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AT&T REPI,y COMMENTS

Pursuant to Section 1.430 of the Commission's

Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.430, AT&T Corp. (lIAT&TlI) replies to

the submissions of other parties in response to the

Commission's NQIl herein seeking comments and data to

provide a basis for further proceedings to implement

Section 255 of the Communications Act, enacted in the

Telecommunications Act of 1996. 2

1

2

Implementation of Section 255 of the Telecommuni
cations Act of 1996/Access to Telecommunications.
Services Telecommunications Equipment and Customer
premises E~liprnent by Persons with Disabilities,
WT Docket No. 96-198, Notice of Inquiry, FCC 96-382,
released September 19, 1996 (lINOIlI).

Other parties that filed comments in response to the
NOI are listed in Appendix A.
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As noted in the NQI,3 the Commission initiated

this proceeding primarily in response to the request of

the United States Architectural and Transportation

Barriers Compliance Board ("ATBCB"), which under Section

255(e) is required, in conjunction with the Commission,

to adopt accessibility guidelines governing

telecommunications equipment (including CPE) by August,

1997. 4 The principal objective of this inquiry is thus

to develop information on a variety of accessibility

issues concerning telecommunications equipment and CPE

that may be used by the ATBCB in fUlfilling its

obligation to draft guidelines for such equipment.

That goal has clearly been successfully

achieved here. In the initial round of comments alone,

almost 40 parties, including several trade associations,

filed submissions. Moreover, those commenters represent

a broad spectrum of views and interests, including

equipment manufacturers, local exchange and long distance

carriers, wireless service providers, and representatives

of individuals with disabilities. These filings,

together with additional material compiled during the

3

4

NQI, , 4, citing letters dated August 30, 1996 to
individual Commissioners from Lawrence W. Roffee,
Executive Director, and Roberta E. Breedon, Chair,
Telecommunications Access Advisory Committee, ATBCB.

47 U.S.C. § 255(e).
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reply round in this comment cycle, should provide the

ATBCB with substantial useful material to serve as a

basis for drafting telecommunications equipment

accessibility guidelines to satisfy its statutory

adoption deadline under Section 255(e).

At the same time, there is substantial

recognition among the commenters that, as AT&T suggested

in its initial filing herein (at pp. 3-7), it would be

premature at this time for the Commission to initiate any

rulemaking to prescribe detailed accessibility standards

for telecommunications providers' service offerings. 5

Indeed, in the current unsettled context of rapidly

changing telecommunications markets and technology, even

the immediate adoption of general regulatory policies or

guidelines for service providers' discharge of their

accessibility obligations is problematic. 6

A more useful approach for the Commission, as

USTA suggests (p. 2), would be to await the outcome of

5

6

There is likewise widespread recognition among the
commenters that the term "provider of telecommuni
cations service" in Section 255 is coextensive with
the statutory definition in Section 3(44) of the
Communications Act of a "telecommunications carrier,"
and thus does not include providers of information or
enhanced services. see,~, Sprint, pp. 4-5.

see, ~, Bell Atlantic, p. 4; BellSouth, p. 3; MCI,
p. 5; Microsoft, pp. 30-32; Sprint, p. 8; TIA, p. 3;
USTA, pp. 2-4; U S WEST, pp. 2-3.



- 4 -

the ATBCB's proceeding and then analyze the extent to

which the equipment accessibility guidelines adopted by

that body may be applicable to telecommunications

services. For example, a number of other parties'

comments in this proceeding echo AT&T'S observation

(pp. 7-9) regarding the importance of encouraging service

providers to seek input from persons with disabilities

when designing and developing telecommunications

offerings. 7 AT&T anticipates that one of the ATBCB's

principal outputs will be guidelines for equipment

manufacturers on soliciting advice from persons with

disabilities and other advocates in the community on

product accessibility issues during the equipment design

and development process. Once the ATBCB has articulated

those provisions in the telecommunications equipment

context, the Commission should then review those

guidelines and evaluate their usefulness as a model for

similar outreach provisions for telecommunications

services subject to the Commission's jurisdiction. 8

7

8

see, ~, NYNEX, pp. 3-7; Pacific, passim.

