captioning area and the other through CapTel that targets a consumer population with both low vision and hearing loss. The latter technology solution allows compatibility between the CapTel and Deaf-blind communicators. There are three different types of Deaf-blind Communicators so the captions can come through and then integrate with a Braille reader so users can read captions in Braille.

Nancy asked Thomas if he would be present at the upcoming Deaf Expo to which he informed her that he would not be there but that Sprint’s outreach would be.
Gail Sanchez of AT&T informed the Committee that Jose Moreno-Aguilera, a channel manager, will be leaving their company on October 31, 2014.  She stated that there are still two other channel managers who will provide support through the end of the contract. She stated that they look forward to working with the CPUC and remain committed to ensuring a smooth transition to whoever the new providers will be.
Nancy asked Gail why AT&T is leaving the relay market to which Gail replied that while relay is an important service, it is a small service in comparison to everything that AT&T does and the company plans to be a fully wireless network by 2020. Relay, as it currently stands, would not be a service that is supported on an IP Relay. IP Relay would be compensated by the interstate TRS fund because the FCC has ruled that IP-based services are considered interstate. The decision to go completely wireless is also affecting other legacy type services like operator assistance.
LUNCH BREAK


After the lunch break, the Committee revisited item IV. Administrative Business, B. Report from CCAF, to receive a presentation from the CCAF CRS Department regarding the CapTel User Survey Results.

Priya Barmanray, CCAF’s CRS Program Analyst, presented the results of the survey to the Committee. In response to questions posed by Robert Schwartz of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates, Priya and David W. clarified the way CCAF tracks how long users keep their equipment, the equipment recycling process upon return, and whether or not CCAF encouraged users who reported not using their equipment to return it.
VI.  Unfinished Business

A. Projects for 2015-2016

Item not discussed.

B. Finalization of Survey Questions for Distribution to Deaf Access Program CEOs and Directors – Herron
Nancy asked the Committee if they’d like to send the survey to CBOs now or if they’d like to wait until there were Deaf representatives on the Committee to weigh in. 
MOTION: Fred moved to allow Patsy Emerson to send the survey on behalf of TADDAC to the CPUC for approval and, upon approval, distribute to Deaf Access Program CEOs and Directors. The motion carried.
C. Follow-up Discussion about 911 Accessibility Issues

The Committee asked that the CPUC provide an update on the state of 911 accessibility issues since they have not been updated since the presentation they received in June. The Committee then discussed some of the issues regarding 911 accessibility for CRS and VRS. During this conversation, David W. explained to the Committee that it was his understanding that VRS calls are immediately answered by an interpreter and are placed at the head of the cue to be answered sooner than other calls. Nancy asked to keep 911 Accessibility Issues on the TADDAC Agenda so that the CPUC can collect information from whomever they need to and provide the Committee with a running dialogue on what’s going on.
Regarding Hard-of-Hearing representatives for the Committee, Toni expressed her concern that two seats is not a proper representation of Program users given that about 75% of said users are Hard-of-Hearing. She said she’d like to see this as a future agenda item to be discussed.

Nancy then revisited the possibility of merging TADDAC and EPAC together. The Committee members discussed the issue in more detail and considered how the roles of Committee Members would change to include both administrative and equipment review duties and how the seats would be reconfigured. Some Committee members voiced concern over not having enough time to get through an agenda that encompasses both the administrative and equipment needs of the Program. Devva added that she’d like to see TADDAC spend more time tackling philosophical and structural aspects of the Program. Barry brought it to the Committee’s attention that the first half of both the TADDAC and EPAC meetings are the same so it would be possible to have the committees meet together in the morning and then spilt in the afternoon. Nancy asked the Committee to consider what they discussed so that they could return to the issue at a later time.


Nancy then stated that she’d like to have the announcement of interviews for the two Deaf seats distributed within the next 30 days.

Regarding the remaining TADDAC meeting schedule for 2014, the Committee agreed that they would hold a joint meeting with EPAC on November 14, 2014 due to the holiday schedule. They also intend to cancel the December meeting unless otherwise advised by the CPUC.

