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  Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program

Telecommunications Access for the Deaf and Disabled

Administrative Committee (TADDAC)
March 27, 2015
10:00 AM to 4:00 PM

Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program, Main Office

1333 Broadway, 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/Spanish Speaking User
Ken Cluskey, Hard of Hearing Community Seat

Devva Kasnitz, Mobility Impaired Seat 

Tommy Leung, Disabled Community - Blind/Low Vision Community Seat, Vice Chair
Steve Longo, Deaf Community Seat

Vadim Milman, Deaf Community Seat
Fred Nisen, Disabled Community - Speech-to-Speech User Seat
Robert Schwartz, Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

TADDAC Members Absent:

Nancy Hammons, Late Deafened Community Seat, Chair
TADDAC Non-Voting Liaisons Present:
Linda Gustafson, CPUC, Communications Division
Barry Saudan, CCAF, Chief Executive Officer
CCAF Staff Present:
Dan Carbone, Customer Contact Liaison
Emily Claffy, Committee Assistant
Patsy Emerson, Committee Coordinator

David Weiss, CRS Department Manager

CPUC Staff Present: 
Hannah Steiner, CPUC, Communications Division

Others Present:
Don Brownell, Revoicer for Devva Kasnitz

Otis Hopkins, Attendant to Tommy Leung
Brian Pease, EPAC Vice Chair
Beth Slough, Hamilton, present via Conference Bridge

Kyler Svendsgaard, Attendant to Fred Nisen

Tommy Leung, Vice Chair of TADDAC, called the meeting to order at 10:06 a.m.  

I. Welcome and Introduction of TADDAC Members

At this time, the Committee Members and Committee Liaisons introduced themselves. 
II. Review of Minutes of the February 27, 2015 Meeting 
The minutes from TADDAC’s February 27, 2015 meeting were approved without correction.
At this time, the Committee reviewed the Action Item list from the February 27, 2015 meeting. 
Action Item #35: Committee members to assist CRS Vendor outreach efforts by sending information on community events to David Weiss.
Per questions from Vadim Milman, David Weiss explained that any notification of events is sent to the Program’s outreach department and the Program’s CRS providers; currently AT&T and Hamilton. Fred Nisen reported that he and David will be presenting on the Speech-to-Speech (STS) and Visually Assisted Speech-to-Speech (VASTS) services on April 18, 2015 at the Bridge School. This item was left ongoing. 
Action Item #52: CPUC and CCAF Staff will follow up with making online applications accessible.  

Tommy reported that he met with Nate Young of the CCAF marketing department following TADDAC’s February meeting. They discovered that the tags for the input fields were not properly configured. Tommy said Nate is working with TMD Group to resolve the issue. This item was left open. 
Action Item #56: Barry will provide TADDAC with upcoming pilot schedules on an ongoing basis as they occur.
The Committee asked Barry Saudan to provide his update during the CCAF Report. This item was left ongoing. 

Action Item #57: Patsy will prepare a proposal to hold a panel discussion on 911 accessibility at the CSUN conference in 2016.
Linda Gustafson discussed traveling expense restrictions and Tommy discussed the Committee’s intent to involve the deaf and disabled community in the conversation about emergency services accessibility issues and the Next Generation Network through the CSUN Conference. The Committee will determine how to move forward with their interest in the Conference at a later date. This item was put on hold. 

At this time, Patsy Emerson reviewed the emergency evacuation procedures. 

III. Approval of Agenda 

The agenda was approved without modification.

IV. Administrative Business
A. Report from CPUC Staff
Linda provided the Committee with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) update, stating that the Joint Committees Meeting planned for May 8, 2015 at the Ed Roberts Campus (ERC) in Berkeley, CA has been approved.  She stated that the agenda is still being organized but that Helen Mickiewicz of the CPUC Legal Division will likely review the Bagley-Keene open meeting rules, the state’s conflict of interest standards and the roles and responsibilities of Committee Members since there are many new members and because of the general complexity of these rules, standards and roles. Linda said that they’d like to have the other organizations housed in the ERC to provide a brief presentation at the meeting on their efforts and that an update on the iPhone pilot program may also be discussed. 

Tommy stated that he had recently completed training with the Office of the Attorney General and reported that they consider a meeting with the majority of a board or committee to be a public meeting, requiring public notice and asked if Helen could review those training materials and inform the Committees of any differences at the May 8th meeting. Linda asked Tommy to make this request directly to Helen via email, including Linda, Barry, Patsy and Hannah Steiner on the email as well. Tommy agreed to do so. 