As AT&T's Comments showed (pp. 5-6), because
Section 255 borrows its critical statutory definitions
from the physical access provisions of the Americans
with Disabilities Act ("ADA"), the Commission has
acknowledged that there are significant "interpretive
difficulties" in applying those concepts to
accessibility to telecommunications services. see
NQI, , 21. AT&T thus anticipates that there may be
similar difficulties in directly applying the ATBCB's

(footnote continued on following page)
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As AT&T also showed in its Comments (p. 7), and

as other commenters agree,9 pending the development of

the Commission's own policies, guidelines and regulations

for determining service accessibility obligations, the

Commission should continue to rely on its complaint

process to enforce Section 255 requirements against

telecommunications service providers. AT&T's additional

showing (pp. 12-13) that no special rules or procedures

need be prescribed by the Commission to address

complaints under Section 255 is also mirrored by

advocates for persons with disabilities, such as NAD. 10

Moreover, as NAD also correctly points out (p. 20),

analysis of critical issues under Section 255, such as

whether providing access to a specific telecommunications

(footnote continued from previous page)

equipment guidelines to service accessibility, and
that those guidelines will require further
modification and refinement on the Commission's part.

9 see, ~, Bell Atlantic, p. 4; Southwestern Bell,
p. 3; Sprint, p. 8; USTA, p. 2; U S WEST, p. 8.

10 NAD, p. 33 (IINAD does not envision the need for
complaint procedures which are separate and apart from
other complaint procedures for the enforcement of
Section 255"). Like AT&T (p. 13), however, NAD (id...J
also urges the Commission to promptly adopt revised
rules and case management practices to carry out the
more expedited processing of formal complaints that is
required, effective February 8, 1997, by Section 402
of the Telecommunications Act. Complaints under
Section 255, like other complaints, will be subject to
such accelerated treatment.
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service is readily achievable "must be performed on a

case by case basis," just as under the ADA. Accord-

ingly, the rights of persons with disabilities can be

fully preserved in the interim while the Commission

develops broader requirements to assure accessibility by

such individuals to telecommunications services.

As the HOI (, 16) also points out, the

Commission intends to implement Section 255 to achieve

the foregoing objective while at the same time avoiding

. • ... . ,,11"constralnlng competltlve lnnovatlon.

this goal when the Commission addresses

Consistent with

telecommunications services in the future, as AT&T showed

(pp. 10-11), it will be unnecessary -- as well as

generally impractical -- for the Commission to require

that each service offered by a telecommunications

provider be made accessible to all potential customers

with disabilities. Some commenters nevertheless urge the

adoption of a "universal access" standard that would

apparently require providers to make their services

11 In this regard, the HOI continues the Commission's
prior policy under Title IV of the ADA of expanding
the availability of services to the disabled without
discouraging the development of new and improved
technology. see, e.......g:....., Telecommpnications services
for Ind i vi dna 1S wi th Hea rj ng and Speech Di sabi lit i es
and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 6 FCC
Rcd. 4657 (1991).
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accessible to the entire range of persons with

d ' b'l't' 12lsa 1 1 les.

These parties ignore the serious adverse impact

on the competitive telecommunications marketplace that

would result from their proposal. As Sprint points out

(p. 7), a provider who develops a service offering that

meets the needs of a specific segment of persons with

disabilities should be entitled "to enjoy the fruits of

its efforts." If the Commission's procedures instead

require the carrier to implement that same improvement in

its entire array of services (and also obligate all other

carriers to mirror that innovation in their own service

offerings), the probable result will be to discourage the

original carrier from even engaging in the service

development. ~,p. 8. Such a result would seriously

disserve the interests of all persons with disabilities.

