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COM].I[F'TS 

Purple Communi~al.i"ns, Inc. ("'!'urpJe") is pleased 10 provide cununcnl5 related to the 

efforts of the Feu~ra l Communications CommiS51inn (the "Commission") to n: rrt:~h Iht: reenru on 

v,-ays to combat misuse rcl3to:d to inteT"':1 "mtorol reJay service (The "2012 Notice'').' 

I. EXECUTIVt: Sl1~fMARY 

Internct-bw;ed relay scn·ices (niP Rday,,) art: popular with dca f and hard of bearing 

~on s umers. lP Relay is u vital St:r~ict: [or thosceollsumers who rely t:~dusivc l y on text-based 

forrru; of ~ommunication. The mobility ltlIU pri vllCy offered by IP Relay m!f.kes it an altmcti~c 

option for video n:lay ~ice (kVRS") users in situalions where VRS m.ay not be a\llilable 

and/or may not provide the requisite degn:.: .. r rrivacy. Unfortunately. IP Rday is ~usc"ptihle 10 

misuse.1 Purplt: has worked diligently to comb<!t ill"'Sitimatc usc while complying with the 

Commission's regulatory mandates. 

Purple suppoTtli the Commission's efforts to rtfi"esb tJ.., reconl alld address IP Relay 

regulation. Purple offers iti experiences as II reaJ-"'orJd "case study" o f the e!fecls of the 

C()mmission's polky dt.-ci~io n s 00 the lP Relay iru.l~try .lna suspicious traffic in an clfon to 

provide cont"~t for the reconuneudatio!1s made herein. !'urplc dcseribe~ tho: tt:nsion~ thai 

providers face in el1(kuvuri ng to ensure functional equivaltmee, satisfY the CoDUlliS5ion ' s 

requirement to register and verilY callers without und uly burdening consumers, and l imit ~")"ittm 

abuses. Purple's expericllCC shows that if the p!twel1lKm o r misuse is now the CommiS!l inl1' S I"f' 

priori Iy , the Commission shooh.! (a) re"isit its earlier poliey decision In limit conswner burden 

I c.:ollSumer & GVVI!rnml:nlUl.1jJairj Bureau Sreb III R"fr"sh 1m.· Recard Rcgard;"K Mi.,·us" of 
Tnternet Pr" lo<'ol Relay :lenlce, CG Docket Nos, 12-38 and 03-12.1, Public Notice, DA 12, 
2011, 2012 fCC LeXIS 732 (Feb. 13.20 12) (2012 Notice). 

1 ,.-CC Fact Sheel QII IP-Nday froud, hnp:l/w,,"w.f~"I;: .gov/guidcslip-relay- fr\lud (last visited 
Mareh 18. 20 12). 
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and (h) amend its registration and vcrifieation procedures and call handling r~4uin:ments 

accordingly. 

In lh~"", Comm"",ts, the Company explain~ th~ imp;lc\ of sevcral altcrnative proposals, 

including: 

• The creation of a registration and eligihi lit), verificalion ~y:;tem maintained by a 

thinlparty ; 

• The establishment of more slringGnt regulator)' regislration and eligibility 

vcritication standards that oUer greater protection to the indll~lry and the TRS 

hmd than the Commission's eurrent re'l"irem"",ts; or 

• The modification of mandatory call handling rC'luir~mcnts I" ,,110'" pmviders 

bmader di~Tetion to addn::iS illegitimme use. 

If the Commission implements either a third-party cIigihi lity dataoo..o;e or incn:m;es the stringcney 

ofilS regulalol)' regislralion anU v.mli=tion 'ililldanh, il willsigniticantly reduce illegitimate 

use without bindering fOn<.-'lional equivalencc. 

II. CURRENT RECULATIONS CONSTRAIN THE ABILiTY 01' PROVIDERS TO 

COMBAT MISUSE. 

In the 2012 Noticc, the Commission rcqucsts comment regarding the measures lnltmlet-

based TRS providers eurcclllly use to verify eligibility infonnation lor regislration or individuals 

attempting to obtain a tcn-digit number and the efficacy of those methods. An undcn.tanding of 

the framework within which Internet-based IRS providers implement registration ami 

verification processes is crucial to an examinati0n or lh~ir registmlion and v.m lic-atioll methods. 

REDACTED - FOR P!JBI.IC INSPECTION 
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A. Current Regulations Have I'roduced a Fragmented Industry, 

Providers currently face a signi (kant ["""i"n /)etween utilizing su itable methods for 

combating misuse and still complying wilh the Commission's requirements for call handling. 

Indeed, call handling requirements scriously impede providers from preventing unauthori~",d u,c 

bt:cause they restri ellhe ability ofprovidcrs tu monitur caU content andlor tcnninatc calls. 

Further, providers have N:ceived limitcd dirccticn from the Commission regarding appropriate 

means of balancing these goals. As a ""ult, th~ lP Relay industry is fragmented with different 

provider:s utilizing diverse methods (with varying degrees "rstringency and success) for 

registration, verificatiun and deterrence ofmisusc. The foJloy,ing provides an uverview orlbe 

(1 ) the Commi~~ion'~ current mandatory call ha:J.dling requirements thai priori lize functi on"l 

equivalence. (2) the considenltiom; mad~ h) the Commission in restricting the current 

regi.tration and verification system to nol "undd~ hl11\!t.>nwme" methods only, and (3) the 

consequences of the pal.\:hwork of providcr rcgi>tration and ,·crification practi<:es. 

1. Current Rcgulatinns Rrquire I'roviders to Sen-icc CaUs that May He 

Illegitimate, 

Based on the mandate of functional c(juivaienc), Communications Assistants ("CAs") are 

prohibited Irom policing or refu~ing calls, adding to the challenges fac~d by providCl1< in try ing 

to eliminate illegitimat<: me ol"th~ ".,rvicc: 

Under the fimctilln"l eql.liv"l<'Tlc)· mandate, TRS is intended to permit 
persons with hearing and sp.:ech disabilities 10 access the telephone 
system to call p.:rsollS ·without su<:h Jisabilities. TRS is intended to 
operJ.k Silthat when a IRS uscr walliS to make a call , a CA is "v"ilable lu 
handle the call. The Commission ha~ noted that thc "ability of a IRS user 
Iv reach a CA prepared 70 place his or her call ... is limJamenla( to the 

REDACTED - FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 
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concept of ' functional equiva lency.'''' For this 1l!""<ISOIl.. lhc: TRS regulations 
provide that CAs are prohibited from refusing caILo;.J 

The underlying rationale rOf" this proootl"leement is that CAs should be " invisible 

eonduits~ thllt process calls wi tllvu t mlding independent judgments abou t the content or calls: 

The Commission has rcccin>d eompillint~ from vendors, consumeTll, ami 
TRS rroviders that people are Ii sing IP Kclay tn make telephone purchascs 
using stoltm or fake nedit cards. Although such pun:hases arc illegal, and 
tho: Department of Justice and the FBI ~ an investigate. d1<c If) 1M 

IrU>lsparent nature of the ell ·S Nile in a TRS cull the CA may oot inter!",." 
with the con l"l,r.m/ion The TRS slatu/ory and regllla/INy .fcheme does not 
CQnJemplo/fI IIiaI the ~ should hare a law enjrm:emt'nt role by 
lIIoniloring lhe calfs they an ,efuying,~ 

Acoordingiy , a CA may not imerferc .... 1th ordiscoflJ)l..""C1 lrom acall e\"\:n when an illegal purpose 

urtbe cal! is 9pparem. 

