
 
 
 

July 24, 2013 
 
Ex Parte 
 
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
 

Re: Structure and Practices of the Video Relay Service Program, CG Docket No. 10-51; 
Telecommunications Relay Service and Speech-to-Speech Services for Individuals with 
Hearing and Speech Disabilities, CG Docket No. 03-123 

 
Dear Ms. Dortch: 
 
 I write on behalf of the CaptionCall, LLC subsidiary of Sorenson Communications, Inc. 
(“CaptionCall”).  On July 8, 2013, Purple Communications, Inc. filed a Petition for Expedited 
Clarification or Partial Reconsideration or, Alternatively, a Waiver, regarding Purple’s ability to 
caption inbound web or wireless-based internet protocol captioned telephone service (“IP CTS”) 
calls.1  The Commission should deny Purple’s petition. 

 Purple makes misleading claims when it states that “there is no technology currently 
available that allows inbound IP CTS calls over web or wireless technologies to be captioned 
without some intermediary step such as a separate 10-digit number for this specific function” and 
that “Purple and other IP CTS providers will be forced to shut off IP CTS service provided via 
web or wireless technologies.”  Attached as Exhibit A to this letter is a declaration of Michael 
Holm, CaptionCall’s Senior Director of Engineer, explaining why Purple’s statements are 
incorrect.  In short, Mr. Holm demonstrates that other IP CTS providers offer web or wireless-
based solutions that do caption inbound calls.  The technology exists and is in use.  Thus, no 
waiver is required in order for IP CTS providers to caption both inbound and outbound calls. 

 The Commission’s rules explicitly state that telecommunications relay service providers 
must “be capable of handling any type of call normally provided by telecommunications 
providers unless the Commission determines that it is not technically feasible to do so.”2  If 

                                                            
1  See Structure and Practices of the Video Relay Service Program, CG Docket No. 10-51; 

Telecommunications Relay Service and Speech-to-Speech Services for Individuals with 
Hearing and Speech Disabilities, CG Docket No. 03-123, Petition of Purple 
Communications, Inc. for Expedited Clarification or Partial Reconsideration or, 
Alternatively, a Waiver (filed Jul. 8, 2013). 

2  47 C.F.R. § 64.604(a)(3)(II). 
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Purple’s IP CTS technologies cannot handle both inbound and outbound calls, Purple will violate 
this rule, and as Mr. Holm shows, it is “technically feasible” for web and wireless IP CTS 
technologies to handle inbound and outbound calls. 

 Moreover, granting Purple’s petition would be patently unfair.  Other IP CTS providers 
have made the investments required to develop and obtain the technology and resources to allow 
their technologies to caption both inbound and outbound IP CTS calls.  If the Commission grants 
Purple’s petition, Purple will gain an unfair and unjustifiable competitive advantage, allowing it 
to avoid the investments other providers have made, while offering services that do not comply 
with the Commission’s rules.  The Commission should deny the petition. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

      John T. Nakahata 
      Walter E. Anderson 
      Counsel to CaptionCall, LLC 
 
cc: Kris Monteith  
 Karen Peltz Strauss 
 Gregory Hlibok 
 Eliot Greenwald 
 Robert Aldrich 
  
 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 






