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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

The Use of N11 Codes and Other
Abbreviated Dialing Arrangements

AT&T REPLY COMMENTS

Pursuant to Section 1.415 of the Commission's Rules, 47

C.F.R. § 1.415, AT&T Corp. ("AT&T") submits this reply to the

comments of other parties on the Commission's FNPRM in this

d ' 1procee lng.

Deployment of 711 for TRS. The other parties' filings

overwhelmingly confirm the showing in AT&T's Comments that

successful implementation of the 711 dialing code for use with

Telecommunications Relay Service ("TRS") will require the

resolution of a host of significant technical, operational and

cost recovery issues. However, it is apparent that the record in

this proceeding does not provide sufficient information for the

Commission to engage in reasoned decision making with respect to

these matters.

AT&T Corp. 4/30/97

1 The Use of N11 Codes and Other Abbreviated Dial ing
Arrangements, CC Docket No. 92-105, First Report and Order
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 97-51, released
February 19, 1997 ("FNPRM"). Appendix A lists the parties
that filed comments on the FNPRM. (U:{ ~_
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Rather than attempt to make regulatory policy without

adequate information on a question of such importance to both TRS

providers and customers, the Commission should defer establishing

a specific timetable for 711 deploYment until it has had the

opportunity to collect and evaluate the data required for such a

determination. An industry task force, such as Sprint proposes,

composed of LECs, TRS providers and customer interests is an

appropriate forum to assist the Commission in compiling and

analyzing the necessary information.

The comments make clear that even the apparently

"simple" matter of translating the 711 digits dialed by a TRS

customer to the 1-800 access codes used by TRS relay centers may,

in fact, be a complex undertaking. As both GTE (p. 3) and USTA

(p. 3) point out, the 711 dialing prefix cannot be successfully

used with electromechanical switching equipment, absent

substantial hardware and/or software modifications to those
2systems. The unmodified systems would require TRS customers to

use a 1+711 dialing sequence, but transient customers could not

easily determine whether such dialing is required from any

particular originating telephone, thereby detracting seriously

from the uniformity benefits of an N11 access code for TRS.

Moreover, in light of the increasing importance of

wireless communications technologies for all telephone users,

including TRS customers, it is especially significant that

2 This is scarcely an isolated phenomenon; as USTA points out
(p. 3), there are still over 800 step-by-step switches in
operation among the 1300 incumbent local exchange carriers
(" ILECs") .
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successful implementation of 711 access may encounter significant

problems in wireless applications, as BellSouth (p. 3) points

out. This is because wireless service territories in many cases

cross one or more state boundaries, but wireless carriers' mobile

switching offices could translate and route 711 calling only to

one TRS center within that multi-state area, without regard to

whether it is the preferred relay provider for a transient TRS

customer moving within the wireless service territory.

BellSouth's comments also highlight another serious

drawback with reliance on the 711 access code: namely, the

adverse impact that such routing with current technology would

have upon the opportunity of TRS customers to select from among

multiple potential providers of relay service. As many

commenters in addition to AT&T point out,3 converting local

switching offices to translate (or "point") to a single TRS

provider's toll-free 800 or other access number is inconsistent

with the preservation of a "multi-vendor" TRS market environment.

Market competition in voice services fostered by the Commission's

pro-competitive polices has created a broad range of choices in

services, functions, features and prices for those customers.

The Commission therefore should take pains to assure that any 711

3 s.e.e Ameritech, p. 3 ("use of 711 to provide access to multiple
TRS vendors is not the best method of fostering competition
and consumer choice"); Bell Atlantic, p. 2 ("[t]here also does
not appear to be any way to use 711 dialing and, at the same
time, permit full competition among TRS providers"); GTE,
p. 5 ("until AlN is in place, it is nat.. practical to
... offer a choice of providers"); MCl, p. 3 ("[t]he primary
difficulty with a single access number is its inability to
serve a multi-provider market"); Pacific, p. 3 ("[u]sing 711
as the sole access number may discourage [TRS] competition").
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deployment program that may be ordered will not inadvertently

operate to deprive TRS customers of these same benefits of a

competitive relay services marketplace.