J ·f"tlecmnmlmiwlioru ReJuy Serl'ice (IRS) I'm~ulfff.~ Mllst Make All OullKlww Culls ReqU<!slell 
by TRS u.<ers and Mlij' hOI "Bloefc '" Cu/[.~ IU Cffflain Numbers at the RIU{U£Slo!Consumers. 
Public Notice. UA OS-2477, 20 FCC Red \47 \7. at oJ (St.-pL 2 1., 200S)(100S 1 RS I'rwider 
Public Noriee) (citing Teff<C(Jmm,miwlionJ !.eliJy Sen'!<'''S and Speeeh·lo~~ech &In'ices for 
Jndi.·kluul.~ ..... ilh Heuring and $pc,'en Di)·"bilili(·.<, CC Docket No. 9H-67. Report Wid Order 
and Further Notice ufProposed Rulcmaking, 15 FCC Red 5140, ,39 (Mar. 6, 20(0) (rCC 
00·56) (1000 Improved TRS Orde,) (~mpha,is added) ("aU relay scrvi ~~s either mandated h)' 
the Commission or eligible for reimhur:l<.'TTlc~ t from the interstate TRS Fand mU~ l comply 
with the mandatory minimLUll slandards") ( ~so citing 47 C.F.R. S 64.6()4(a)(3Xij (stating 
thm "[ c lonsistcnt with the ohligations of telecommunication, ~arri~r opcmtors, CAs an: 
prohihited from rdusing single or sequen tial calls or limiting the length of eall s u~ing relay 
scr\lieo:s~» , 

4 See I'C(" NUlinil. Public n/Requirements R"K:uUing !nlemel Rellij'Servl .. t and 1 ... <1iU Alen. 
DA 04-11311, Public Noti,,~, 19 FCC Red 10740, at - 2-J (JllrL 18.2004) (1()().f InJemel Rellij' 
Servit"" Reqlflrt!ments l'lMic NOlice) (cmptwsi~ added,I: Sl!(! also Telccommunkutimu ReliJy 
Services and Speech-to-Spcech Servlce.ffo' (ndll'lduuls ,,'i,h IlellTing and Speed! 
Disabi/friu, CG Docket No. 03-\23, Mislr.sco!lnlerTli'1 Pro/{ICol (IP) ReiaySeI"l·fC( lind 
Videa Relay Service, Funher l'o!icc of Proposed Rukmaking. FCC ()6.S8. 21 FCC Red 
5478, 12 (Muy 8. 2(06) (Ii' Reluyl VRS Miwu FNI'R,\/); see ai.m 47 C.F.R. § 64.(i(J4(a)(2). 
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C urren t Rt'gist ~t ;un lind V~rification Reqlli~nH'Qls. 

III June 2008. "hen th~ Cununission adcptcd a s)stem for assigning lntcmct-ba!;ed TRS 

users LCn-digi!l<:kphrm~ numbers, the C;ommis,iOll'S primary goals included lllcilitating ca.<;o: 01' 

routing cail s, ~ upporting the provision of911 ~vi\:~, lind implementing network se~urity 

~"sures.3 To further these goals, the Conunis!ion required provide"" to give eonSllmcn; the 

capabilicy to register wilh all Imcmct-bascd TRS pnwidcr as a ~dcf3Ult pfOvid..r:· The 

COIwuiss;OI1 spe<;ilically chose not 10 a llow U.~!S If) opt out of registration becuu$Ie this would "" 

inoon.~istenl with the obligation to support F.9 1 1 S('ryiccs.~ The CommiliSion also con~idercd, but 

rejected, the usc of a I:entnu database to stnre regi~tnllion location information.? Instc:ad, the 

Commi;'s;on required providers to nhtain l{)Calien information Ii-om regi ~1ered lnteml:!-ha:,ed 

TRS us..rs prior to thc initiation or service.' 

The Commis.&ion considered ilt .. reuUI!lkn of misuse Of lhe system as an anci llary benefit 

to registrat ion.' The COrnmiss.iOIl queried .... hel~ er funhcr steps coulu 110: \Ukm to cUrI,il soch 

, TdecomnnmicatiofL' Relay Sen'ic<!$ and Speedr-Io-Speech Se",ices for /m/iI"iiluals with 
Hcarin;: and Speech Di~"bililics, CO UockCl Nr), 03-123; £911 Re'luir~merzrsfor iP­
J::nabled """"'ice Pm,·iders. we 1)\lckd Nl). 05-196, Report and Onkr and Further Xntice of 
Proposed Ru1cm"king, FCC Oll-1 5 1, 23 fCC Rcd 11591, " 24 (Jun. 24, 2008) (Flr.ll Inlanef­
/m,wd TRS Order): see also Teiemmmunications Relay Ser ... ias ""d Speech-/a-,\)Hiech 
Servi"e,<fi,r lnJj ... idua/5 with IInving and Speech 1Jisubililie~, CO Docket No. 03- 123; F9/! 
RequirenJlmts for iP-l:nabled s.:r";c~ PrQ'l'id..,s, we Uockct No. 05-196; lmUIII'I-FhlJed 
Te/ecommUl1ication:; lI.eloy .<i€",'h"e NumiH!ri"8, we Oockct No. 10-191, Noticc ol"i'TI,poscd 
Rulcmaking. FCC 10-161 ,25 FCC Rc:d 13767, ' 2 (sept. 17, 2010) (l()l() TRS NPRM) . 

• HUlIn/erne/-based TRS Order at 44. 

7 Ill. lit 54. 

lTd. ut 80. 

, Id. a! 94. 
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misU~o:lO illld spo:<:ifi~"lly sollght commcnt on effective methods ofvcrif)'ing the accuracy of 

initial registration wfUllllalion to Tl;'uuee the misll~e of II' Relay and 011 further rule, that might 

curb these problematic practices ""ithout impo>llg undllO;! bunJell> on ~On>wnt:TS: 

Specifically. would a elosed system n:,!uiring Tnlemet-lms",u TRS 
providers to validatc the registration of users before cornpleling noo­
emergo:ncy calls help curb II' Rclay fraud? ""'ould such a system be 
possihk wilhoul imposing lIllUUC hurd3ns on legitimatc InknICI-bascd 
IRS users?'! 

In addition, the Commission recognized that the ability to verily the a~cunu;y of 

registration information, and whether providers should be o:ncounlg~d or TelJuir~d 10 block 

suspe<:led ilIegitiIDm'" calls. were open questions. Accordingly. the Commission asked: 

And how arc Internet-based IRS prlwiders 10 verify thaI registration 
infonnation itself is not fraudulent? ,~bse/lt such a m(lndutory "'}Wlem. 
should the Comm;,'s;on specifically encourage (or even require) in/ernet­
bruni FRS prol'ider.\ to jilrer out requests for internet-based TRS that 
come from suspected ilkgilim(ltl: user,j', !>w:h (IS /mown fraudslen or 
overseas users?" 

