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Before the
FEDERAL COVMUNI CATI ONS COWM SI ON
Washington, D.C. 20554

~—

In the Matter of

—

Tel ecommuni cations Relay Services ) CC Docket No. 98-67
and Speech-to- Speech Services for )
Individuals with Hearing and
Speech Disabilities
ATST COMMENTS

Pursuant to Section 1.415 of the Comm ssion's
Rules, 47 CF.R § 1.415, AT&T Corp. ("AT&T") subnits
t hese comments on the Conmission's NBRM in this proceeding
proposi ng anendnents to its rules governing
tel ecommuni cations relay service ("Trs") .!

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This rulemaking is an outgrowth of the Notice of
I nquiry ("NOI") initiated by the Comm ssion |last year to
eval uate the effectiveness of the current TRS program
established to inplement Title IV of the Anericans wth
Disabilities Act of 1990 ("ADA"), and to solicit
information on potential inprovements in TRS service

| evel s and quality.? The Conmission received comrents and

ISaeIelecomnnmlcatmms_RelaLs.emcea._and_ﬂpeech_tﬂ_

CC Docket No. 98-67, Notice of’

Speech Disabilities,
Proposed rul emaking, FCC 98-90, released May 20, 1998
("NPRM") .

2 See
with Digabiliti Act nfi1990.and the Telecommuini-

(footnote continued on follow ng page)
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proposals in the NOoI froma broad range of parties,
i ncl udi ng ATs&T.?

Based on the record developed in the NOI, the
Conmi ssion in the NPRM has correctly recogni zed the need
to permt narketplace forces to guide the future
devel opnent of TRS offerings wherever possible. In
particular, the Comm ssion has tentatively concluded that
it should not mandate the adoption of either video relay
interpreting ("vRI") or nultilingual relay service
("MRS"), but should instead continue to nonitor the
evol ution of those services and the technol ogy used in
their provision. Simlarly, the Comm ssion has
tentatively determined not to require TRS access to
enhanced services, instead permtting TRS providers
voluntarily to nmake enhanced services available to TRS
users where they deemit technically and econonically
feasible to do so. And the Conm ssion has tentatively
concl uded not to adopt certain changes in its mandatory
m ni num standards for communi cations assistants ("CAs"),
such as an increase in typing speed, that would pose undue

burdens on TRS providers and customers alike.

(Footnote continued from prior page)

cations Act nf1996, CC Docket No. 90-571, 12 FCC Rcd
1152 (1997) ("NOI").

8 gee AT&T Comments in id., filed March 17, 1997 ("AT&T

NOL Comments"); AT&T Reply Comments in id., filed
April 21, 1997 ("AT&T NOL Reply Comments").
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The NERM instead proposes a nunber of anmendnents
to current TRS rules to expand the availability of TRS
services, and to revise mninmm TRS standards. As AT&T
shows below, the proposed expansion of mandatory TRS and
certain of the service standard changes woul d needl essly
burden TRS providers and di sserve the interests of TRS
customers, and should not be adopted.

l. THE COMWM SSI ON SHOULD RESCI ND THE PROPOSED NMANDATCRY
PROVISTON CF SPEEGH 16 SPEECH RELAY SERVICE

In its NoI, the Conmm ssion sought comment on the
feasibility of requiring TRS providers to offer speech-to-
speech ("sTS") relay services to persons wth speech
disabilities. As the NPRM (§ 21) recogni zes, the
requirenent to offer this service was opposed by carriers,
other TRS providers and even state relay admnistrators,
who pointed out the limted apparent denmand for this
offering and other factors that strongly mlitated for
continued evaluation of the feasibility of this offering.

Despite these coments, the NBRM (] 23)
tentatively concludes that mandatory nati onw de provision
of STS should be inplemented within two years of a
decision adopting that requirement. The sole stated basis
for this determnation is the Commssion's finding that
STS is a "teleconmunications relay service" within the
neaning of Title IV of the ADA. Id.

That justification, however, ignores the fact
that demand for STS is still apparently too limted to
justify the additional costs of personnel, specialized
AT&T Cor p. July 20, 1998




training and equi pnent that mandatory nationw de

i npl enentation of this service woul d entail.* For

exanpl e, in Georgia, Where AT&T is the provider for that
state's TRS program STS service has been offered since
April of this year. However, no STS calls (other than
test calling by AT&T personnel) were placed during the
nmonths of April and June, or to date during July. Only
five customer-initiated calls were processed during My
(and of these, only two were successfully conpleted to the
called parties).