Linda then reviewed the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program’s (DDTP) Annual Report for fiscal year 2013-2014. She said that inside, the report includes the Program’s mission, an overview of the Program, a statement from the CPUC’s Executive Director, Tim Sullivan, and a diagram of the organizational structure of the Program. Linda explained that the Program is typically thought of as comprised of two components, the California Telephone Access Program (CTAP) which provides assistive telecommunications devices to those who qualify and the California Relay Service which helps those with disabilities communicate with others. Linda explained that in the last fiscal year, the Program was tasked with launching a program for Speech Generating Devices (SGDs) which are durable medical equipment. She added that they are planning to launch a pilot program for SGDs that are not durable medical equipment. The CPUC refers to these devices as supplemental telecommunications equipment, many of which are tablets. Linda discussed how consumers can apply for these devices, their funding options and the type of user who would benefit from the devices. She encouraged those wanting more information to visit the commission’s website. She stated that the report was submitted to the legislature on March 1, 2015 and pointed out pictures of the Chair and Vice Chair of TADDAC and the Co-Chairs of EPAC, pictures from distribution events, information on consumers with Program equipment, contact center activity, pictures of service centers, pictures of Committee iPhone pilot participants, the Committee rosters, information on equipment and the relay services, and an overview of measures used to control Program expenses and increase Program efficiency. 
Regarding the “Financial Background” chart in the annual report, Ken Cluskey asked for assistance in understanding the trends in overall Program revenue and expenses for the last three fiscal years since there appear to have been significant changes. He also stated that he’d like to understand the changes in the adjusted beginning balance for the Program. Linda explained that each year, the CPUC proposes a budget which considers the Program Priorities with Budget Implications as identified by the Committees. She stated that a draft budget resolution is released for public review and is voted on by the CPUC for approval. Once the budget resolution has gone through the proper legislative process, it becomes final once it is included as a line item on the governor’s budget. Linda said that the Program is funded through a surcharge rate that’s applied to intrastate billing revenues for landline, Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) and wireless services. She stated that the surcharge has been .2% but was recently increased to .5% because the Program was running down its cash and more funding was needed. Linda clarified for Ken that the Program is not rate based and instead has a revenue stream. Ken stated that since the surcharge has remained the same over the past three fiscal years, then it appears that consumers are decreasing their landline and wireless use which then decreases Program revenues. He asked if this is the case. Linda stated that from the Committee Member’s perspective, they’ll want to know that the CPUC is working to ensure that the DDTP remains financially healthy. Regarding the adjusted beginning balances Ken mentioned earlier, specifically for fiscal year ’11-’12, Linda stated that the adjustments reflect money that was borrowed from the Program and then paid back at the state level. She added that, from the Committee Member perspective, no contract or Program element was shorted. Linda explained that the CPUC does their best to closely match anticipated Program expenditures to their budget projections since there have been over-projections in the past. Linda clarified, per questions from Ken, that the Committees are not responsible for approving the annual reports. She explained that prior to 2003, the Committees would have been responsible for overseeing the Program’s funding and contracts but that language was created after 2003 which required this Program and other universal service programs to be managed more closely by the state. She added that the Committees are responsible for advising the CPUC on the types of things their constituents want the state to focus on in terms of equipment, services, and the overall scope of the Program. She added that the CPUC is required to report on their programs to the legislature and that the DDTP is one of those programs. Steve Longo added that many consumers have shifted to using more text and data based plans over voice plans. 
Regarding Program equipment distribution, Barry explained for Steve that the Program is continuing to grow but its growth rate is declining. 

Vadim echoed a statement made by Ken earlier in the discussion, adding that he too thinks it’s important for Committee Members to understand the budget and how to explain it when interfacing within their various communities and provided examples of areas in the report he found confusing.  
Regarding the Request for Proposals (RFP) that was released in September for the Program’s California Relay Service (CRS) contracts, Linda explained that the Program currently has two providers for the service, AT&T and Hamilton Relay, whose contracts are up June 2nd. She stated that Hamilton Relay is the only relay provider in California that provides landline captioned telephone service. She added that there are other providers of IP relay service, but those services are reimbursed at the federal level and are overseen by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Linda explained that AT&T announced a national exit from the relay business several months ago, leaving only two providers in the nation for landline relay service. Regarding the status of the RFPs for CRS, Linda explained that there has been a delay in the process which means that new contracts will not be in place for this service by June when the current contracts expire. She stated that steps are being taken to ensure that there are no interruptions in any of the relay service areas and that the service metrics in place with the current contracts will be met as well. Linda explained that the commission uses BidSync to communicate with potential bidders and that a notice was posted informing bidders that all bids associated with the CRS RFP would be rejected and that an addendum to the RFP with revised action dates and changes to some of the language in the RFP will be posted later in the month. Any interested bidders will have to resubmit. Linda added that Hamilton will be involved in continuing to handle traffic until new contracts have been awarded. Per questions from Ken, Linda stated that California will allow up to two providers to be awarded contracts and added that anyone who bids for traditional relay can also bid for CapTel.  She stated that they are requesting the same services and performance metrics that are currently in place. 