Arter evaluating conunents. induding those filed by consumer groups cautioning against 

bllrdensom~ prOCOOllTCS lhat could dissuade legitimate users from regislering." the Conunission 

10 id. at 'Ii 95. 

Illd.al ' 118. 

12 Id (emphasis added). 

Il See. eX, Comments of Telecommunications tor the Deaf and Hard of Hearing, Inc" 
As-,ociiltinn nrLalc-Deafened Adults, Inc., National Association of the Deaf.lkaf and Hard 
orH~aring Consumer Ad"ocacy Network, California Coalition of Agencies Serving the Deaf 
WId Han! or Hearing, and Heming Loss Ass.ociation of Amcrica 10 Furrher .'.'olic." Oocket 
1\'05. OJ-I2J and 05-1 %, at I ~ - 19 (filed 011 Aug. H, 200H) {"Consumer (jroup~") (ohjccting to 
any registration process that would be overly burdensome to relay s~",ice u:;ers, Sllpporting 
insleild a verification procedure Ihat would he no more extcnsive than that required of voice 
telephone users). 
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addressed verification proccdures associated with registration for assignm~n l or a ten-digit 

lelephon~ number. 14 

The Conunission purposefully chose not to implement specific rcgistnllion verification 

pmC<)uurcs. Inskau, th~ Commis~ion ~'ho"" lo ":elluin: only that Internet-based TRS pmviucH 

implement a reasonabk means ofvcrifying registration and eligibilit)· inl<mnatinn that is not 

unduly hurdensome,,,j Some ~xamples, provi<.k<.l by commenters. that thc Conunission 

concluded were reasonable verification methods included: (I) sending a poskard to tht: mailing 

address provided by the eon~umcr lor retllm to the ddault Intemet-tmsed IRS provider: '" (2) in-

person or on eam.;ra ID checks uuring rcgistr<ltilm; 17 or (3) other verification processes ~imilar to 

\bose p<rform.:d by voice telephone providers ar.d other institution, (~u~'h as lxmh and credit 

" T,,{ecommlln;m/;ofl.\· Rf/rry Sen'icr.\· and Speech-la-Speech Services for lndividuu!.\· wilh 
Hearing and Spefch Disabilities. CG Docket No. 03-123; £"911 Requiremem"ji,r lP­
Enabkd Service l'rol'idas. we Docket No. 05- 196, S"'"nu Rqx>n aud Order and Order on 
Reconsideration, FCC 08-175. 24 FCC Rcd 7'11. , 38 ([)"" . 19,20(8) (Second Interne/­
based TRS Order) (stating "To verily th~ ac~umcy of initial registration information and to 
help ensure that VRS and II' Relay arc used onl) filT !t>t,ir intended pUrp<J5e, vee conclude that 
Illlcmet-bascd TRS providers mu.~t inslitot~ pmc...ullT~s to writ)' the accuracy of registration 
information. including the consumer's name and mailing address, bel"o", issuing the 
conSlilTIt."1" a ten-digit lckphone nwnber. In addition, to ensure that registered uSt-"TS are aware 
oj" the digibilit)· limitations sel furth above. the verification procedures mu,! include a self 
certification cOlllXlllelll requiring consumers to verify lhal Ih~y hav~ a medically recognized 
hearing or speech disability necessitating their use ofTRS."). 

" S.'cond Jnt<'rnel-ha~ed TRS Order at , .1R (emphasis <ldde<.l). 

16 Sef id (citing TDl Coalition Further Notice Reply at 7) (suggesting that initial registratiuns 
could be verified '1hrollgh the mail ~ystem t" th~ regist~",d ooure~,"). 

11 S'ee id. (ciling CSDVRS Further ,,,'olice Comroell1.s at 20) (recommending thal VRS applicants 
be required to posit ively idelllify themselves during the registration process. for example, by 
holding Y~lid :;tate or federally issued identification papers that include a photograph of the 
individual up to the video camera). 

R.EUACIED FOR PlJ8I.1C INSPECTIO:'>l , 



Purple Communications, Inc. 
March20.2U12 

card compani"s)." The verification procedures and tf.., requirement oo~ame e!Teeli .. e On May 

28. 20 I 0." 

In addition 10 requiring that providers adopt reasonable registration v~rilicalion 

procedures, the Commission al,,) required that TRS providers conduct COll5umer education and 

outreach efToru; to inform Intemel-ba'!ed TRS consumers ofthc importance of providing accurate 

registration infonnalion . .!(I In taking these actions. the Commission hoped to balance the need to 

'" reduce the misuse ofintem~t-ba,ed TRS by those who may take advanlage ofthc anonymity 

curn:ntly ailord~d users, panicularly IP Relay UlCrs. without unduly burdening legi timate 

Internet-based TRS consumers seekiog to obmin ten-digit telephonc numbers."" 

3. The Rcdridi,·encss of the Not "Linduly Burdensome" Standard and 

tbe Lack of Unifo rmity Among Providers Has Limited the impact or 

Registration and Vcrifi~ation Regulations on Misuse. 

Beeal.lsc th~ Commission restricted pro~iders from obtaining registration illlomlat ioll that 

may he "unduly burdensome" to CODsurn"rs and chose not to mandatc a specific sel of 

verilkalion procedures for regislered users, each provideT h..,;;l. un ique registration and 

verification process, with limited effectiveness. Pwvidas have developed their processes while 

adhering to th~ Commission ' s mandate that processes be less than "Wlduly burd~nsome." 

Particularly probkmalk is thaI once anyone provider registers a numllt'r and the numbt:r is 

registered with the iTRS databa:;e, all providers arc obligated to process calls from that number. 

II Sa id. (citing TDI Coalilion !',uther ."'oriee Keply at 7) (suggesting iliat initial registrations 
could be verified through the \.1M: or"'pmces>cs similar 10 eredit checks") . 

'9 Te/ec()mmunicatiom Relay Services. Speech-io-Speech Sen-ice.,·, t;<}11 Requirements for lP­
Enabled Sen-ice I'rovider.,·, 75 Fed. J{~g. 29914, 29915 (May 28, 20t 0) . 

!O Second Internet-based TRS Order at "if 38. 

Zl ld 
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AS:I ,,"sull, providers slI(:h as Purple' wilh rigorous verification proccdu/l'$ ",," r"'luin::d In 

proce~ calls fro m numbt:ni ~gistered through II potentially lax procooure. 

