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Washington, D.C. 20554

ORIGINAL

In the Matter of

Implementation of Section 255 
of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 WT Docket No. 96-198

Access to Telecommunications 
Services, Telecommunications 
Equipment, and Customer
Premises Equipment By Persons 
with Disabilities

Pursuant to Section 1.415 of the Commission's

Rules, 47 C.F.R.  1.415, AT&T Corp.  submits

this reply to the comments of other parties on the

Commission's  in this proceeding to implement Section

255 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (47

U.S.C.  

The initial round of comments in this

rulemaking proceeding has elicited submissions from a

wide range of entities, including equipment

manufacturers, service providers, state agencies, trade

associations, and individuals and groups representing

hv   
WT Docket No. 96-198, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
FCC 98-55, released April 20, 1998 Attach-
ment A lists other parties that filed comments, and
the short forms by which they will be cited by AT&T.
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persons with disabilities. Together with the submissions

in the Notice of Inquiry  leading up to this

proceeding, soliciting information on equipment and

service accessibility these submissions provide

the Commission with a substantial record for

decisionmaking to adopt rules implementing the statutory

requirements of Section 255. In these reply comments,

AT&T addresses two specific aspects of the initial round

of comments: (a) the scope and interpretation of certain

Section 255 terms and requirements, and (b) implement-

ation of the Commission's proposed  program"

for resolving complaints brought under Section 255.

A. 

AT&T showed in its Comments (pp.  that

because Section 255 is derived from the Americans with

Disabilities Act which applies to physical

access to facilities, these substantive legal principles

must be modified where necessary to address the

materially different context of telecommunications

equipment and services. Certain of the ADA's provisions,

such as the definition of "disability" can be carried

in filed October 28, 1996  NO1 Comments");
AT&T Reply Comments in  filed November 27, 1996

 NO1 Reply Comments").



over directly into the Section 255 context without

modification. However, as AT&T showed, in interpreting

other ADA-based criteria -- and, in particular, the

construction of the term "readily achievable" -- as they

bear on telecommunications services and service

providers, the Commission has correctly proposed to

develop its own analytical standards rather than to rely

on guidance borrowed from either the physical access

context or access to telecommunications 

A prime example of the need for such

accommodation of the statutory terminology to the

communications marketplace is the argument raised by some

commenters that the Section 255 standards should be

construed and applied to require that every service

offering be made  to and  by persons

with any one of several disabilities. For example, SHHH

asserts (p. 31) that  ultimate  of Section 255

 to have products and services universally designed

for multiple  with disabilities. However, SHHH

cites no support in the language or legislative history

of Section 255 for this construction of the statutory

accessibility requirements, and the obligation it seeks

For this reason, the Commission cannot simply carry
over bodily to the service context guidelines for
access to telecommunications equipment developed by
the Architectural and Transportation Barriers
Compliance Board ("Access  as some commenters
suggest.    4.
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to impose on manufacturers and service providers is

wholly unwarranted and would disserve the needs of

persons with disabilities.

For example, as Nextel points out (p.  a

mobile unit that serves the needs of visually-impaired

persons by using a larger set of keys would not address

the needs of persons with limited motor abilities, who

could instead benefit from a model with a touch-sensitive

keypad. Neither of these modifications, moreover, will

fulfill the needs and desires of the broader market of

mobile telephone users.

Similarly, in the service context, any

obligation to make each and every telecommunications

service accessible to users with such wide-ranging

disabilities as visual-, hearing-, speech-, motor- and

other impairments (or combinations of several such

impairments) is calculated to create for service

providers a set of conflicting and often 

inconsistent requirements that cannot be reconciled at

any reasonable cost (if at all). Such a construction of

Section 255 is far more likely to impede, rather than to

facilitate, the accessibility of telecommunications

services to persons with disabilities and should be
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rejected by the Commission, as the record developed in

the  already has 

AT&T showed in its comments (pp.  that

the Commission's "two-phase program," under which

consumers would not be required initially to resort to

the current formal complaint process in order to raise

Section 255 claims, appropriately recognizes the

desirability of resolving such issues in an expeditious

and consensual manner, where possible. At the same time,

AT&T pointed out the need for significant modification of

the Commission's proposed  procedure to

assure responsiveness to these customer claims while

protecting the due process rights of manufacturers and

carriers.