Linda stated that they hope to move forward with a pilot program for the Odin VI. 
LUNCH 12:15 – 1:15
B. Report from CCAF 
Barry directed the Committee to the January CRS Dashboard Report, specifically tab 4, page 2, and pointed out that CTS minutes are continuing to decrease at an accelerated pace and that TRS minutes are decreasing at a decelerated rate, adding that both categories are decreasing year over year. 
Regarding the Call Center Performance Report in tab 6, page 1 of the Committee binder, Barry stated that January saw a large increase in calls handled due to the resumption of the Program’s marketing efforts following a two month hiatus. 

Barry then directed the Committee to tab 6, page 25 to the Barcode Certification Form Distribution and Return Rate Report and stated the this report encapsulates a great deal of activity, including the addition of new customers, and ties back to the Program’s marketing activities. He encouraged the Committee to spend time reading this report in particular. Barry pointed out that the report shows substantial increases in activity for January compared to December. Specifically, contact distributions and certification forms were up 61%. 
Then, in tab 8, page 11, of the Field Operations Report, Barry pointed out a list of equipment distributed for January which ties back to the activity in the service centers. He added that this information speaks to the demographics that the Program serves, primarily people who are hard of hearing. Barry explained that each page of the report could be discussed in more detail. He noted the time constraints of the day’s meeting and encouraged Committee Members to let their Chair know if there are any specific areas about which they’d like more information to be added as a future agenda item for a more in-depth discussion. Barry then pointed out the list of distribution events for March and April in tab 8, page 13. 
Regarding consumer complaints about equipment issues due to the analog to digital conversion, Tommy asked if the Program offers any filters which might help those whose lines have been converted. Barry stated that the Program regularly distributes a number of filters but added that they may or may not work depending on the carrier network and what the customer is trying to do.  

Robert Schwartz asked if any cost/benefit analysis has been done on the various avenues of Program advertising, such as media and events, for budgetary purposes. Barry explained that analyses have been done, not as much from a budgetary perspective, but in terms of understanding the cost of acquiring new customers and what type of channels are most effective in attaining new customers. Barry said that the legislature requires the Program to reach underserved areas and demographics as well so the statistics vary in that regard. 

Per questions from Vadim about adding an additional data line for the type of equipment and total pieces distributed at each distribution event to a report, Barry stated that he would check with the CPUC’s Communications Division (CD) to make sure that the additional data line can be added. 

Tommy then briefly discussed the implications of the baby boomers aging and what that might mean for the Program. Per Tommy’s comments, Barry stated that approximately 63% of people who benefit from the Program are people who are 65 and older. He said that the Program conducts demographic research in coordination with the marketing vendor and added that they could ask CD if that information could be provided in the binder as well. 