Provide rs have sought rule ch"n!!e~ thai would strengthen the lools uv",ilable tu C()mb~ l 

iJlcgillrlllile use. For example, on October I, 2009 one iTRS provider filed a peti tion \\ith the 

Commissitm seeking to allow iTRS provider¥ th! authority 10 refuse 10 lutndle, di5f;onnect Ol" 

inlcmlpi suspicious .:alls.ll The Commission did nol a",\ on thai petition, 

In a clarification issued lal.eT in October 2009 related to ten-digit numb<:ring, the 

Commission emphasized thai provide!"':> must en'i\.(re Ihat the iTRS caller is registered, or obtain 

registnllion in lilTm ation, befOfl: handling a cal l. I lowe"n", unce the registration information has 

~ cullectc<l, lhe pro"idcr iJ requir;?:d 10 "immtdlartfy " process lhe cull, even if/In! fHmider 

ha.f no/ fin ished verifj'ing Ih~ rt'/{i.,'lmlirJl! in(afmarioll: 

If a call.,,- is nnt registered , and is mOlking a nnn-emergene y call, the 
pruv"ler must first get the caller's neces...ury regi stration infonnaTlon but 
then must com plett' the call. We emphasize that the provider mUSI ham.l1e 
calls 10 or from such calle.,., 10 the cxtalt tochnically feasible , e"-,,, ifllre 
fHQ\·idef has f/OI compieted >-eri/}i"8 thai injilrmatiO/1, assigning Ihe caller 
a new ten-digit number, and pro\'i~ionin8 tllal num ber 10 the ir kS 
dataoose.1l 

The Commission further insttu<; leu pmvi<!crs thai they must process the ~al l ~ even if they have 

not )'ct assigned lhe ten..Jigit numlJc,r. Spcci fiCll lJy, "VKS and IP Kl:hay pru~iden: must all..,", 

II Petition for Rulemaking. Tdccummunie(lliQnJ Rt'lay Service., alld Speech-I(h ... .,..,.·~'h .wnien­
iiI! Individuals with lIe(lr jrtg l11ld Spen'h 1)lsobifltles. CG Docket 03-123, fill.'d hy Sorenson 
Comnnmicalions (Ckt, 1, 2009). 

l) ( ""sumef & GOl'('rnmenJal Affl1irs BurellU }(~f//inds Vlcko Rday $erviCf! (VR.'iJ I1mllnler11('/ 
"ro/oem (11') Keluy & n 'ia P,m'iders a/tMir OuJreach OhliglllWn.f and Clarfjics lheir Call 
lIunJ/irf1: OhIigaliOl'lSfor U,,",gi.~ered Use, s '''fier the No\'('nrber 12, }fHJ'I. Ten-Vigil 
NUmhefing lI.egistrQliM Deudlitw, CG l)Qcket No. 03-123, WC Docket No. 05-196, Public 
Nu tice, DA 09-2261. 24 FCC' Red 128n, at - 121178-79 (Ocr. 21. 20(9) (emphasis added). 

REDACTED- FOR PUBL IC INSPECTION , 



Purple Communications, Inc. 
March 20. 2012 

newly registered users to place cal/.\ immediately after /hey Iwve .,'uhmilled all oflhe necessary 

regis/rati()n information. ,.14 

As a result, under the Commission's current rules, pro\'ider~ an: kll with lillk >uPp<Jrl for 

preventing calls by illegitimate uSl-'TS. Dial-around traffie pcnnits users to register with the least 

stringent provider and then u~t: the service of any other provider. Moreover, when providers usc 

registration and verification procedures that art: not aulomal.ic awl simultaneous, illegi\imatt: 

users CmJ makt: unlimited calls from the time they proyide registration information until the time 

the pro~ider detects the problem and deactivalt:, the n:gi~tration. T1ltl delay between registration 

and verification creates a window ,,·hen: unauth,lnzoo users ha.'e unfettered access to the system 

and they llL"{;d only to fraudulently re-register ooce their service is deacti valed to immediately 

place additional calls. 

II. Purple f:onsidcrcd a Variety "r Methods ror Verirying a lIser's Registered 

l.ocati"n, Including Those Proposed by the Commission. 

The Commission ,t:cks comment on the extent to which IP Relay providers are utilizing 

one or more of the methods memion<:<.i b)' lilt: Cllmmission in the Second Intcrnet-based TRS 

Order.2s In developing ils registration and vcrification process, Purple has considered each of 

lhe suggestions cited by the COimnission. The following ~l1mmari"es PllTp1c's analysis wilh 

respt:<:tto each proposal. 

24 !d. at n.14 (t:lIJphaJSis added). 

25 2012 Notice at . 14. 
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1. 18c C .. mpany COlls idtrtil rOlllunls but l)l'Iumln~ Tha. 

V~riroc:aoon Uy Pom·.nI C~ill tf"d An Un:III:c:t'plab~ Wi.udow Fur 

lII~itimillte Use and P ... tcn tilll ror t:rror. 

Purple considered sending a poslcard 10:hc mailing address provided by II regisl..red 

cu~ (omcr for return to Purpk. However, such a process involves delay~ of days or \'iccks and 

creatcs an unacceptable window oflimc during which an ilicgitinmle ust:!" may have accc~~ to the 

service. Further.onct: Purple blocked a user that failed it po~t<:ard verification procedure. tlle 

tJl!e1" need only re-rcgisler with a new .""olen idcntily to bc:gin placing calls again lOr the duration 

ofa subsequent ".:rification window. This cycle could continue indefinitely. Requiring 

custUITlt.'11I to pro"ide Ii copy oJ a ulility hill .., .. ould create the same window of oPf'Clmmil}' for 

misuse. 

Pustc&rds have additional drawhach and potential for error. First, it" an il legitimate user 

provides a name ilIld address from a phone book Of .. ther publicly-available souree:. thc Post 

omce will del iver the postcard and not return it to the proviw.:r . !\uc'mlingly, providers C3llf1()t 

Second, a system that requi"", too r~1um ofa postcard by a customer may risk frequent 

deactivlltion of legitimate aL"Counts. For cxrunp:e, cw;lumc= may ~mply fail to recognize II 

postcaru aTl'Kmg large quantities uf muil ur may not dislinguisl! tlle pu~;tcurd lrom other 

ad"cniseJl)enL~_ Some sources report that nn a,ver"lje ,,1"41 pounds of junk mail is seot to o:very 

adult citizen eaeh year, and approximately 44%ofthis mail g'-""s into a landfill unopo:ned,16 

Postc.ard~ arc unlikely 10 be signed and returned by consumers with any regularilY. Further. 

without 1hc prin"Y or an envelopc, 100 contcnt nf ",lSIl:anI. .. is v.-;Ihin tlte public view aoo 

l~ Junk Mal/lmpacl. hltp:lIwv.w.4J pounds.orglimpat:tI (la"t .isitcd Fcb. 23, 2012). 
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expmes eu~tomcrs to privacy ~oncems and in~teased risk of identity theft. Given th~ limited 

likelihood of success and olhcr Cllne~m' li,kd, Purpk d~tennined that postcards arc nul an 

uptimal method of reliably confirming customer name and address infonnatiun. 

