
June 5,1998

Office  of the Secretary
Federal Communi~ati~ Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

(C Docket No. 98-67)

Dear sirs:

Thank you for the wty to comment on Telecommunications Relay Services and Speech-
to-Speech Services for Individuals with Hearing  and Speech DisabiKes. By way of introduction, I
~apersanwithaspeechdisabilityanddind~ere~~helpfutinmywork.  It’sinterest@to
note that some of the worst reactions come from Congress. I’ve actually had operators hang up on
me or say “Oh No! Not a relay call.”

Introduction - at paragraph 2 - This is a good idea and should be so required. However, we
wonder how someone is trained to “understand someone with speech &sab%ties.”

IIIDiscussion
14. We strongly support your con&&m at this paragraph.
15. We support your conclusion at this paragraph.
16. We also agree with your conclusion  here. The Advisory Commission should consider  the
valid costs of maintaining and improving these services.
18. We agree with this change.
23. We agree with your conchGon  here.
24. We there should be a national STS quirement.
25. Your conc~ons here appeal to be valid.
26. Some exceptions may be needed here.
32. Perhaps if VRI is not man&ted at this time, it could be some years down the road.
33. This issue should be reviewed in 2 years.
34. We agree with your position here.
37. We agree with your concl~ here.
39. We feel that the TRS fund should cover “relay”  convemations  between English, Spanish and
Amexican  Sign Language. We feel that American  Sign Language when typed on a TTY can be
translated effectively.
41. (1) Yes TRS Centers should be required to pass a caller’s ANI to an emergency service
operator. (2) An “emergency call” is one where one or more persons  is faced with death or injury
or there is a risk of serious  properly damage. We will leave it to others  to propose specific
language- k. Cd bf,?iss  r&d
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44. I’~oftcnhadthieproblemonlongdistancecatls,w3uattytbeoper;rtorendsupl~a
message and then calling back-which requ&s  a person to pay for two long distance calls.
45. We d&agree  with your tentative conchIaion.  As telecommum ‘cations technology advances-
ADArtgulatianamustkccpup. Pcrbapsthescnewregulationscanaddressthis.
46. We agree with your conclusions here.
51. We support t&se proposed rule amendments.
52. We support this requirement.
53. Your requirements for service should prevent this from happen&
58. We would have to agree with your co&&on  here.
60. We agree with your conction here.
62. The ten minute requimnent  is reasonable.
65. ItmakeesensethatreaMmablecostsandgoodquatityof~~areenhancedwith
competition.
66. Your txmchlsion  here appears to be reasonable.
70. This id-on belongs to the state.
72. If this inEm is not “customer ident%able”  and is needed to provi&  efficient service-the
firms losing a contact should be ru@ed to offer it to the new company.
75. We strongly support your conch~Gons  here.
76. The FCC should adopt these guidelines.
83. We support creating a speech-to-speech relay within two years.
88. We agree with your conclusion here.

Agaiq  thank you for the oppoaunity  to comment.

Sincerely,

David Eichenauer
Governmental AfFairs  specialist

DE/Se



Wefeel~theRelayServiceisanessential~~intvetpingpersonswithspeechandhe~
did&ties  commticate. This service must continue to be updated to it&de new technology and
such things as speech to speech relay. High professional standards must be maintained.



L
_.,.-..---- -_,.  -_ ^-- ---

Wef~lthpttheRatryServiccianEssctrtiaserviceinhepingpereonswithspeechandheming
disabdities  txmtmk& This service  must continue to be updated to in&k new technolopy and
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