Regarding pilots programs, Barry stated that 26 of the total 32 units available for distribution for the iPhone pilot have been distributed. Six devices have not yet been distributed because the participants are still trying to coordinate with their Community Based Organization (CBO) for training. Barry stated that they have begun the initial follow-up surveys for the pilot and explained that they had some issues connecting with pilot participants to get their feedback. Barry stated that the phones were sent out pre-setup for Odin Mobile but many of the participants opted for other service providers and the Program was not notified of the changes. Barry said that thanks to the help of Tommy and Jacqueline Jackson from EPAC, both iPhone pilot participants, the Program has been able to connect with the other pilot participants to receive their feedback. He added that survey results may be available within the next three or four weeks for CD’s review and that the overall feedback from the pilot has been positive. The Committee then discussed potential reasons that participants switched from Odin to other providers and Barry noted that these sort of developments are exactly the reason that pilot programs are launched.  Barry affirmed for Vadim that the iPhone pilot is specifically offered to people who are blind/ low vision and that the devices come at no cost to the customer but they are still responsible for 100% of the cost of their service plan. Per Vadim’s questions about meeting demands and procuring iPhone’s if the pilot is successful, Barry explained that the state will have to have a procurement vehicle where they’d get multiple bids or they’d do a non-competitive bid contract with a particular provider. Barry stated that the phones are being purchased as unlocked devices to provide recipients with the flexibility to choose different carriers without being tied to an annual contract. The cost and demand of the iPhones was discussed briefly and Barry encouraged the Committee to think about this issue as they determine their Program Priorities with Budget Implications for fiscal year 2016-2017. Per Vadim’s question about what happens when an iPhone pilot participant drops or breaks their phone, Barry stated that the Program has covered the cost of Apple care for the purposes of the pilot but that that may not carry over if the Program were to do a larger distribution. David Weiss pointed out in tab 3, page 3 of the binder, in the TADDAC Budget Must-Haves Outline 13-14, that there is a budget line item for wireless. 

Barry continued with his report, stating that the Quattro 4, the Bluetooth enabled neck loop, is in the beginning stages of a pilot program. He stated that 30 of the remaining 47 available devices have been distributed and added that they are in the beginning stages of the survey process related to that pilot. He hoped to have feedback for the Committee on how the device is working by their next meeting. Regarding the HearAll Bluetooth amplified handset, Barry stated that the purchase order has not yet been issued and that that pilot will likely begin sometime in May. For the ANS3000 stand-alone answering machine, Barry said that the purchase order was distributed and the devices are expected around mid-April which would allow the pilot to begin at the end of April.

Robert and Barry briefly revisited the issues discussed earlier about customers being unhappy with Odin. Robert stated that Odin was required to pay, or collect, some taxes and surcharges which they were not clearly required to do before. Barry explained that customers were unhappy because they were not notified of this. He added that he is still working to determine what specifically transpired and that he hoped to get back to the Committee with more information at the next meeting


Per Frances’ comments about recent FCC decisions regarding the open Internet, Robert stated that the FCC is looking at making changes to many public purpose programs, which includes eventually attaching Internet or broadband access to the LifeLine program but that it will be years until it is determined what their recent decision really means. 

C. Report from the Chair

There was no report from the chair. 

D. Marketing Department Response and Update
Barry reported that Mary Atkins, CCAF Marketing Department Manager, was out sick and that he would provide the marketing report on her behalf. He explained that this agenda item was added to discuss the potential inclusion of American Sign Language (ASL) in the Program’s advertising spots. Barry explained why, historically, the Program has included captions instead of ASL signers in the spots. He stated that CCAF has come up with a few ideas in coordination with the marketing vendor to include ASL. He explained that CCAF and the marketing vendor are not the ones who make the final decision on what is done and added that any proposals made will need to consider cost, reach, impact, intent and effect on the Program’s growth rate. He stated that these proposals will all be considered by CD for approval. Vadim stated that he would like ASL included so that deaf consumers know that the Program speaks their language which may be impactful in reaching more people who are deaf and letting them know that TTYs, bed shakers, signalers and other devices are available to them through the DDTP. In response to Frances’ question about other online DDTP content, like YouTube videos, Barry stated that the Committee should put forth any recommendations through the chair for Program consideration. Barry explained that the Program will come back to CCAF and the marketing vendor to ask that they put together a proposal of the scope and cost of these projects for further consideration.
Robert then inquired if the Program has any customer service requirements that require customer service agents to respond to customers in the language they choose. Barry stated that this is a requirement of the Program and that they utilize language specialists or a service called Language Line to adhere to that requirement. He added that for customers who are deaf, there is a TTY requirement. Vadim stated that Video Relay Service (VRS) would be a better option for communicating with customers who are deaf. Tommy offered to have Vadim discuss the way VRS works at a future committee meeting. Frances added that there are people who are deaf in rural areas that do rely on TTYs. 
New Action Item #58: Vadim will create a proposal in coordination with TADDAC for the CPUC's consideration to include American Sign Language (ASL) in future DDTP marketing and advertising efforts.
New Action Item #59: Vadim will create a proposal in coordination with TADDAC for the CPUC's consideration to create videos promoting the DDTP to be shared via social media platforms.  