Proponents of a universal access standard also

fail to discuss the substantial cost, under current

technology, of making a single service accessible to the

needs of limited segments of the wide range of persons

with disabilities -- much less making every service

accessible to all such persons. For example, although

the implementation of Telecommunications Relay Service

12 See NAD, pp. 6-9, 20-21, 34; NYNEX, p. 3; Pacific,
p. 5.
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("TRS") has made most telephone service accessible in a

functionally equivalent manner to persons with hearing

and/or speech disabilities, as presently configured that

service cannot be used with coin sent-paid calling due to

technical limitations in the signaling and other network

arrangements used with TRS and coin traffic.

Implementing the changes necessary to accommodate coin

calling would have required an estimated expenditure of

$200 million in BOC service territories, and additional

tens of millions for other long distance carriers and

h ' 'd 13payp one servlce provl ers. Instead, the Commission in

1995 adopted an alternative plan that permitted TRS users

to make local and long distance calls from coin

payphones, using alternate billing arrangements, at equal

14or lower rates than coin sent-paid calls.

This recent experience provides compelling

evidence of the immense costs that could potentially be

required to make all telecommunications services

accessible to all persons with disabilities. Under the

"readily achievable" standard of Section 255, such a

requirement would likely prove infeasible as a practical

13 see TelecoIDlmm; cat; ons Relay Sea; ceS, and the
Amer;cans with Disabilities Act of 1990, CC Docket
No. 90-571, Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 95-1874,
released August 25, 1995, , 10.

14 .I!L., , 18.
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matter. As the Commission's resolution of the coin-sent

paid calling also bears out, a flexible and innovative

approach to service needs is best calculated to assure

that telecommunications services are widely accessible to

and usable by of persons with disabilities.
IS

Respectfully submitted,

November 27, 1996

By

AT&T CORP. /

~}/.~~?
Mark c. RO~um
Peter H. Jacoby

Its Attorneys

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3245Hl
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 221-4243

15 Thus, as AT&T showed in its Comments (pp. 10-11), the
Commission should recognize that the statutory
objective is fully satiSfied if particular service
offerings by the provider are accessible to and usable
by persons with specific disabilities, and provide
similar capabilities to other services offered by the
provider that are not accessible to persons with that
specific disability.

11- 2 7 - 9 6 12: 19 PM POOl #48



APPENDIX A

List of Commenters
WT Docket No. 96-198

American Foundation for the Blind ("AFB")
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association ("ASHA")
AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")
Michael J. Barkley
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies ("Bell Atlantic ll

)

BellSouth Corporation (IIBellSouth II)
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association ("CTIA")
Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities Task Force on

Telecommunications/Communications Access ("CCD Telecomm")
Consumer Action Network ("CAN")
Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Association ("CBMA")
Bricsson Inc. ("Bricsson")
Inclusive Technologies
Information Technology Industry Council ("ITI")
Lucent Technologies Inc. ("Lucent")
Massachusetts Assistive Technology partnership ("MATP")
MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI")
Microsoft Corporation ("Microsoft")
Motorola, Inc. ( "Motorola II )
Dana Mulvany, MSW, LCSW
Narrative Television Network ("NTN")
National Association of the Deaf (IINADII)
Northern Telecom Inc. (IINortel")
Northern virginia Resource Center for Deaf and

Hard of Hearing Persons ("NVRC")
NYNBX Telephone Companies ("NYNEX")
Omnipoint Corporation ("Omnipoint")
Pacific Telesis Group ("Pacific ll

)

Personal Communications Industry Association ("PCIA")
Protection and Advocacy Program - University Legal

Services I Inc. (" P&A- ULS")
Railfone-Amtrak Venture (the IIVenture") through GTB

Railfone Incorporated (IIRailfone ll )

Self Help for Hard of Hearing People, Inc. ("SHHH")
Siemens Business Communication Systems, Inc. ("Siemens ll )