Specifically, AT&T demonstrated that the

proposed five business day period for respondents

initially to report to the Commission regarding handling

of complaints is both facially insufficient,

unduly burdensome, and unfair to respondents. AT&T also

showed that allowing claimants to bypass the fast-track

process, and proceed directly to "second-phase dispute

resolution procedures," would seriously disserve the

 AT&T NO1 Comments, pp. 10-11; AT&T NO1 Reply
Comments, pp. 6-9.
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public interest in development of a full factual record

and should be prohibited.

Other commenters echo these concerns, in

particular the inadequacy of the proposed five business

day reporting period. For example, GTE (p. 13) points

out that five business days  nowhere near enough time

for respondents to perform the required tasks" to address

a Section 255 fast-track claim. GTE states (p. 14) that

requiring such a response  . . . any period shorter

than thirty days is both unrealistic and counter-

productive." In like manner, Lucent notes (p. 10) that a

five business deadline  not provide consumers and

manufacturers sufficient time to resolve possibly complex

complaints," and thus undermine the Commission's express

objective of achieving speedy resolution of fast-track

complaints without burdening scarce Commission resources.

Like GTE, Lucent proposes (p. 11) that respondents 

given at least 30 days to respond to fast-track

complaints." Finally, the NCD acknowledges (p. 29) that

"five days will not be long enough for the resolution, or

even in many cases for the investigation" of many Section

255 claims, and therefore proposes that the initial 

track process be lengthened to 20 business days.'

Accounting for intervening weekends and any legal
holidays, the 20 business day period for fast-track
reporting NCD suggests is approximately equivalent to

(footnote continued on following page)
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Commenters also point out the potential that,

in the absence of appropriate safeguards, the

Commission's proposed two-phased Section 255 process may

be subject to abuse by (and even perhaps encourage) the

filing of frivolous or harassing complaints. To address

this serious concern, Lucent proposes  11) that the

Commission adopt and apply standing requirements to all

Section 255 claimants (including requiring that the

claimant have identified him/herself as disabled and

needing additional access to telecommunications services

or equipment). As Bell Atlantic correctly points out

 failure to impose such standing requirements

would invite complaints by entities, such as competing

manufacturers or service providers, that are not intended

beneficiaries of the Section 255 complaint resolution

process.

Similarly, to minimize non-meritorious

Section 255 claims, TIA like AT&T recommends (pp. 63-69)

that the Commission require, and not merely 

claimants to pursue resolution of all Section 255

complaints with manufacturers or carriers before seeking

to invoke the Commission's second-phase complaint

process. Other comments  Bell Atlantic, p. 8;

(Footnote continued from prior page)

the 30 calendar day reporting interval advocated by
other commenters.
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CTIA, p. 16) mirror the need to correct this deficiency

in the current proposed two-phased process. The

Commission should therefore mandate that all claimants

pursue the fast-track process (suitably modified to

eliminate the current unfairness of that procedure) as a

necessary predicate to pursuing any further avenues of

relief from the Commission.

Finally, in crafting any relief under the

Section 255 complaint process the Commission should

refrain from requiring service providers to "retrofit"

their offerings to make them accessible and usable, in

the event it determines that including such capabilities

was "readily achievable" at the time the service was

first deployed. As SBC correctly points out   any

such will in most cases simply require service

providers to make uneconomic resource commitments to

offerings that may have already become technologically

obsolescent in the highly competitive telecommunications

service marketplace. Such modifications, if they are

required to be made at all, should only be implemented

coincident with other upgrades in the affected services.

Among other additional necessary modifications to the
dispute resolution process as proposed in the NPRM,
commenters also correctly point out the need for
protection of respondent manufacturers' and service
providers' trade secrets and other confidential or
proprietary business data.  CTIA, p. 25; GTE,

14; USTA, p. 17.
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For the reasons stated above,  

 adopt regulations implementing  255 in

accordance with   and reply comments.

 submitted,

AT&T CORP.