G ven this negligible demand for STS, nmandati ng
that service wll inpose unnecessary costs on TRS
providers to develop the capability to process such
calls.® Additionally, the Conmission will be required to
expend scarce admnistrative resources to devel op STS-
specific service standards, because the NERM (] 26)

recogni zes that sTs' operational characteristics differ

Moreover, even standing alone the Conm ssion's stated
rationale is insufficient to jLwtifX mandati ng STS
relay. For exanple, the NERM (99 34, 38) concludes
that both VRI and MRS are relay services within the
neaning of Title IV of ADA, yet the Conm ssion has not
mandat ed provi sion of either of those services in
l'ight of that definitional finding.

> For exanple, the NERM (§ 25) recognizes that
"sufficient nunbers of personnel trained to deliver
STS services may not currentIY be available.”
Mandat ory provision of STSwill therefore inpose
additional training costs on TRS providers.
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markedly from traditional Trs.® Rather than undertake
these uncalled-for efforts, the Conmission should defer
mandat ory adoption of STS and continue to nonitor the
evolution of this offering in the marketplace in response
to any denonstrated customer denand.

1. CERTAIN PRCOPOSED CHANGES TO TRS COPERATI ONAL
STANDARDS SHOULD BE RESCINDED ENTTRELY

The NPRM (§ 3) proposes changes in the nandatory
m ni num standards for TRS service "to i nprove the overal
effectiveness of the TRS program" Specifically, the
Conmmi ssion tentatively concludes that TRS providers be
required to pass automati c nunber identification ("ANI")
to enmergency service agencies; that speed of answer
requi renents be substantially increased; and that
limtations be adopted on in-call replacenent of CaAs. As
shown bel ow, each of these proposed new requirements is
ill-advised and should be rescinded.
Emergency Call Processing

The NprM acknow edges (§ 40) that the NOI did
not address the sufficiency of current TRS processing of
emergency calls, but notes that the asserted need for
“further Conmm ssion guidance and m ni num standards” was
raised for the first tine in certain commenters' reply

filings there. The NpRM (§ 41) therefore requests that

6 For example, carriers should be expressly authorized

tolimt their liability to STS callers for errors or
om ssions in relaying such calls. See AT&T NOL
Comments, p. 8.
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TRS providers describe their current operating procedures
for handling emergency calls. Additionally, the NERM
(id.) seeks comment on the feasibility of having TRS
centers pass the calling party's automatic nunber
identification ("ANI") digits to energency services
operators.7

AT&T has adopted net hods and procedures to
assure that requests for calls to emergency services wll
be pronptly and efficiently handled.'" AT&T's TRS service
provi des cas i medi ate and direct access to a database
listing enmergency agency nunbers. AT&T's TRS centers also
receive the calling party's ANL through the |oca
t el ephone network. Using these listings and the ANl data
CAs can pronptly set up and conplete a relay call to the
appropriate energency agency's tel ephone nunber, using

just two key strokes to set up each call

The NERM (Y 41) al so requests comrent on the
appropriate definition of the term "enmergency calls"
for purFoses of TRS processing. AT&T believes that
such calls should be defined to include those which
expressly request connection to a "911" operator, or
whi ch request assistance froma public agency of the
type typically accessed via a 911 system by persons

W t hout hearing or speech inpairnents (e.g., police,
fire, and anbul ance or enerPency squads). As the
Comm ssion notes (id.), Title Il of the ADA requires
governmental entities to make emergency services
directly accessible via TTY; the definition of
“emergency calls" for TRS under Title |V should,
absent a showing to the contrary, be nade coextensive
wth the entities that are subject to those Title I1
requirenents.

8 Additionally, through outreach and other pronotiona
efforts, AT&T makes relay customers aware of the

(footnote continued on foll ow ng page)
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Mor eover, AT&T's procedures for TRS provide that

an energency call will be given the CA s undivided

attention. Supervisory personnel are inmmediately assigned
to assist the CA in every energency call situation. The
CA, in conjunction with the supervisor, takes all

necessary action to ensure that energency service is
rendered to the calling party -- including, but not

limted to, advising the energency agency of the caller's
originating ANI.