But even apart from the substantial difficulties

described above in effectuating 711 access to relay centers from

wireline and wireless local carriers, it is clear that reliance

on the single N11 code would have profound consequences on TRS

providers' abilities to provide quality relay service to their

customers. For example, as AT&T showed in its Comments (p. 3),

the single number would channel both text users (who employ

mUltiple transmission protocols) and voice users to the same

platform, resulting in serious potential service degradation. 4

Several commenters therefore propose that any 711 access method

be reserved solely to text users, with voice users required to

employ a separate access number. 5

Even if reserved to text users, a single 711 access

method will impose serious technical and operational burdens on

TRS providers because of the already wide and growing number of

transmission protocols (~, Baudot, ASCII, and TurboCode) in

use with text telephones. Current TRS centers have addressed

this multiplicity of protocols by establishing separate toll-free

4

5

For this reason, MCI (p. 2) correctly recommends that the
Commission adjust current answer performance requirements for
TRS if a 711 access method is deployed.

see Bell Atlantic/NYNEX, p. 1 (endorsing toll-free 800/888
access for voice customers); GTE, p. 3 (urging Commission to
set aside 511 access for voice users) .

AT&T Corp. 4 4/30/97



numbers to facilitate access for ASCII and Baudot devices. 6

Implementing TRS platforms that can operate successfully with

mUltiple protocols without adversely impacting answer performance

7will require significant technical development.

Finally, many commenters observe that the FNPRM fails

to address the cost recovery issues raised by mandating the

deploYment of 711 access. 8 However, it would be premature for

the Commission to address those issues without reliable data both

as to the cost of local exchange and wireless network

modifications and the revisions to TRS providers' systems that

will be required to accommodate 711 dialing by TRS customers

(whether voice, text, or both). The present record is

unfortunately devoid of any information on these crucial

sUbjects.

In light of these many unresolved issues and the

current absence of a record for reasoned decision-making, the

Commission should not at this juncture prescribe a schedule for

the deploYment of 711 access for TRS. Instead, as Sprint

suggests in its comments (p. 4), the Commission should direct the

establishment of an industry task force to evaluate the

6

7

8

see AT&T, p. 3 (noting the recent adoption of uniform
nationwide ASCII and Baudot toll-free numbers by the Industry
Carriers Compatibility Forum (IIICCFII)). TRS providers such as
AT&T also provide service to telebraille customers using a
separate toll-free access number.

see Bell Atlantic/NYNEX, p. 2 (noting that those carriers
"have not identified any way to offer a [711] gateway that is
compatible with Baudot signals").

see BellSouth, p. 4; Pacific, pp. 3-4; SWBT, pp. 5-6; USTA,
p. 7.
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technical, operational and cost implications of implementing the

711 access code for TRS on a nationwide basis. Such a task force

should include representation from wireline and wireless local

carriers, TRS providers, and users of relay services. Such a

forum can compile and analyze the information on network

architectures, service performance impacts, and related costs

that the Commission must have before it can engage in any

regulatory policYmaking on this complex subject.

There is clear precedent in the TRS context for

Commission reliance on such an industry task force.

Specifically, in connection with TRS coin sent-paid calling, such

a group evaluated the technical and cost implications of various

network solutions for processing this traffic, and developed

service alternatives that are in use today.9 This same approach

should provide important assistance to the Commission in

determining the schedule for deploying 711 TRS access, the

operational impact of that deploYment on TRS service, and the

appropriate methods of providing for cost recovery in connection

with deploYment of 711 access.

Sale Of Abbreviated Dialing Arrangements. Those

commenters that address the issue unanimously endorse the

Commission's tentative conclusion (, 71) that the sale of N11

codes would not be in the public interest. 10 Further, the

9 see Telecommunications Relay Services and the Americans with
Disabilities Act of J990, 10 FCC Rcd 10927 (1995).

10 see AT&T, pp. 5-8; BellSouth, pp. 7-8; Cox, pp. 2-6; Pacific,
p. 4; PCIA, pp. 3-4; SWET, p. 6; Sprint, pp. 4-5; USTA, p. 8;
Vanguard, pp. 2-7.
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parties that comment on the Commission's statutory authority to

auction Nll codes or other numbering resources unanimously

conclude that, at a minimum, such a policy would raise very

serious legal questions. 11

Transfer of Nl1 Administration to NANPA. Every

commenter to address the issue supports the FNPRM's tentative

conclusion (, 75) that administration of Nll codes for local use

should be transferred from incumbent LECs to the NANP

administrator ("NANPA") concurrently with the transfer of central

office code administration functions to that entity.12 The

Commission should adopt this proposal or, in the alternative,

should transfer Nll administration to the NANPA at an earlier

date.