 Attorneys

 North Maple Avenue
 325051

Basking Ridge,  
 221-4243

August 14, 



ATTACHMENT A

Access to Independence and Mobility ("AIM")
Access Living of Metropolitan Chicago
The 
Advocacy Awareness Access Disabled Resource Services
Advocacy Center

 Communications, Inc. 
American Council of the Blind 
American Foundation for the Blind 
American Public Communications Council 
Ameritech
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board

("Access Board")
Don Arnold
Association of Access Engineering Specialists 
AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")
Bay State Council of the Blind
Gene A. Bechtel
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies  Atlantic")

 Corporation 
Kim Blackseth
Fernando H. F. Botelho
Brightpoint, Inc. ("Brightpoint")
Business Software Alliance 
California Foundation for Independent Living Centers 
People of the State of California and the Public Utilities

Commission of the State of California ("California")
Campaign for Telecommunications Access ("the Campaign")
Cape Organization for Rights of the Disabled ("CORD")
Cellular Phone Taskforce 
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association 
Center for Disability Rights
Computer and Communications Industry Association 
Connecticut Office of Protection and Advocacy for Persons

with Disabilities
Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Association 
CONXUS Communications, Inc. 
CPB/WGBH National Center for Accessible Media 
George 
Nancy A. 
Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund, Inc. 
Ericsson Inc. ("Ericsson")
Mervin D. Garretson (Delaware Association of the Deaf)
David Geeslin
Joanne Groshardt
GTE Service Corporation ("GTE")
Theodore G. Huber
Illinois Deaf and Hard of Hearing Commission
Illinois Department of Human Services 
Illinois/Iowa Center for Independent Living 
Information Technology Industry Council 
Joan P. Ireland
June  Kailes
Kentucky Department for the Blind
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Leo A. 
Learning Disabilities of America 
The Lighthouse Inc.
Linking Employment, Abilities  Potential Center

for Independent Living 
Long Island Cener for Independent Living, Inc. 
Lucent Technologies 
Susan B. Matt, RN, MN
Michigan Protection  Advocacy Service
Missouri Assistive Technology Project
Governor's Council on Disability  (Missouri)
Laura  Mitchell
Motorola, Inc. 
Multimedia Telecommunications Association 
Dana Mulvany
National Association of the Deaf 
National Catholic Office for the Deaf 
National Council on Disability 
NC Assistive Technology Project
David J. Nelson
Nextel Communications, Inc. 
Northern Telecom Inc. 
Oklahoma Assistive Technology Project
Oklahoma Department of Rehabilitation Services 
Personal Communications Industry Association 
Philips Consumer  LP 
John Polotto
President's Committee on Employment of People With

Disabilities 
Progress Center for Independent Living
Richard Radtke
Resources for Independent Living
SBC Communications Inc. 
Self Help for Hard of Hearing People, Inc. 
Randy Sergeant
Siemens Business Communication Systems, Inc. 

 Resources for Independence, Inc. 
Telecommunications for the Deaf, Inc. 
Telecommunications Industry Association 
Trace Research  Development Center, University of

Wisconsin-Madison ("Trace Center")
Uniden America Corporation 
United Cerebral Palsy Associations, Inc. 
United States Telephone Association 
Universal Service Alliance 
Ronald H. Vickery (Corrected Copy)
Wisconsin Association of the Deaf Telecommunications

Advocacy Network 
World Institute on Disability 
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I,  Marie  do hereby  that on

this  day of 1998, a copy of the foregoing

 Reply    by U.S. first  

postage prepaid, on the parties  on the attached

Service 



SERVICE LIST
WT DOCKET NO. 96-198

Thomas D. Benziger
Access Living
310 South Peoria, Suite 201
Chicago, IL 60607

David Eichenauer
Access to Independence and Mobility
271 East First Street
Corning, NY 14830

 W. Jones
The 
2112 W. Main
Houston, TX 77098-3317

Donald  Maroney
Loveland Branch Manager
Advocacy Awareness Access
Disabled Resource Services
640 East Eisenhower
Loveland. CO 80537-3954