Ken stated that he thought part of the Committee Member’s roles is to determine if they’re meeting the needs of their constituencies. He said it would be helpful to get some additional demographic and linguistic breakdown of the composition of the various constituencies that are served by the Program. He stated that from a marketing perspective, this information would tell them how to most effectively and efficiently use ratepayer funds to serve the market.  Barry stated that he’d make a request to CD to have the marketing demographic data distributed to the Committee. 
V. Public Input – Held in both the AM and the PM Session

There was no public input. 

VI. New Business  
A. EPAC Report and Recommendations  

Brian Pease, Vice Chair of EPAC, addressed TADDAC, stating that EPAC’s biggest topic and area of concern is the effect that the analog to digital conversion has had on Program equipment and other implications that the conversion may have for consumers. He stated that he is working on a position paper for submittal to TADDAC, the CPUC and potentially the FCC, detailing the Committee’s concerns in this area. He said that EPAC reviewed the annual report and noted the slight decline in overall usage which can be attributed to new, emerging technologies, among other factors. He added that they are anticipating the ClearSounds stand-alone answering machine pilot and are tracking the iPhone pilot as well. Brian also reported that Mussie is continuing to research equipment options for the deaf-blind community, noting that the population is small so there is not a lot of research and development happening in this area but that the Committee wants to make sure they are addressing their needs. Regarding Brian’s update on the analog to digital conversion, Vadim asked if anyone has been in contact with the FCC’s office of disability to see if they’ve already started working to address the issues. Frances stated that there is a new FCC advisory committee, the Disability Advisory Committee. 
At this time, Vadim stated that he has an analog TTY at home and that he uses a filter which enables the device to work on his VoIP line, adding that analog devices will work with VoIP as long as the consumer has a filter. Tommy stated that, per a conversation he had earlier with Barry in the morning, not all carriers have compatible filters. Vadim stated that voice and data needs may be different and that, in his case, the filter works fine for his TTY which uses a data signal, clarifying that he has not experienced any issues while using a filter on the VoIP data signal.

B. Expectations for Communications between the Committees, CCAF Staff, and CPUC Staff

Vadim stated that he’d like to receive Committee Member Orientation so that he and other new members can better understand their role and how the communication system should work. Per Vadim’s suggestion to add this orientation for TADDAC’s next meeting, Tommy stated that since there are new members on EPAC as well, it may be more efficient to add an orientation to the May 8th Joint Meeting agenda when both Committees are together. Frances reminded the Committee that Linda reported during the CPUC Update that they are interested in discussing some of the topics that would be covered in an orientation and stated that Patsy was a great resource to her prior to receiving her orientation. Vadim stated that he thought the orientation should be at least a day or two so that they can dig into what their roles are, how the system works and what the expectations are to ensure productive Committee meetings. In response to this discussion, Barry agreed that they need to find a better way to do orientation. He added that the Committee may want to think about whether or not new members should actually sit at the meetings before they receive orientation in the future. He mentioned that Ken has independently arranged a visit to the Glendale Service Center and stated that he’s interested in arranging an information session for Committee Members to attend in northern California as well. Patsy confirmed for Barry that the Committee orientation has been scheduled for September. Barry stated that he’d like to accommodate the Committees sooner rather than later and informed them that the Committee Member Manual will be updated in coordination with CD and that once that’s complete, he’ll reach out to the Committee to put something together. Barry said that, from his perspective, the best way for the Committees to address their issues with CD is to ensure that any recommendations are representative of the Committees’ majority view. Those recommendations can be sent to CD through two channels, the first through CCAF and the second through the Committee Chair. Barry said that he’ll try to provide the Committee with some sort of time frame in terms of addressing their requests in the future. Barry also reminded the Committee that the agendas are reviewed and approved by CD as well so it is important for them to come to a consensus on what they’d like to discuss. 

Patsy reminded the Committee that there will be a distribution event happening in the Berkeley Service Center during the May 8th meeting so they will be able to look at some equipment and witness the operations of the field team that day. She added that they will receive updates on things like the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act that day but that the orientation will need to occur at a later date. 
C. Program Priorities with Budget Implications 2016-2017

Tommy directed the Committee to tab 3 of the meeting binder to review examples of past Program Priorities with Budget Implications documents. He stated that this is an opportunity for the Committees to inform and advise the CPUC on their expectations in terms of how they’d like Program money to be allocated and in what areas. He asked the Committee to review these documents so that they could come back to the April meeting with their ideas. He noted that the Committee will really only have the April and June meeting to finalize their recommendations due to the Joint Meeting scheduled in May. 