Such oral notification is required because it is
not feasible wth current technol ogy automatically to pass
the TRS caller's ANL to the energency services operator
system This is because the TRS center is not an integra
part of the tel ephone network which in a traditional voice
call is capable of passing AN1 from the originating
t el ephone nunber through one or nore internediate
sw tching systens to the term nating tel ephone nunber
(such as a 911 operator systenj. Instead, the TRS center
is itself a termnating call |ocation accessed via 800/888
or another toll-free nunber which establishes a "virtual®
calling path by placing an outbound call (typically
through a PBX) to the termnating tel ephone number. TRS
centers thus can receive ANL information on the calling

custoner's nunber through the telephone network (just as

(Footnote continued from prior page)

availability of TTY-accessible emergency or 911
services in their communities.
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ot her 800/888 service custoners), but the PBX cannot
automatically pass the ANL digits to an energency center
because it is not equipped with required network signaling
protocol. For the same reason, TRS centers today cannot
provi de CLASS services such as Caller ID between an
originating and termnating end office, because the
centers' PBXs are not equipped with the Signaling System?7
("ss7") protocol used to transmit the Calling Party Nunber
("CPN") i nformati on on which CLASS features are based.
Requiring TRS centers to autonatically forward
the caller's ANL to an energency center woul d inpose
substantial costs upon TRS providers to inplenment that

9 However, there is no need for TRS centers to

change.
i ncur such costs, or for the interstate TRS Fund or the
state prograns (which would be responsible for nost of

t hese costs) to assunme the obligation to defray them As
shown above, TRS centers can -- and, indeed, already

do --- at little cost enploy appropriate nethods and

procedures to assure that ANL information captured by the

The activities associated with any such change woul d
i nclude the devel opment of new feature-specific
software and programmabl e equi pnent to provide digit
collection and other functions. Additionally, new
transm ssi on equi pnent woul d need to be depl oyed
between the TRS centers' CPE and the central offices
serving those centers. Finally, new signaling

equi prent, and conpatibl e software and hardware for
communi cations between the TRS centers and centra

of fices would have to be depl oyed.
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centers' equipment will be reported by Cas to the

ener gency services operator system

Answer Performance Requirements

In its 1991 TRS I order,'® the Conmission after
careful study adopted Section 64.604(b)(2) of its rules
(47 CF.R § 64.604(b)(2)) requiring TRS providers to
answer 85 percent of calls within 10 seconds, and to
commence dialing of a requested nunber within 30 seconds
after receiving dialing information from the custoner.

The Comm ssion found that this "speed of answer"
requirenent struck an appropriate balance between the
performance expectations of TRS custoners and the needs of
TRS providers, who had argued for further relaxation of
that standard in light of the operational burdens it

posed. The Comm ssion found there that this "85/10/30"
speed of answer criterion "will best meet our goal of
providing relay services which are functionally equival ent
to voice tel ephone services."!!

Despite this finding, and the absence of any
factual record in the NOI to support a change in the speed
of answer paraneter, the NBPRM now tentatively proposes
(91 50-51) to elinmnate the 30 second interval for TRS

providers to initiate dialing of the called nunber.

10 Telecommunications Services for Individualg with

' i i1t . 6 FCC Rcd 4657
(1991) (*TrRS | Order").

11 14, at 4661 (Y 21).
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I nstead, under the Conmm ssion's proposed rule revision
provi ders nust answer 85 percent of all calls within 10
seconds "by a CA prepared to place the TRS call at that
time." NPRM, § 50. Moreover, the Comm ssion proposes
that TRS providers' conpliance with this new and far nore
stringent performance paranmeter be neasured "on at least a
daily basis" (instead of the nonthly neasurement that is
now enployed with the current standard). Id. (enphasis
suppl i ed).

Thi s proposed material change in the speed of
answer requirement is unjustified and should be rescinded.
The proposed requirenent would preclude providers' efforts
to use automated processing at the "front end" of TRS
calls to capture call setup information. Indeed, the NPRM
(Y 51) appears expressly intended to "elininate .
having calls answered by an automated system. . . .» The
NPRM provi des no reasoned basis for denying both TRS
providers and custoners the conveni ence and efficiency
avai |l abl e through such front end automation. 2 Nor does
t he NPRM even attenpt to quantify the resultant increased

costs of providing TRS, nuch less to performa reasoned

12° The NPRM ({1 51) expresses concern that TRS custoners

whose calls are answered by an aut omated system may be
"placed in queue for long periods.” [|f such a
practice isdeened topresent a problem however, the
apPropriate renedy is to address those call processing
del ays, rather than to prohibit the use of automated
"front end" call processing.
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cost-benefit analysis for the new speed of answer
st andar d.