2. In-Person or On-Camera IJ) Check., Arc Nut Always Feasible. 

Verifying a u~r's identily through on-camera ID checks, while useful for verifying VRS 

u,,;ers, i> impnu:tical for verifying many Il' Relal' users. VRS ll~rs can ea~ily <how their ID on-

camera because they arc signing up for a scrvicG that "''1uires Ihe us~ ,,(video phones or other 

video ~hal enahl~d technology_ Man~· IP relay Jscrs will not have easy access to sllCh 

technology. 11' Relay users arc ,·cry ol1cn pcNln< who are nOI ASL proficient. Such persons 

may have oceome deaf or hard-of~hearin g lakr in life or may never have leanlCd ASL. l7 Such 

customers cannolll-\ie VRS and m:e thus less likely to have or be able 10 uSC viu...'O phun<,s or 

other vidco-cnahlod ttthnlllllJ,:Y_ 

Verifying a user's name and address inform.:uion through in-p"rwn lD checks may not be 

feasible for many remote and immobile use-'TS. Cuslomers would bave the burden of trawling 10 

register or providers would have to invest significant manpower to rc.1~h rural amI limited_ 

mobility users. Therefore, such a requirement "ould lih-ly dis>uade millly legitimate users fmm 

regislering andlur b<: cost prohibitive to providers and to the 'Il{S Fund. 

3. Verification Processes ill Other Industrics arc Unsuitable for IP Relay 

Because They Scn-·c a Different Purpose. 

The Commission" s other prollcred example of "verification processes similar to those 

performed by voice telephone providL'TS and nlhr in>ti tutiollS (such as banks and credit eard 

21 See Steve Barber, Deaf and liard of Ilearing, Hearing Lo>s> As>ucilltioll or:;.rorth Carolina. 
http://wwv._nehearinglll>S.O[glartide_demographics .htm (last visited Feb. 23, 2(12). 
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compani~5r al50 fails to l'C!lult in a n=onabl<: or appropriale verification procedure lor IP Relay 

customers. Wnile Purpk ockno\\1cdgcs that ~me o l"the data gathered b)' these entities e<-,uld 

penain to user id~n tity, the tlltimatc purposc of>~rili~ation measures M v()ie~ telephone 

pruviden, banks and credit canl ~omp;wies differs from simple IW1lC and addfel;S verification. 

For example, telcphon~ pruvidCT5. banks and credit card cOIDpIIllies make USoe oribeir proccdmes 

to assess the creditworthiness of 1ICCOUl1 t appliean1s. Uy eontrd>:it. tbe ~reditwotthiocs.~ 01'11' 

Rday uscrs, a signilicunt number of whom are Illder-educated, elderly, !lIld disproportionatdy 

poor, is not rele>ant to nrune and address verification. Acci>nJingl)'. the usc of dataha.-;es 

designed to delomnine crcdilwOlihiT><:S5 could beo\ 'Cl'1\'aching,. imposing and hUrUensome to the 

l),picallP Relay consumer and unreasonahle in ihe eonlCKI of tile popullltion being served. Many 

let:itima!e uscrs simply rna)' be unv.illing 10 pro, ide this type ofinform!1lion . 

C. No ESlahli.~ hcd Process Exlsu 19 Ohtll;n an Alternatin MClln~ of Verificati"n 

Appn)\'I~d in Advanet by the C.mmtnion. 

The Cnmmi'llrion also seeks conllJK'11l~ /10 llhemalh'C mean~ lOr "eri li~at ion apprm~ in 

advIITll'e by !he Commjs..~ion . Unfortunately, PUrple is not aware orany process by which a 

provider could seck Mlch pre-approval from Ihe Commission. In fact, Cummiss ion empl()'~ 

~atedl)' have informed rUTle that they arc nOi allowed to speak Ie pmvilkrs on behalf o!' lhe 

Commi~ion regarding \'erificalion procedures. Purple helie\'<:'S that while such II process would 

1I::o"e hc:en commendable, it "',.,; not anwable. In any e"ent, as discussed IIbuve, if one pro<i<kl-

were to usc a more restri ctive method than ltlt' m~lhods implcmctlled hy other providers. U""f'S 

(including legitimate c uslomcrs) may cho\l,-;C: iI provider with a Ie"s in trusive and burdensome 

process. Thil; would signi t1cantly impair the vlIl00 of ud hoc approval of pro,· idl,.-~-pecific 

registration and verification procc:sscs. 
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n . l'urple has Del-eloped a Simulta neous Registration and Verification 

P ruct'dure T hat Works in Conjunct ion with a n F: ffl'Ct i~ e Process for 

Identifica tion and Dc-R egistration or Illeg it imate Users. 

The Commi~sion seeks comment regarding the elTec\;venes~ oflhe registration and 

verilkation measures actually impkmenled hy providers to screen OUi illegitimate II' Relay 

users. \Vbik not initially acknowledged by the Commission, the requirement that providers 

process non-emergency calls following registmtion ewn (fvcrifieation is pending constrUdive1y 

requires that providers <.kve1op simultaneous rc~stration WId verilication pmeedurcs. The 

limitations of the proposals outlined ahove left reasonable providers with little choice hut to 

develop their own clTectivc measures to comha: misus~ while still adhering to the applicable 

regulations and th~ n:quirement that processes not rise to the level of~undul}" burdensome". 

Purple has and continues to invest substantial d1'oris in developing an industry-leading instant 

registration and vl'Tilicat;on .,,\ulion. 

1. Pnrple Uses lnstan tllncuus Rcgistno ti u" and Veri fication to Com ba t 

IUcgitim atc Co1l1s. 

When registering with l'urp1~, " caller is required to provide cerUliu in fonn"tiOIl _ F "r 

example. when registering 
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-
Aller a customer is registered, Purple ~nds the user an c-mail requesting that slbc click 

on a link to certify that tht: ilkntity infonnation llhoc ha.~ providc<j durinj!. reSi5lra tion is true: lind 

OOlTCCl. lflhe user docs oot ecr1 ify occLmIICy of lne identity infonnation pm~i<kd 111 registrat ion 

by clicking the emailed linkwithin30mim.tc$. ?tuple deactivates the uscr's Ietl-d igit numhcr. 

\\Ihile thls process requi..,.. a 30-mioute dela)' btm-ccn the res:i~1r..uon and the cOlail '·...,;Iieation, 

it provides an additionallevd of as.~urancc to I'LTk's customer identi!)' n,rificutiOD process. 

These iru;l:m\anct)US d~lo;pc:>inlS 

mu..~t each he satisfied before a caller can reach II CA. Simultaneous registr .. tion and verificatiun 

offer.. eniciency, effectiveness and a !irst line of defense against misuse bcl.:ausc it lokes plaLY 

before pny calL, are p laced. 
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2. Purple Ahu U5t5 SI 'l.l e-o r_ lh~Ar1 Post-Rl'gistnriun Melh"us 10 

Promptly Identify . nd En-die. le Illegitimate 1I""f1I url lte Sen·ire _ 

IndudinR Dia l-Around Cu~ I "mco. 

Purple a l ~o ha~ develope<.! a S}'Sfem for manual! y scrutini/.ing ,"",!!i~tnltion information to 

make en immediate and Pffs"""l i/cu lI.SSt'ssment about wbether regi stered users are legitimate. 

Invesling in u learn of :seasoned professionals highl}" familiar wilh 1'-' practices of illegitimate 

lI.'iC:T!I, Purple analyzes regis"'"lIlions and bolh dCfCgi~leI~ and blacklists users who ha,·" r~ iSlercd 

wilh what arrear to be suspicious or iltegitinunc infonnati"n. 