VII. New Business

A. EPAC Report and Recommendations

This item was not discussed due to Sylvia Stadmire’s absence. However, Robert asked if and how the equipment is evaluated. Barry informed him that when CCAF makes an equipment recommendation to TADDAC, it is a comprehensive package that provides all the evaluations which include an evaluation at headquarters, a field evaluation and a consumer evaluation; complete with a survey and ranking system. A comparative analysis is also provided for equipment with functional equivalence. If a product is upgraded, CCAF provides the committee with all the new features of said upgrade.
MOTION: Tommy moved to approve EPAC’s recommendation to elect Kenneth Rothschild to the Deaf seat on EPAC. The motion carried.

Tommy then asked, based on the metrics of the CRS survey presented by Priya earlier, if we should offer CapTel as a prime piece of equipment to people who are above 75 years old, as they were overwhelming unsatisfied with the equipment. Barry said that since this piece of equipment is well-known, people tend to come in with a preconceived notion that that is the piece of equipment they want, even if we advise them of something that might be a better fit.
Nancy stated that she fears the Program is not being proactive enough with captioned phones and providing services to people who are Deaf or Hard-of-Hearing. She said she foresees a potential problem in the future with not being accessible. Barry informed the Committee that there are some challenges bringing IP captioning in the Program because there is currently litigation going on due to FCC issues. Therefore, there is some reluctance to incorporate that into the Program before the larger decisions are made.
Frances then asked if these devices could be brought in along the same terms as the iPhone pilot, where the consumer acknowledges their understanding that the device is free but the service associated with it is not covered by the Program. She asked if it is possible to provide a list of topics associated with each specific device so that every consumer understands what it will take to make the device functional and what they need to tell those who intend to communicate with them through said device. This might include the purchase of a cellular or data plan, the use of 800 numbers, and so on.

David W. stated that at the NASRA Conference, the FCC representative informed everyone that the FCC is working on a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) which focuses on IP caption telephones. They want to hear feedback from various stakeholders on the issue. He stated that once that document has been released, he will work with Patsy to ensure that the Committee receives a copy.
Barry addressed Frances’ earlier comment about captioned phones, stating that CCAF does try to “reverse sell” the devices so that it is clear what is required to make the device work, and to ensure that the device is a good fit for the user. He said that he believes there is a written document that is given to customers to digest.
Frances said she’d like to see the customers provided with an agreement that documents their understanding that if the equipment chosen doesn’t work out for them, they are expected to return it so that we can get the device back while also ensuring their access to communication devices. Barry told Frances that he liked the idea but was uncertain if it could truly be enforced.
After additional discussion of the issues associated with 800 numbers, Robert suggested to the Committee that it would be beneficial to have the CD give a presentation on the interplay between the LifeLine Program and the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP). Frances asked that the presentation be added as a future agenda item.

VIII. Review of Committee Meeting Attendance Policy

At this time, the Committee reviewed the Committee Meeting Attendance Policy. 
IX.  Member Reports

Tommy reported to the Committee that he started the iPhone pilot last month and is happy with the tutorials provided by Odin Mobile. He noted that there are still some things that need to be worked out but that the experience has been good so far.
Devva reported that her own CTAP phone has finally stopped working and that she will keep the Committee up to date on her endeavors in finding a replacement through the Program.

Toni reported that she has started reaching out to Hearing Loss Association chapters in southern California to present on the California phones program. She scheduled her first presentation in Long Beach on October 9th.

Frances reported that she continues her work with the City of Fresno in an effort to move their city council forward to put more money into their transportation department and refer to the ADA standards. She is also involved with the California High Speed Rail project to ensure the Authority is working with disabled communities. Additionally, she is involved with Resources for Independence Central Valley, an independent living organization.

At this time, David W. informed the Committee that he received an email notifying him that the CRS RFP had been released. Barry agreed to work with Patsy to send a copy of the RFP to the Committees.

Nancy passed around a “Thank You” card from Loretta Moore’s husband as well as the summer edition of the Hearing Loss Association of America.

X. Future Meetings and Agendas
This item was not discussed.
The meeting was adjourned at 3:05 PM.  
These minutes were prepared by Emily Claffy.
