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COMM ENTS OF IlAMI LTON RELAY, INC. 

Hamilton Relay, Inc. ('"'Hamilton"), by its counsel, hereby submits these comments in 

re.ponsc to the Publk Noric~ ("Notice") i.sued May 2. 20 12 by the Consumer & Governmental 

An-airs Bureau ("'Bureau") in the above-cap(ioned proceedings. ' In the N()(/ce, the Bureau:reekli 

comment un tm:.. compensation rales for various forms o fintersllltc Te[ecommunications Relay 

Services ("TRS) for the p<"riod beginning July 1,2012 through June 30, W13. The proposed 

TRS compensation rates were wbmilted by the inte rstate TRS Fund Administrntor 

C'Administmtor") in its May [,20 [2 filing ("2012 TRS Rare Filing',)? 

As an initial matter, HWTlilton apprc<:imes the respon5iveness of both the Commission 

and the Administrator to the concerns rui~ by members of the TRS industry during the 

, Rolka Uluhe .'5<Ilf;;er Asstlci(JIe$ SubmilS PUJ''''~nf Fcmmdus and funding Rtquirtmfllffor lhe 
Jnltrstalt! TefecommuniccltiotlS Rt{(ly ,<wn'ictJ Fund/or lhe July 20111'hrou~hJunt 201 J Fund 
l'tor, l'ub[ic Notice, CG Docket No. 03·123, CO Docket No. 10-5 1, DA 12-696 (rei. May 2, 
2012)("Nolice"). 
1 See Rolka Loube SaltzCT Assoc iate$ ].I .C, Interstate TclCl:ollununication~ Relay Service Fund 
Payment Formula and f und Size Estimate. CG Docket No. 03-123 (filed May 1,2012) \,2011 
TRS Rale Filing"). 



preparatory phase o f the 10/1 TRS Rate Filing. Hamilton also appreciates the il11poJ1ant 

guil.hmce provided to tnc Adm.ini~trator by the interstate TRS Advisory Council ("'Counci l") at 

the Courlcil"s meeling on April 18, 20 12, Ikculisc tlJ.l, is:sues diSCU!lSCd at the Council meeting 

have largely been addressed in the 2012 TN/; Rale Filing, Hwnilton is pleased to support the: 

Adminislrator's proposed rates for 2012·2013, with one limited exception described bdow, 

I . T he l\1ARS Calculation Should lntlude the Rates from All Re!evlI.nl Juri~diction5 

Since 2001, the Commission has used a weighted avcrugl: of state TRS tIIte, to ("lIkul~lc 

the Mul ti ·stltlc Awrngc Rate Structure (" MARS") compensation rute:; lor trnd itional TRS, 

Sprech-to-s.pen:h. Capliorted Tclo:-phone Service (''CfS'") and Internet PrOIocol CTS (" IP 

CIS").) Hami lton supports the continued U!16 of MARS for these services because it: a) is 

administratively emcient; b) is based on competitively bid rales; c) provides regulatory certainty 

to the industry; and d) provides rearonablc cost reimbursements to TRS provid~rs. 

For the 2012-2013 funding year, the Adminiruator has proposed that the intrastotc TRS 

and ers tllles for all states other tlum Michigan be included in the MARS calculat ion.' 

IllUTIillon SIIPPOns Inc inclusioo of $:v;:1'II1 S1atcs that have previously been o1l1itted ffom the 

MARS calcullition. However, Hamillon heliev.:s thal it i~ lnuJCCCSSllry 10 exclude Illc stale of 

Michigan as the Administrator bas proposed,' The Administrator proPO!ICS to exclude 

Michil!.a!l '~ intrastate TKS and CTS ra tes because "[f1rom the data collC{:tcd and follow up 

l Sc~ Tcfecummlmicalions Relay Sen'ft'es ,/lid Sp<lech-lo.Speechjur Individuals wIth Hearing 
and Speecn DiJ'aiJifitiu, CC Docket Nil. 03· 12, Report and Order and Decbl'atory Ruling, 21 
F(:C Red 20140 (2001). Hamilton notes that the IP Relay rate mn9ins subject to II legDcy 
rflte:<ICtt ing ~hodology. Hamillon oontin~ to believe that the lP Relay rale should be tied to 
th", MARS rate ~lIuse, accord,"g 10 I\lImiiton 's individual costs, IP Relay COSI~ a~ 
substantially similar 10 TRS OO~1S . 
• 20/2 TR,"; Rale FilinJ:. al 9. The TRS rates for 49 stat\!'S.1he District of Columbia, the U.S. 
Viryjnlslands and I'ucrlo Rico !Ill: indudcd in the MARS ~alcutation. Se,ld. 
, /tI, 

2 



discussion, with the SUIte oomacts,ihc AdministnllOr found, as too Commission ind icated in the 

e r;m R~ry Order, that Michigan cominues 10 rn:ovCl" lheir relay serviC(: providels Isicl costs 

011 II flat mtc po..7 subscriber basis instead ofpcl minute basis and thus does nOI have data lilat can 

be used for MARS calculation purposcs.'~ 

The use of a flat ratc per subscriber model should nOI preclude inclusion of Mkhigllll 's 

intrnslilte TRS and CTS rates in th~ MAKS ca lcubtiofL In fact. it is ultimately irrelevant how 

Michigan p3)'l1 illl relay provider or how thaI provider allocates its cost>! - Ils long as Michigan 

can report th .. 10Iai COSlll for intnl!!laIC TRS IUld CTS, and lhe lotal conversation minutes for ~ 

services, the Michigan information can and should be included in the MARS rate calculation. 

II, Conclusion 

Ilumilton is pleased to support the Administrator's proposals in the lOll TRS Rale 

Filing, with the limited exception noted above. Hamilton also bdiews thai the colJaool1ltive 

prO\:',.""!iS with which all stakeholders approached Ihis year's rate prOC«ding should serve as II 

nludel for futUre" yean;. 

Mu}" 16, 2012 
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Rcspcctfully submilled, 

HAMILTON RELAY, INC. 

lil~a~", 
Wilkin~n Barker Knauer, LU' 
2300 N Street NW, Suile 700 
Washington, DC 20037 
Tel: 202.783.4141 
tIS Counsel 