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company ("Southwestern Bell")
Sprint Corporation ("Sprint")
Telecommunicaitons Industry Association ("TIA")
Ultratec, Inc.
United Cerebral Palsy Associations ("UCPAII)
United States Telephone Association (IIUSTA")
U S WEST, Inc. ("U S WEST")
Jo Waldron
Michael A. Winters
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I, Ann Marie Abrahamson, do hereby certify that

on this 27th day of November, 1996, a copy of the foregoing

"AT&T Reply Comments" was mailed by u.s. first class mail,

postage prepaid, to the parties listed below.

Paul Schroeder
Director, AFB Midwest
National Program Associate in Technology

and Telecommunications
American Foundation for the Blind
401 N. Michigan Ave., Suite 308
Chicago, IL 60611

Scott Marshall
American Foundation for the Blind
Governmental Relations Group
1615 M St., NW, Suite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036

AmieAmiot
Division of Federal Education

and Regulatory Policy
American SpeeCh-Language-Hearing Assn.
10801 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852

Michael J. Barkley
161 N. Sheridan Ave., #1
Manteca, CA 95336

Lawrence W. Katz
Edward D. Young, III
Michael E. Glover
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
1320 North Court House Rd., 8th Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

M. Robert Sutherland
A. Kirven Gilbert III
BellSouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree St., NE, Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Andrea D. Williams
Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman
Cellular Telecommunications

Industry Assn.
1250 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Philip l. Verveer
Jennifer A. Donaldson
Willkie FaIT & Gallagher
1155 21 st St., NW, Suite 600
Three Lafayette Centre
Washington, D.C. 20036-3384
Counsel for Cellular Telecommunications

Industry Assn.

Jenifer Simpson
Co-chair CCD Telecomm Task Force
United Cerebral Palsy Associations
1660 L St., NW, Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Barbara Raimondo, J.D.
Consumer Action Network
128 North Abingdon St.
Arlington, VA 22203

AI Sonnenstrahl, Chair
Consumer Action Network
8719 Colesville Rd., Suite 300
Silver Spring, MD 20910

George A. Hanover
Joe Peck
Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Assn.
2500 Wilson Blvd.
Arlington, VA 22201



David A. Nail
James M. Fink
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
P. O. Box 407
Washington, D.C. 20044
Counsel for Consumer Electronics

Manufacturers Assn.

David C. Jatlow
Young & Jatlow
2300 N St., NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20038
Attorney for Ericsson Inc.

Jim Tobias
Inclusive Technologies
334 Main St., Suite 141
Matawan, NJ 07747

Fiona J. Branton
Information Technology Industry Council
1250 Eye St., NW, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005

Colleen Boothby
Janine Goodman
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby
1300 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 500
Washington,D.C. 20036-1703
Counsel for the Information

Technology Industry Council

Gerard G. Nelson
Consumer Products
Lucent Technologies Inc.
5 Wood Hollow Road
Parsippany, NJ 07054

JUdy Brewer
Massachusetts Assistive

Technology Partnership Center
Childrens Hospital
1295 Boylston St., Suite 310
Boston, MA 02215

Donna M. Roberts
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

David A. Bolnic, Ph.D
Accessibility and Disabilities Group
Microsoft Corporation
One Microsoft Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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Jack Krumholtz
Law and Corporate Affairs Dept.
Microsoft Corporation
5335 Wisconsin Ave., NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20015

Stanley M. Gorinson
William H. Davenport
Preston Gates Ellis & Rouvelas Meeds
1735 New York Ave., NW, Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Microsoft Corp.

Mary E. Brooner
Wireless RegUlatory Policies
Government Relations
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I St., NW, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20005

Alfred R. Lucas
Spectrum and Standards Strategic Planning
Messaging, Information and Media Sector
Motorola, Inc.
3301 Quantum Blvd.
Boynton Beach, FL 33426

Thomas C. Collier, Jr.
Steven K. Davidson
Jennifer M. Quinn
Steptoe &Johnson LLP
1330 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036
Attorneys for Motorola, Inc.