Ann Maclaine
Lois V. Simpson
The Advocacy Center
225 Baronne St., Suite 2112
New Orleans, LA 70112

Charles D. Cosson
 Communications

One California St.,  Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111

Pamela J. Riley
David A. Gross

 Communications
1818 N St., Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

D. Alfred Ducharme
American Council of the Blind
1155 1  St., NW, Suite 720
Washington, DC 20005

Joseph Van Eaton
Miller  Van Eaton, P.L.L.C.
1155 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036
Attorneys for American Foundation

for the Blind

Paul W. Schroeder
AFB Midwest/National Technology Program
American Foundation for the Blind
401 N. Michigan Ave., Suite 308
Chicago, IL 60611

Alan M. 
Scott Marshall
American Foundation for the Blind
820 First St., NE, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20002

Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
Valerie M. Furman
Dickstein Shapiro Morin  Oshinsky
2101 L St., NW
Washington, DC 20037
Attorneys for the American Public

Communications Council

Alan N. Baker
Ameritech
2000 West Ameritech Center Dr.
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196

Lawrence W. Roffee
Architectural and Transportation

Barriers Compliance Board
1331 F St., NW, Suiite 1000
Washington, DC 20004-l 111

Don G. Arnold
Board Member,
Services for Independent Living
1301  Drive
Columbia, MO 65202

John Holmberg
Association of Access Engineering

Access Specialists

167 Village Street
Medway, MA 02053

Kim Charlson
Bay State Council of the Blind
57 Grandview Avenue
Watertown, MA 02172-1634
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Gene A. Bechtel
Bechtel  Cole, Chtd
1901 L St., NW, Suite 250
Washington, DC 20036

Lawrence W. Katz
Bell Atlantic
1320 N. Court House Rd.,  Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

M. Robert Sutherland
A. Kirven Gilbert III

 Corporation
1155 Peachtree St., NE, Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Kim Blackseth
565 Bellevue Ave. 
Oakland, CA 94610

Fernando H. F Botelho
[no mailing address supplied]

Steven E. 
Brightpoint, Inc.
6402 Corporate Drive
Indianapolis, IN 46278

Andrew Z. Sowhnick
Baker  Daniels
300 N. Meridian St., Suite 2700
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Counsel to Brightpoint, Inc.

 Gould
Business Software Alliance
1150 1  St., NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Gerard J. Waldron
Laurel E. Miller
Covington  Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
P. 0. Box 7566
Washington, DC 20044
Attorneys for Business Software Alliance

Patricia Yeager
California Foundation for

Independent Living Centers
910 K St., Suite 350
Sacramento. CA 95814-3577

Peter  Jr.
William N. Foley
Helen M. Mickiewicz
505 Van Ness Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attorneys for the Public Utilities

Commission, State of California

David  Newburger
Newburger  Vossmeyer
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2400
St. Louis, MO 63102
Counsel for Campaign for

Telecommunications Access

Cathy Taylor
Cape Organization for

Rights of the Disabled
114 Enterprise Rd.
Hyannis, MA 02601

Arthur Firstenberg
Cellular Phone Taskforce
Post  Box 100404
Brooklyn, NY 11210

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

Industry Association
1250 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

Bruce E. Darling
Center for Disability Rights
584 Lake Avenue
Rochester, NY 14613

Richard D. Marks
 H. Troy

Vinson   L.L.P.
The Willard Office Building
1455 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20004-1008
Counsel for Computer and

Communications Industry Association

Lawrence Berliner
State of Connecticut
Office of Protection and Advocacy

for Persons with Disabilities
60B Weston Street
Hartford, CT 06120-l 551



George A. Hanover
Gary Klein
Consumer Electronics

Manufacturers Association
2500 Wilson Blvd.
Arlington, VA 22201

David Nall
 E. Bartolome, Jr.