E. C urrent TP RdD}· Rq:;ulat ions Limit l'u rple 's Option., fur CombDtine; Misus~. 

The Commission asks whether imliviLh.lds oUlside of the U.S. have been obtaining TP 

&:la>· lU.:1.:ess numbers or otherwise lI.~ing lbe ~ervicc unia",fully, as well as to '" hat e~tent current 

provider pra(:liccs enable OT contribule to the re,istration of iocligible IP Reluy users.. While 

Purple has dc~dopOO tlr abo,·c-describcd \OCrirlCation p" .... -ess, including use o f an instantaneous 
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verification database, illegitimate users may still evade registration and verification requirements 

bt:<:aw;~ lh~ Commission chose to limit regi,lration requin:m~[lls to onJy thost' that are nul 

"unduly bUrUt:Jlsume" to consumers. As a result, Purple's posl-regisIDltion m~asures lire an 

essential pan of Purple's over <Ill veri licaliun ~}<;lem for preventing misll.~e of the service. 

Indeed, the post·registration measures of Purple's verification PT<XeS, are so eile.:ti'-e that in 

2011, Purple de~ctivated OVer 80% ofils newly.,.egistercd IP Relay users. 

1. Identity Theil Poses Problems for Registered Locatio" Verification. 

hyen an instantaneous registration ~nd verificatiun procedure tiueh as Purple's system has 

limitations. Although "Registered Location" verification procedures are r~quired by ~UTTenl 

registndions, such procedures can be overcome Jy ilkgitimate u~ willing to commit identity 

the It Purple's experience shows that even the :ul.dition of name, address, and e-mail address 

Illegitimate users need only to enter an accumle. albeit stolen, name and address from a 

telephon~ book ~nd set up a '.veb-based e-mail accuunt to regisln. For Ihi, reason, and or its own 

volition, Purple !la, added a hirth date matching rcquircmentto all regi;tr .. tions via AIM. 

2. Dial-Around Traffic Undermines Registration and Veritication 

Efforts. 

Purple Wlderstands the value of dial-around capability 10 con,umers, Howner, even if 

PUl1lle ' s regi~\r .. ti()n and verification regulations pennitted onJ~' kgitimat~ u.""TI to register, lh~ 

Conunission's rule, still r~'l uire Purple to proce;s calls from illegitimate u.o;ef'i registered with 

other provi lkrs. Purple has no control over Ihe ~unici<'Tl~y and "ITeeli veness of the registration 

and v..,nlication processes of olher providers. Th"",lure, unless all providers usc unifonn 
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ycrifieation processes, individual pmvidt= will r~Hlain exposed to illegitimate calls, For thes~ 

re~n" PUIJll~ suggests thc Commission ad0pIJniversal guioklint:'S for II' Relay registrdlion. 

3. Proxy-Encryption SCl"\'ice~ PresclJt a Challcnge to mocking 

intcruational Callcl"!i. 

'nlc Commission sceks comment on whe\hn advanced call·tracking mcchanisms ~ c.g., 

gcolocation systems ~ are availabk for the plirpoSC of accurately dctcnnining whether a 

parLi~ular IP Relay call is originating from or tenninating 10 an int~matj()nallo,-,ation. 

Geolo<;alion s)'stems arc a minimal requirement for all providns. However, man)' I~gjlimale 

consumers access IP Relay through the popular AIM platfonn, Unfortunately, AIM can function 

as a pmx}-ma~king service, and rendering geolDcat;on systems ine l1""tivc. 

Purple contacted AOI., Inc. in an cfl,)rt tJ broker a more transparent system that reveals 

th~ true location of the IP addresses of AIM users. AOI, cit~d te~hnieal and financial reasons for 

declining Purple 's Te4ucst Withollt AOL's eoo.JCration, the industry should explore mean, or 

combating the pol""tial lor misusc conducted over AIM, such as strollgn rcgi'trdtion and 

verification procedures and a mill restricting an ALII-I caller's ability to place more lhan one IF 

Relay call at a time. 

fII. P~"RPLE'S EXPERIE/liCE Sl!PPOKTS NEW RULEMAKING. 

'Ibe Commission seeks input on what adjiliol1al steps should be taken 10 preveot the 

registmtion and usc ofIP Relay by ineligihle callers, First and foremost, ifit is the 

Commission's policy to re-prioritile combating misuse of the system, it cannot continue to 

constrain the burden or registrntioo and verification on conswners in th" ""m~ manner, The 

Commission needs 10 require con"umer" to pro,i"~ mnce thanju.~t E911 addre" information 
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", .. hen registering for lntemd-ba~~ IRS. Wilh tlmt in mind, Purple proposes three regul<uory 

options that will substantially redu~e misu,,;.e of me service by illegitimate users. 

A. Oest Practices Require IP Relay Users to Register Th .... ugh II Third Party. 

A more rigorous centralized registration and verification pf()ces~ wi ll otTer the most 

etlcctive system to comllat illegitimate use while ,,,,"ving consumers and providers. Similar to its 

proposal in the Commi&;ion's VRS reform proceedingJ 1
• Purple recommends that the 

Commission assign the task ofrcgistcring and verifying eligible II' Relay users to a third party, 

Hither than dekgatt: this responsibility to the providers. The third party will register and veril) 

JP Relay caller eligibility using standardi/cd and uni!'"nn proc",",ures and a&;ign each verified 

user hislh"," ten -digit number. U ser infonnation, including ten-digit numbers and 1091 I 

registered locations, should then oc stored in a universal databa~e maintained by the third party. 

IP Relay providers should be able to access callers' ten-digit numocrs and E911 Registered 

Locations only from the un; versa! datab..1se. Use or a thinI part)· I"r registmtion and verification 

pUIP" S~S. a~ w~lI a~ tom-digit nl.lm!J.t,r i~~uance und maintenance. ",ill homogenize thc indust!},· s 

approach to misuse and ensure that-confidential user eligibility information is prote-clCd. 

1. Esbhlishing II Third-Party Uniform Verification Process Will Allow 

Coo"omers the Renefit. ofChoiec and Will Eliminate Conflicting 

Inccntins Among P rov iders. 

High·quality servic~ and lechnologi~al aJvanc~s an: dose!y tied to competition and 

consumer choiec. The presence of a uniform rcgistrntion and vcrification protocol eliminates 

any questionable incentives that may exist relatoo to the registration and handling of suspicious 

3 1 Purple's Comments to f'J\I'RM on Strudure and Practic<" of the Video Rela} Services 
Program, cn Docket No. 10-51, CG Docket No. 03-123, at p. 11 (tiled March 8. 2012) 
(proposing a centralized and independently managed registration and database approach). 
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callers, By unifYing the registration and veri ficati"n pmc~ss and placing it under tnc control of a 

third-party nrunag~r, th~ Commission maintains consumcr choice while en~l1Iin g that providers 

arc only focused on serving customers who have passed effective verification, Central izing 

registration also simplifies user experlcnce as C<ln>umo:n; will only nero to enter infomlation into 

a singk ,yslem. 