Dana Mulvany, MSW, LCSW
350 Budd Ave., #A1
Campbell, CA 95008-4021

Jim Stovall
Narrative Television Network
5840 S. Memorial Dr., Suite 312
Tulsa, OK 74145

Karen Peltz Strauss
National Association of the Deaf
814 Thayer Ave.
Silver Spring, MD 20910-4500

John C. Lamb, Jr.
Northern Telecom Inc.
2100 Lakeside Blvd.
Richardson, TX 75081-1599



Stephen L. Goodman
Halprin, Temple, Goodman & Sugrue
Suite 650, East Tower
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20005
Counsel for Northern Telecom Inc.

Cheryl Heppner
Northern Virginia Resource Center for Deaf

and Hard of Hearing Persons
10363 Democracy Lane
Fairfax, VA 22030

Campbell L. Ayling
NYNEX Telephone Companies
1111 Westchester Ave.
White Plains, NY 10604

Mark J. Tauber
Mark J. O'Connor
Piper & Marbury L.L.P.
1200 19th St., NW, 7th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
Attorneys for Omnipoint Corporation

Marlin D. Ard
Lucille M. Mates
Betsy S. Grander
Pacific Telesis Group
140 New Montgomery St., Room 1526
San Francisco, CA 94105

R. Michael Senkowski
Eric W. Desilva
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Pacific Telesis Group

Martin J. Golden
Personal Communications Industry Assn.
500 Montgomery St., Suite 700
Alexandria, VA 22314-1561

R. Michael Senkowski
Stephen J. Rosen
Kenneth J. Krisko
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Personal Communications

Industry Association
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Joseph R. Cooney
Protection & Advocacy Program
University Legal Services, Inc.
300 I St., NE, Suite 202
Washington, D.C. 20002

Brenda A. McNabb
GTE Railfone Inc. on behalf of

the Rai/fone-Amtrak Venture
2809 Butterfield Rd.
Oakbrook,IL 60522

Donna Sorkin
Self Help for Hard of Hearing People, Inc.
7910 Woodmont Ave., Suite 1200
Bethesda, MD 20814

Scott E. Wollaston
Siemens Business Communications

Systems, Inc.
4900 Old Ironsides Dr.
P. O. Box 58075 MIS 103
Santa Clara, CA 95052-8075

Randolph J. May
Timothy J. Cooney
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, L.L.P.
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20004-2404
Attorneys for Siemens Business

Communication Systems, Inc.

Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre
Mary W. Marks
J. Paul Walters, Jr.
Southwestem Bell Telephone Co.
One Bell Center, Room 3520
St. Louis, MO 63101

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Jay C. Keithley
Michael B. Fingerhut
Sprint Corporation
1850 M St., NW, 11th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Matthew J. Flanigan
Grant E. Seiffert
Telecommunications Industry Assn.
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 315
Washington, D.C. 20044-0407
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James R. Hobson
Donelan, Cleary. Wood & Maser, P.C.
1100 New Yorl<. Ave., NW, Suite 750
Washington, D.C.' 20005-3934
Attorneys for Telecommunications

Industry Assn.

Ronald W. Schultz
Ultratec\ Inc.
450 Science Dr.
MAc11son, WI 53711

Jenifer Simpson
United Cerebral Palsy Associations
1660 L St., NW. Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mary McDermott
Linda Kent
Charles Cosson
Kerth Townsend
Kathleen M. Woods
Unn.ed States Telephone Association
1401 H St., NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

Kathryn Marie Krause
Dan L. Poole
U S WEST, Inc.
1020 19th St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jo Waldron
5195 Fontaine B!vd.
Fountain, CO 80817

Michael A. Winters
9711 Lawngate
Houston, TX 77080
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