Kimberly S. Reindle
Squire, Sanders  Dempsey L.L.P.
1201 Pennslvania Ave., NW
Post  Box 407
Washington, DC 20044
Counsel for Consumer Electronics

Manufacturers Association

Michael D. Layman
CONXUS Communications, Inc.
12 North Main Street
Greenville, SC 29615

Larry Goldberg
The  National Center

for Accessible Media
WGBH Educational Foundation
125 Western Avenue
Boston, MA 02134

Mervin D. Garretson
Delaware Association of the Deaf
21 Cotton Patch Hills
P.O. Box 398

 Beach, DE 19930

George 
[no mailing address supplied]

Nancy A. 
2621 Brookfield Court
Columbia, IL 62236-2620

Marilyn Golden
DREDF
1633  St., NW, Suite 220
Washington, DC 20009

David C. Jatlow
Young  Jatlow
2300 N St., NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20037
Attorneys for Ericsson Inc.

David Geeslin
7555 N. Gale St.
Indianapolis, IN 46240

Joanne Groshardt
302 Trailridge Drive
Richardson, TX 75081

John F. Raposa
GTE Service Corporation
600 Hidden Ridge, 
P. 0. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Andre J. Lachance
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M St., NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Theodore G. Huber
1708 Linden St.
South Jacksonville, IL 62650

Thomas D. Benziger
Illinois Deaf and Hard

of Hearing Commission
1925 Hawthorne Avenue
Westchester. IL 60154

Audrey 
Illinois Department of Human Services
623 East Adams
P 0 Box 19429
Springfield, IL 62794-9429

Susan A. Sacco
Illinois/Iowa Center for Independent Living
P. 0. Box 6156
Rock Island, IL 61204-6156

Colleen 
Janine Goodman
Levine, Blaszak, Block   LLP
2001 L St., NW, Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036
Attorneys for Information

Technology Industry Council

Fiona J. 
Information Technology Industry Council
1250 Eye St., NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20005
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Joan P. Ireland Missouri Assistive Technology Project
12276 Casero Court 4731 South Cochise, Suite 114
San Diego, CA 92128-2723 Independence, MO 64055-6975

Sharon S. Fields
Kentucky Dept. for the Blind
209 St. Clair Street
P.O. Box 757
Frankfort, KY 40602-0757

June lsaacson Kiles
6201 Ocean Front Walk, Suite 2

 Del Rey, CA 90293

Leo A. 
49 Highland Terrace
Worthington, OH 43085

Harrison Sylvester
Learning Disabilities Association of America
4156 Library Place
Pittsburgh, PA 15234-l 349

Barbara Silverstone
The Lighthouse Inc.
111 East  St.
New York, NY 10022-l 202

Mary M. Butler

1917 N. Ridge Road East, Suite C
 OH 44055

Patricia Moore
The Long Island Center

for Independent Living, Inc.
3601 Hempstead Turnpike, Suite 208
Levittown, NY 11756

Diane M. Law
Lucent Technologies
1825 Eye St. NW,  Floor
Washington, DC 20006

William D. Goren
Missouri Department of Labor

and Industrial Relations
Governor’s Council on Disability
3315 West Truman Blvd., Suite 132

 Box 1668
Jefferson City, MO 65102-l 668

Laura  Mitchell
19955 Blythe Street
Winnetka, CA 91306

Mary E. Brooner
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I St., NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Alfred R. Lucas
Motorola, Inc.
3301  Blvd.
Boynton Beach, FL 33426

Thomas C. Collier, Jr.
Steven K. Davidson
Jennifer M. Quinn
Karen E. Lloyd

  Johnson LLP
1330 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
Attorneys for Motorola, Inc.

Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
Valerie M. Furman
Dickstein Shapiro Morin  Oshinsky LLP
2101 L St, NW
Washington, DC 20037
Attorneys for the Multimedia

Telecommunications Association

Susan B. Matt
University of Washington
School of Law
4895 Forest Ave., SE

 Island, WA 98040-4601

M&a Justine Storm
Michigan Protection  Advocacy Service
106 W. Allegan, Suite 300
Lansing, Ml 48933-1706

Dana Mulvany
350 Budd Avenue, Apt. Al
Campbell, CA 95008-4021

Karen Peltz Strauss
National Association of the Deaf
814 Thayer Avenue
Silver Sring, MD 2091 O-4500
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Lori Dolqueist
Institute for Public Representation
Georgetown University Law Center
600 New Jersey Avenue
Washington, DC 20001-2022
Of Counsel for:

National Association of the Deaf

 Rank
National Catholic Office for the Deaf
7202 Buchanan Street

 Hills, MD 20784-2236

 
National Council on Disability
1331 F St., NW, Suite 1050
Washington, DC 20004

 Cook
NC Assistive Technology Project
111 Navaho Dr., Suite 101
Raleigh, NC 27609

David J. Nelson
909 F St., NE
Washington, DC 20002

Robert S. Foosaner
Lawrence R. Krevor
Laura L. Holloway
Nextel Communications, Inc.
1450  St., NW, Suite 425
Washington, DC 20005

John G. Lamb, Jr.
Northern Telecom Inc.
2100 Lakeside Blvd.
Richardson, TX 75081-I 599

Stephen L. Goodman
Halprin, Temple, Goodman  Sugrue
1100 New York  NW, 
Washington, DC 20005
Counsel for Northern Telecom Inc.

Oklahoma Assistive Technology Project
[no address provided]

Oklahoma Department of Rehabilitation
Services
[no address provided]

Mark J. Golden
Robert L. 
Todd B. Lantor
Personal Communications

Industry Association
500 Montgomery St., Suite 700
Alexandria. VA 22314-1561

Gerard G. Nelson
Philips Consumer Communications LP
535 Mountain Avenue
Murray Hill, NJ 07974

John Polotto
Box 190724
Hungry Horse, MT 59919

President’s Committee on
Employment of People With Disabilities

1331 F St., NW
Washington, DC 20004

Larry Biondi
Progress Center for Independent Living
7521 Madison Street
Forest Park, IL 60130

Richard Radtke
45 Pookela Place
Kaneohe. HI 96744

Christopher Hlatky
Resources for Independent Living
1211 H Street, Suite B
Sacramento, CA 95818

 D. Dupre
Hope Thurrott
SBC Communications Inc.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3703
Dallas, TX 75202

Michael K. Kellogg
Courtney Simmons Elwood
Kellogg, Zhuber, Hansen,

Todd  Evans, P.L.L.C.
1301 K St., NW, Suite 1000 West
Washington, DC 20005
Counsel for SBC Communications Inc.

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



6

Gene A. Bechtel
Bechtel & Cole, Chtd.
1501 L St., NW, Suite 250
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for SHHH

Randy Sergeant
7514 E. Taylor
Scottsdale, AZ 85257

Scott E. Wollaston
Siemens Business

Communication Systems, Inc.
4900 Old Ironsides Drive
P.O. Box 58075 M/S 103
Santa Clara, CA 95052-8075

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

Communication Systems, Inc.

Gregg P 
Howard J. Barr
Michael  Lehmkuhl
Pepper & Corauini, L.L.P.
1776 K St., NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006
Attorneys for Uniden America Corporation

United Cerebral Palsy Associations
1660 L St., NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036-5602

Lawrence E. 
Linda Kent
Keith Townsend
U.S. Telephone Association
1401 H St., NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

William F.  Jr.
Halprin, Temple, Goodman  Sugrue
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20005
Counsel for U.S. Telephone Association

Laura Price Carl K. Oshiro
 Resources for Independence, Inc. 100 First St., Suite 2540

82 Washington St., Suite 214 San Francisco, CA 94105
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601-2305 Attorney for Universal Service Alliance

Claude L. Stout
Telecommunications for the Deaf, Inc.
8630 Fenton St., Suite 604
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Grant Seiffert
Matthew J. Flanigan
Telecommunications Industry Assn.
1300 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 350
Washington, DC 20004

Gregg C. Vanderheiden
Trace R&D Center
University of Wisconsin-Madison
5901 Research Park Blvd.
Madison, WI 53719

Ronald H. Vickery
404  Drive
Rome, GA 30165

Stephanie 
Jack Hathway
Pam Holmes
David Brody
Wisconsin Association of the Deaf
6701 Seybold Rd., Suite 114
Madison, WI 53719

Betsy 
World Institute on Disability
510 Sixteenth St., Suite 100
Oakland, CA 94612