The NPRM's proposal to measure conpliance with
the new speed of answer standard "on at |east a daily
basis" is likewise fatally flawed. Gven the w de daily
variations in TRS traffic |oads, meaningful conpliance
measurenents with speed of answer criteria can only be
perforned over a |longer tmeframe, such as a nonth.
Conducting the neasurements over this longer period wll
not result in degradation of TRS service perfornmance;
because of the statistical nethodol ogy used to neasure
compliance, current answer performance criteria cannot be
satisfied if an "85/10" answer tinme is not maintained for
even a few days each nonth.

In view of the burdensonmeness of the proposed
new speed of answer requirenent and the |ack of any
justification for adopting this stringent standard, the
Conmi ssion should reconsider its tentative conclusion and
retain the current speed of answer and neasurenent
criteria.

In-Call Replacement O f CAs

In the NOI (Y9 40-41), the Conm ssion requested
informati on on the frequency and reasons for any "call
interruptions or suspensions” caused by the need to
repl ace CAs during the course of a TRS call. AT&T and
ot her commenters showed that such events occur only

infrequently during relay calls, and that they reflect
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necessary interruptions for activities such as work tour
shift changes and rest periods.'?

As the NPRM (1Y 61-62) inplicitly acknow edges,
no commenter in the NOI factually rebutted these show ngs
concerning the rarity of in-call CA replacenents.
Moreover, no evidence was adduced there to support the
characterizations that these replacenents are either
"arbitrary" or "unnecessary." See NOI, § 40. Neverthe-
| ess, the NBRM tentatively proposes that CAs who begin
processing a call should be required to continue handling
that call for a mnimumof ten mnutes prior to any in-
call replacenent,

There is no support in the record or sound
public policy for the Conmm ssion to inpose such a
requi rement, which will seriously conplicate TRS
providers' ability to deploy their CA work forces so as to
properly serve their custoners' call volunmes. The NRRM
sinmply ignores the show ngs providers have already nade
that in-call CA replacement occurs in only a mnute

portion of TRS calls.'® Mreover, the Commission has

13 gee AT&T NOL Comments, pp. 9-10 (showing that for
Novenber 1995 through February 1996 95 percent of all
AT&T TRS calls required only one CA and .3 percent
required three Cas).

% Confirmng the data al ready adduced in the NOI, AT&T's
analysis of all its TRS calls over the 27 nonth period
from January 1996 through March 1998 shows that 93
percent of all calls enployed only a single CA and
that only . 6 percent of the calls enployed nore than
two CAs. Moreover, these data include i1nstances where

(footnote continued on follow ng page)
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pointed to no evidence that such in-call replacenents
result in any service disruptions to custoners; indeed, in
many cases AT&T's in-call replacenments are inplenented in
response to customer requests (e.g., for a CA of a

speci fic gender).

Wil e there has been no show ng of even an
attenuated need to regulate in-call CA replacenents, the
Comm ssion's proposed rule is all the nore unwarranted in
l'ight of the serious disruption of TRS vendors' staffing
deci sions and call processing that this restriction would

1.2 The Conmmission should therefore rescind its

entai
proposed rule mandating mninmum CA in-call handling tines
and allow TRS providers, subject to the scrutiny of the
states' TRS programs, to set practices for in-call
replacenents that will efficiently manage traffic vol umes

Wi thout inpairing service performance to TRS custoners.

(Footnote continued from prior page)

a CA replacement was inplenented follow ng one part of
a "sequence call" initiated by a TRS customer.

1> The NpRM (§ 62) invites comrenters to submit
col l ective bargaining agreenents that would be in
conflict wth the Commssion's proposed rule. Under
separate cover, AT&T is submtting copies of these
items, with a request that this confidential
comrercial information be w thheld from public
di scl osure pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act,
5 US C § 552(b) (4), and the Conm ssion's
I mpl ementing regul ations.
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CONCTUSTON
For the reasons stated above, the Commission
shoul d adopt amendments to its TRS rul es with the

nodi fi cations described in AT&T's Comments.

Respectful ly submtted,
AT&T CORP.

By, "'ﬁ{p@‘

Mark C segblum
Peter Jacoby

|ts Attorneya

395 North Maple Avenue
Room 325071

Baski ng Ridge, N.g 07920
(908) 221-4243

Jquly 20, 1998
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