2. Requiring 1I Single Third PRrty to Register Rnd Verify lise.." Will 

E nsure Effective IlDd e nD.isteDt T m plemcntat;nn nf Registration 

l'ruecdurcs IlDd is AttradiH to Users and Providers Alike. 

Even il"th ~ Commission e~tahlishe, uniform registration and I'crifiealion rcquirements 

that apply to cach provider, there is no guarante~ that each provider would implement the 

",,-!uiremenlS the same way. Accordingly, a,s igning the task of regi,tcring users to a 

d;,intere~led Ihird parly creates the only guaramee of a truly uniform solution. 

II' Rclay providers should suppon third-pany eligibility detcrmination because it will 

reduce thc costs associated with providing IP Relay services. The process will also restrict 

m;c~ss hy ill~gi tima!c callers, olcereasing the need lor providcrs \0 deploy extensivc poS\-

registration dfom to identifY illegitimate u>er~ . FinalJ)', having eligihility ~ta\u.s d~krmioed by 

a third party could preserve for consumers thc ability 10 ut ilize dial-around services because the 

em!", !mlu~\ry will \IS~ one univt:rsal source of reliahle d igibilil)' informmion. 

Con~umer~ ","<)\lId f llrlher henelit from a third-party assessment. First, confidential 

eligibi lity inl"ormation will not he held h)' IP Relay proyiders. With a third-party datahase 

~ol\1tion , providers will need access only to a user' s ten-d igit number and hiSiher [911 address. 

Such a process will allinol \Iser~ greakr anonYrT.ity and protect their privacy rights. Customers 

will also be able to change default providers with greater ease. as they will no\ have to port lh~ir 
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ten-digit munben; when they move ht:lween JlTo,id","~_ Finally, as discu:;se<l in oel,"l below. a 

third-party universal tlataba~e will obvi at~ th~ n"~d jilr call-monitoring anO/or motli ficatiou of 

the Commission"s call handling requirements thereby ensuring even greater functional 

equivalence for consumers. 

3. A Centno.lizw System .. ill Pre"ent Most Illegitimate Use and Ob"iatc 

thc l'\ ecd for Post-Registration Procedurcs. 

The Commission seeks comments on wt_ether CAs should be given the discretion to 

determine, on a ca>re-by-c3se ba~is, that 3 call is not a kgitimate TRS call, and \0 hlock , 

tcnninate, or refuse to handle a call. Purple believes that such measures arc unnecessary if the 

Commission require> II' R"lay u~ to r~gist"'" -"ilh anti hav~ their digihili ty mnlinn~tI by a 

third party. If illegitimate users are prev"nted flOm accessing the system because of clear 

registration and "erification requirements implemented by a neutral third party. there may be no 

need to compromise call confidentiality or monitor call content. 

B. Altermdi"cl)', the Cummi"i"" Shuultl Mantilih' that All Pr"vitlers Usc a 

I'rosuibed Registration and Verification Method. 

For the reasons set forth above, a registration and verification method unifonnly appE.,.] 

to all II' Rday pm~itl~rs anti con,um~n; is th~ best m~an' to prt'~~nt ill~gitimatc ll<;er; from 

regi~tering lilT anti using II' Rday anti the rej-"TT~tI "ption lilr con,umers, pHl"itler~, and the 

Commission. However, if the Commission docs not assign registration and verification to a third 

party, the COimnission should establish cle~r and specitic mandates that providers must follow 

when registering users . A system that rel ics onlP Relay providers is not as secure as a system 

that relics on a third party to register users. Further, in this framework. users arc still required to 
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submi t ",nsitive registration information to prv,id."." whi~h removes a level oj" privacy amI 

anonymity offered by a third-part)· maintained database. 

C, Purple Re<:O(llmend~ the FoUowing Registra tion and Verification 

Requirements Whether Conducted by a Third Pali)' or by Provider;. 

For the reaOOnS discussed herein, a universal rtgistrdlion and verification process-

whether it is a c~nlnt1i/.t:d third-part} system or a uniform program impJem~nted at th~ provid.". 

level - is critical for preventing illegitimate u"'" ol"lntemel-bascd TRS. l'urplc outlines hclow its 

recommendations fm the l}p'" "I"inlimnatioo that the Commission should require COnSUmerS to 

provide as evidence of their eligibili ty ror enrollment. 

1. Together with CODsum~r Gruups, the Commission Should Consider 

RftIuiring Users to Prove Their Eligibility to Use IP Relay. 

"Ibe Conunission should revisit wi th con,umer group, the additional steps that should be 

taken to ensure ~ustomer e1igihilit} for IP Relay. If preventing misuse is the Commis,ion's 

priority, the Commission should requir~ u:;ers t" prove that they have a disability in order to 

register for IP Relay. Pmof oj" eligihi lity \,ill further the ability of providers to help ensure only 

kgitimalC users place IP Relay calls and strengthen the security ofth~ TRS Fund. Rcquiring a 

dodor', nOIC or similar cvidenee (e .g. confirmed ~nrollTll<'nt in anothn program for "hieh 

disabilit} c; an e1igihility criterion) will rcduce the capability of ilIegitimat~ usm;, espedally 

ilIegitillllltc users locatt:d out8ide of the I lniled States, to register for JI> Relay. Consumers also 

will hcnefit from fewer illegitimate w;ers hecause bearing individuals receiving IP relay calls 

will he more willing to accept calls when suspidous ~al1 s ar~ Ie,s prevalent. 

Purpk cautions, however, that some eO!l5Ulllers may find such u requirement in\",,"~ive. 

Nonetheless, Purpk Tt..>cognizes that it is up to the Commission to work with consumer gruups to 
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address pri vacy concerns in light of the ~al u" of such a requin:ment to protecting the int"!,!:rity of 

the TKS Fund. 

2. The Comm ission Should Esta h lish More Rigorou~ Identification 

Requirements. 

Verifying a user's registered location. while not " unduly hllrd"nsome" [0 consumers, is 

insufficient to prevent illegitimate uSCN lium ~gisleriog. Because name and address 

inloffilalion is readily available to individuals w:iling to commit id~nti ly ti-dUd, Purple 

recollUllends that the Commission requirt> more <tringenl identity verification requirements 

irrespective of whe ther the Commission requires users to provid(; cvidcn(;c of th"ir quali(ving 

disability. Spc:eifically, thc Commission should consider requiring a consumer to provide hisilwr 

name, address, full or partial social sc(;urit y nllmlx;r an<l <late of bin Ii at the lime ofregistration. 

Such infoffilation should Ix; in,l,antly ~ontiffile<llhrolJgh an appropriate database prior to the 

pla~t:Tllent or any non-emcrgency c<llis. 