Tommy clarified for Vadim that TADDAC will meet in April and that their May meeting has been canceled since they will be meeting jointly with EPAC on EPAC’s regular meeting day. Steve reported that he has a scheduling conflict and will not be in attendance at the Joint Meeting. 

Regarding new member orientation, Tommy suggested that the Committee think of a good time for them to cover this jointly. He explained that this would likely need to occur sometime in the fall. 


Per comments from Ken, Patsy agreed to send the Committee the Final Budget Resolution for fiscal year 2015 -2016. 


Devva asked if a comparison from past years of what was budgeted and what was actually spent could be made available. Tommy stated that he and Nancy have not received that information in the past. Barry added that the Committee would need to make a request to CD because everything that they currently have is already publicly available. Tommy stated that it is his understanding that any unspent money goes back into the DDTP fund. He added that they haven’t broken down, item by item, the difference in what was asked for and what was actually spent. Tommy stated that he believes the final budget has a breakdown of what’s been allocated for particular areas of the Program but that he has not seen any actual expenditures. 
VII.  Member Reports – Hammons

Frances reported that she continues to work through the Center for Independence in the Central Valley to develop a fully accessible park and that she is on a commission for the City of Fresno where they are working in the area of transportation. 

Fred stated that other than the work he’s doing with CCAF in the VASTS area, he has nothing else to report. 


Robert had nothing to report.


Devva asked if Committee Members who have requested agenda items could be notified as to whether or not their item has been added to the agenda ahead of time. She asked that, if that notification can happen, if they could also add the item on their own agenda lines with the presenter and a time estimate listed. She explained that this advance notice would allow Committee Members to better prepare to lead the discussions they’ve requested to address with the Committee. Devva noted her interest in planning for the future and offered to discuss the document she created as a handout, titled “Features of Cutting Edge Communications Devices” following Member Reports. Tommy agreed to revisit the topic. 

Ken stated that he is involved in the Hearing Loss Association of America’s Santa Monica and Los Angeles chapters. He agreed that it is important for the Committee to envision where they’d like to see the Program go in the future. He stated that he knows EPAC is interested in identifying new equipment, including a Bluetooth capable headset which can connect to hearing aids. Ken stated that he’s been searching for something similar and is worried that this type of product doesn’t exist. He explained that there is stigma related to hearing loss and that the hard of hearing community differs from the deaf community since they tend to not as actively advocate for themselves in the way that the deaf community does. He said that it’s important for the Committee to get input from their constituents about their needs so that the Committee can inform the manufacturers that a need exists. Additionally, Ken stated that he’d like to receive the defining legislation which lays out the role of Committee Members. 

Vadim stated that he plans to visit the San Francisco Service Center and that he will be in attendance at the May 8th meeting at ERC. He stated that he intends to interface with his constituency to see if people in the deaf community are aware of the DDTP. He added that it appears that many people are unaware of the Program which is why he is interested in enhancing the Program’s marketing efforts. Regarding TTYs, Vadim said that he’s discovered that many people in his community don’t have them so people need to be educated about their benefit, especially in case of a disaster. Per Vadim’s questions about whether or not CCAF conducts surveys about people’s knowledge of the Program, Barry stated that they do and that they do run into certain constituency groups that have not heard of the Program. Vadim stated that he thinks the Program’s marketing and outreach efforts can be enhanced via social media since campaigns are expensive.  Regarding CRS outreach events, Vadim stated that he’s interested in seeing first-hand what AT&T and Hamilton are doing and would then like to come back to the Committee with comments and suggestions for the vendors at an advisory level. 

The Committee then discussed issues with the Electronic Distribution Portal for the Committee Binder and requested to add the topic as a future agenda item for further discussion. Barry provided some historical information as to how the Portal came to be and stated that if the Committee would like to make any recommendations regarding the Portal, they should create a proposal for CD’s review. He added that if CD agrees with what’s proposed, then they’ll ask CCAF to identify multiple options for consideration. 

Regarding Devva’s document, “Features of Cutting Edge Communications Devices,” Devva stated that she’d like to get input from the other Committee Members since their collective knowledge is a benefit to consumers. She stated that she’s interested in what the Committee can impart that doesn’t tie to a specific device and also possible features that the Committee might want and to favor cellular and VoIP technological mediums. It was requested that this topic be added to the next agenda and that Devva’s document be included in the next TADDAC Binder. 

VIII. Future Meetings and Agendas  -  Hammons


Future meetings and agenda items were discussed throughout the meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.  
These minutes were prepared by Emily Claffy.
