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D i sabil i ti es 

REPLY COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION 

Sprint Corporation (“Sprint”), on behalf of the Telecommunications Relay Services 

(“TRS”) operations of its subsidiary, Sprint Communications Company L.P., and pursuant to the 

Commission’s Public Notice, DA 02- 1 826 released July 29,2002, in the above-captioned 

proceeding, hereby respectfully submits this brief reply to the comments on the Commission’s 

proposed clarification of the “procedures for routing emergency calls by telecommunications 

relay services (TRS) centers.” The Commission’s proposal would amend Section 64.604(a)(4) 

of the Rules, 47 C.F.R. $64.604(a)(4), to require that relay providers transfer the emergency 

caller to the “most appropriate Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP)” instead of the PSAP 

nearest the caller as currently required by such Rule. 

In its comments, Sprint questioned why the Commission believes that a change in the 

wording of the rule is necessary, especially since the Commission has never explained what it 

considers to be the “most appropriate PSAP.” In this regard, Sprint voiced its concern that the 

Commission would define “most appropriate PSAP” as the one to which the emergency call of a 

hearing person living in the same area as the TRS user is routed by that person’s LEC. Sprint 

explained that a local jurisdiction may from time to time change the designated PSAP for a 



... 

particular area and so inform the LEC serving that area of the change. The LEC, in turn, will 

update the routing information in its switch. A relay provider, such as Sprint, does not have 

access to that type of information on a real time basis. Thus, Sprint and other relay providers 

would not be able to route an emergency call to newly designated PSAP, at least in the first 

instance. Of course, once Sprint is provided with the necessary information, usually by the 

previous PSAP, it will update its database accordingly. 

Tn its comments, AT&T (at 2) agrees that its PSAP “database may not be fully up-to-date 

at any given time due to delays by state agencies in supplying required data.” But like Sprint, 

AT&” makes a good faith effort to update its database when it is supplied the necessary 

information. It, therefore, suggests that the Commission define the “most appropriate PS AP” for 

a particular emergency caller as the one resident in its database at the time of the call. Id. at 3. 

Sprint agrees that AT&T’s suggested definition would alleviate its concerns and, given that a 

relay provider’s lacks real-time access to the most up-to-date PSAP location information, is the 

only definition of “most appropriate PSAP” that can realistically be adopted. Thus, Sprint would 

support a change in the wording of the Rule from “nearest PSAP” to “most appropriate PSAP” as 

long as the Commission defines the “most appropriate PSAP” as recommended by AT&T. 
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