The Commission should eonsidcr allowing uSl'fS to ~ho<>~~ Ihe mdhod of identity andlor 

address verilication. n1()~e u""rs "illing and able 10 providc social security numbers could gain 

immediate ac~"ss \0 IT Relay. Those users unccmfonable providing socia l ~'Cll1ity numbers 

could instead gain immediatc access to IP Relay by charging a nominal lee [() a cn:dit card 

thert>hy ~eri rying lht:ir addresSt:s . Those users unconcerned with immediate registration, or who 

wish to provide neither a social security numhcr nor a credit card number. wuld mail, fax or c-

mail a copy ofthcir identification inl ' ,nnation . Un<l"r any s<:~nill'io, Purple re<:ogniles the yalue 

of including consumer group~ in es!ab1i~hing a rram~work that is effective and not wldu ly 

burdensome. 
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D. Permitting a ratd) .. "rk .If Rq;i!lration lind V",rificaoon Pnx:l'tlU res Will 

K«juin: Changes to Call Ha ndling Rula and Significant Posf.R~isll1ltton 

iDtervenoon! by Pru\'idcn. 

I r the registration process is nol ~entraliz,;d and/or mad\:' uniform, the rules ~hould be 

changed to allow CAs to monitor call content and h:rmilUltc suspiciolL~ calls. ITlJwevcr, Purple 

omtphusizcs that such chilng\:'s to call handling requirem~nt.> off~r neither a workabk solution. 

not n signiJicant improvement over the CUJ'Tmt framework, Gi~tm nlTn:nt regUlations. J>urpk's 

sole option has been to deyote sumLanlial reso= to post·registmlion pfO(edurcs. Nunethc le:ss" 

such post·registration pruccd~ will oevcr be as effect;".: a:s pTe'\'Cnting illegitimw.: callers 

from n::gistcring at tho: outl;ct, Should !he Commission decide not to t's",blish a central i ~.ed 

Jat.aiJw;e and/or uniform regi,tmlion and \'erifleMion pmcroures. it should reqaire thaI providers 

Tho: Commission should also 

adopt rulcs that expressly aUow CAs and/or their supo:rvisors to terminate suspici.)U5 calls, 

providers should ills"" be required to mai nt~in blacklists of illegitimate 1L'iCrlI and rt'fIO" 

suspicious call content regu larly so that the Com.llission can creat~ a database: of iUcgitiIQale 

user information and diclate a uniform set of i1lcgitimal~ call indicia lipan "hil!h all providers 

can rely , Given the con~tant evolution of the tactics of LjlJestionablc calle rs, rarpl~ SUl:llests 

frequent information sharing among providers 300 the Commission so that 3bus;"c cu!l indieia 

are consi~enlly Ir<ICked and updated, 
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IV, A UNIFORM RF.GISTRATJON SYSTEM WILL REQIJlR~: n:w AI)I)fTIONAL 

1\1£ASURES TO COMBAT ILLEGITIMATE USE. 

In light oftne apparent misus<:s orlP Rday, tne Commission inquires whether it should 

continue to permit t~mpllTaTy authorization for <. user to place II' Relay calls while verification of 

the "a1ler i, lak ing place. For the rea>ons set forth earlier in these Comments. the Commission 

should not allow users to mak~ non-cmergency :alls until their registration information ha, ocen 

VL";tkd, Regardless of the registmtion amI verification system that is in place, any temporal}' 

authorization is a means hy which illegitimate U5efS can ac~ess the system, (Jiven the 

limitation, of tile current framework, Purple also ~n~ourages the Commission to require that all 

use rs be re-verified in a manner ~onsislent with any reviscd registration and v~rili~ation 

r~gu1ali()n-". 

The Commi,sion ..xks comment concerning whethcr providers should be required to 

maintain and submit documentation reganling illegitimate calls to better facilitate program 

overnight. So long as the Commission adopts a more effective mean~ orTe~lriding lhe 

accessibility of the system to i ll~gilimatc users, such rccordkeeping is unnece8sary _ However, 

Purpk supports the inclusion ofmercbant C<.lmplainb regarding illegitimate calls on provider's 

arumal complaint log~. in p;!rl because slICh reporting will pro"ide a gOOJd melric ol'the 8ucces.> 

of any new registration and verification ~yst<,m in dkct. 

Th" Conunission also seeks comment regarding WhethL, more rigorous uscr 

auth<'nticalion on a per-call basis should be employed to combat misuse of II' Relay. I'er eall 

authent ication process is not n<'c<'ssary jfthe FCC implLwents a centralized and/or uniform 

re!list'.;l.tion pmces<, It likely would interfere ""lth expeditious call hand.ling and n~gati vel y 

impact provider servk~ standards. Furthennorc, per call \'crification results in inef1i ciencje~ and. 
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Uilllecessary expense becausc it esscmially requires re-registratiun befure every call , Such a 

practice would also do little to Iimil the aeccssibil ity nf the sys!eTlJ to illegitimme callers \\ilhml\ 

substantial a.lllenum~nllo current registnltion and verificalion crileria. 

Final1)' , if regislmlion is made uni lonn and providers arc not required tn allnw usen; to 

make ealls before the) verify Ihe user's iulonna:iol1, no additional auditing practices will]x 

ne~e>Nlr)' to improve the industry. 

V. IP RELAY REMAINS A CRITICAL SERVICE FOR TUE DEAl' Al\'[) HAR[)­

OF-HF:ARING. 

IP Rela)' service is vilallo deafand hard-of-hearing individuals "ho are nul ASL 

pmlicient. Indeed, the majority of the deaf population is nul ASL prolicient, including: 

individuals who became dcaflatcr in life as wdl a.> individuals who never learned to sign, rr 

Rclay is quite similar tu two-way mcssa~in~ (a preferred fom1 or cummllnication amonc thc 

dcaf) and is simple 10 use. 

ASL-proficicnt VRS USCrs also make regular use ofIP Relay lUlder certain 

eireum~lances, For jnslan~e, should an ASL'pwficient uscr require privacy during a call to a 

h~aring user (e .g. a doctor) that s/he is making in a pllhli~ plac<', sihe may wish to usc II' Relay 

instead ofVRS, "Ibis will ~nsure Ihal nn nne wi:l observe the caller signing a message tn his/her 

mobile device. 

Finally, l'urple nOles Ihatthe industry has experienced a migration of TTY lbers In TP-

seTvice~ a~ broadband has become more affordable , I>urple expe<.:L' lhis trend 10 continue in the 

future. 

REDACTED FOR I'UilLlC INSI'ECTION 
26 



I'urple Communications, Inc. 
Matth 20, 2012 

VI. SUM"tAR\ ' 

Gi\"t11 both the regulatory liIl1lbc .. pc lII1d PurpJc's experience as .. leading LP Relay 

pro~i dct, it i$ clear thal !J1e ADA, the IRS I'und. the industry and WIlSum<n would all be better 

so:rvt:!.L by ~trengthcning the process ue r~gisLerillk: and v~rifying users who ",ish to al:Ct:;;.:; IP 

Rela)·. Purplt.' wmmends the Commission fb, the thoughTful proposal" in the 20 12 Notice. 

l'"urple ~1ie\"e s that The Company's pTilposals, if adopted, can m~aningfully improve th~ currem 

model. Purple wclco~ the oppotlunity to worl with the Commission and oth~r stakeholders 10 

utklress the dmllcngc or rombiiLing illegitimate \:sc o rthe' sySIeIII. while mai ntai ning tile highest 

qual ity service al !J1e lowest possible cost, preserving consumcrcooicc, and ~i[ij; the mis..~ ;"n 

of funct ional equivalence. 
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