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Reply Comments

As the Commission will recall, the Campaign for Telecommunications Access
(the Campaign) is composed of Aging Forum, Inc., College for Living, Missouri Alliance
of Area Agencies on Aging, Missouri Association for the Deaf, Missouri Council of the
Blind, National Silver Haired Congress, Presidents’ Club for Telecommunications
Justice, and St. Louis’s independent living center, Paraquad.

The participants in the Campaign are leaders and organizations that are
substantially run, respectively, by older adults and people with disabilities and devoted
to ensuring that older adults and people with disabilities--and all citizens for that
matter--have the opportunity to live independent, productive lives and have the accom-
modations that allow them to be as fully integrated into the community as possible. The
Campaign works to assure that new telecommunications technologies will be available
to, usable by, and affordable for all citizens, regardiess of where they live and regard-
less of what disability or other condition they may have that is a barrier to their using
some kinds of equipment.

As we have said, telephones today help the Campaign’s constituents live those
independent and productive lives. Future telecommunications technology foretells even
greater promise. Many of the problems people with disabilities and older adults face
with obtaining education, transportation, jobs, health care, and other services will be
assuaged or eliminated by the advanced telecommunications technologies that

Congress encouraged in enacting the Act.



So, the Campaign’s major goal is to ensure present and new technologies be
available to everybody. As we put it in the opening comments,

the Campaign’s foremost concern in the telecommunications re-regulation

that has gone on over the past several years is this: Does each proposal

guarantee that advanced technologies will reach, and current technolo-

gies will continue to reach, our constituents--geographically, technologi-

cally, and affordably--even though our constituents are spread all over
America?

One amazing--from the Campaign’s perspective--and patently obvious fact
emerges when reviewing the comments: No supporter of the LCI petition makes any
suggestion of how the proposal would protect the Campaign’s constituents’ legitimate
interests. Indeed, several of the commenters would push the LCI proposal in a direction
that would even further threaten the continued maintenance and investment in networks
that will bring present and new telecommunications technologies to everybody.

Is it, then, legitimate to ignore the Campaign’s constituents’ interests? Of course
not. There are indubitably legitimate interests in telecommunications competition that
the Commission does and should recognize. But that does not eliminate the right of
people with disabilities, older adults, and the rest of society to continue to have the
vibrant networks that work today and to participate in the advanced technologies that
are promised for tomorrow. The LCI proposal hinders that right.

The goals of competition and universal participation are not completely compati-
ble. Where they conflict, the Commission should be balancing the respective interests
for the overall good of society. Traditionally, that has been a fundamental role of

independent regulatory agencies.



The Commission should not and must not, however, eschew the interests of a
group like the Campaign’s constituents in order to implement an ideology of some
interest group. And most certainly it should not do so when that interest group’s main
motive is merely the mercenary goal of obtaining profits by growing that group'’s
constituents’ market share--the obvious goal of LCI in this petition.

As the Campaign demonstrates here and in their main comments, the Commis-
sion should reject the LCI petition for three reasons: The proposal would prohibit some
opportunities for introducing advanced technologies. The proposal would add further
burdens to already existing disincentives to bringing affordable and usable new
technologies to people with disabilities and older adults wherever they live and would
foster a decline in service using existing technologies. The proposal has the effect of
being a charade that would divert Commission and state commission resources from
the work already going on to reconfigure the industry.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated here and in its original comments, the Campaign sug-
gests that it appears that the LCI proposal would work against the interests of older
adults, people with disabilities, and many other Americans who do not happen to have
the luxury of being richly placed in the telecommunications networks. Therefore, the

Campaign respectfully suggests the Commission should reject the proposal.
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