11 see AT&T, pp. 5-8; BellSouth, p. 7; Cox, pp. 5-6; PCIA,
pp. 3-4; Sprint, p. 5; Vanguard, pp. 2-5.

12 Ameritech, p. 8; AT&T, p. 8; BellSouth, p. 8; Pacific, p. 4;
PCIA, pp. 4-6; SWET, p. 6; Sprint, pp. 5-6; UBTA, p. 8.
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CONCX,US IaN

For the reasons stated above and in AT&T's Comments,

the Commission should defer ite proposed timetable for

implementation of the 711 code, and instead should establish an

industry advisory committee to develop information on the

technical, operational and cost recovery aspects of using the 711

code for TRS. In addition, the Commission should transfer

administration of Nil codes to the NANPA no later than at the

time of the transfer of central office code administration

functions to that entity.

Respectfully Submitted,

Its Attorneys

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3250J1
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

(90B) 221-4243

April 30, 1997

AT&T Corp.

v00/v00d £60"ON

8 4/30/97

06LcLSvc0c16 ~ 31d~W N S6C M~I ~~~~ 0v:Sl L6/0£/v0
0661 lee 806



APPENDIX A

f,rST OF COMMENTERS

Ameritech

AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")

BellSouth Corporation ("BellSouth")

Bell Atlantic and NYNEX

Cox Enterprises, Inc. ("Cox")

GTE Service Corporation ("GTE")

Maricopa Association of Governments

MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI II)

National Association of the Deaf ("NAD")

Pacific Telesis Group ("Pacific")

Personal Communications Industry Association ("PCIA")

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company ("SWBT")

Sprint Corporation (" Sprint")

Mitchell D. Travers

United States Telephone Association ("USTA")

U S WEST, Inc. ("U S WEST")

Vanguard Cellular Systerns, Inc. ( "Vanguard" )
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Terri Yannotta, do hereby certify that on this

30th day of April, 1997, a copy of the foregoing "AT&T Reply

Comments" was served by U.S. first class mail, postage

prepaid, to the parties listed below:

Larry A. Peck
Frank M. Panek
Ameritech
2000 W. Ameritech Center Dr., Room 4H86
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

John M. Goodman
Bell Atlantic
1133 20th St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

M. Robert Sutherland
Theodore R. Kingsley
BellSouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree St., NE, Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Wemer K. Hartenberger
J. G. Harrington
Dow Lohnes &Albertson, PLLC
1200 N. Hampshire Ave., NW, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036
Attorneys for Cox Enterprises, Inc.

Richard McKenna, HQE93h35
GTE Service Corporation
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M St., NW, Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Roy LevendaChairma, MAG 9-1-1
Oversight Team
Maricopa Association of Governments
1820 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3294

AT&T Corp.

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

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

William J. Balcerski
NYNEX
1095 Ave. of the Americas
New York, NY 10036

Marlin D. Ard
Nancy C. Woolf
Pacific Telesis Group
140 New Montgomery St., Room 1523
San Francisco, CA 94105

Margaret E. Garber
Pacific Telesis Group
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20004

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

R. Michael Senkowski
Katherine M. Holden
Stephen J. Rosen
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Personal

Communications Industry Assn.
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Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre
Mary W. marks
Marjorie M. Weisman
Southwestem Bell Telephone Company
One Bell Center, Room 3522
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

Mitchell O. Travers
7728 Ora Court
Greenbelt, MO 20770

April 30. 1997
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Mary McDermott
Linda Kent
Keith Townsend
Hance Haney
United States Telephone Association
1401 H St.. NW. Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005-2164

Kathryn Marie Krause
U S WEST, fnc.
1020 19th St.. NW, Suite 100
Washington, D.C. 20036

Raymond G. Bender, Jr.
J.G. Harrington
Christina H. Burrow
Dow Lohnes & Albenson. PLLC
1200 N. Hampshire Ave., NW, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036
Attorneys for Vanguard

Cellular Systems, inC.
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