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llErORH TIIR runuc UTlI.ITIES CO~tMISSION OF TIlE STATE OF CAUfORNIA 

Tc1.xommunicatiollS Division 

RE~OLUTION 

San Francisco, California 
Date:: Scpt~mbcr 3, 1997 
RESOLUTION T .. 160S4 

RESOLUTION T-16084 TO AUTHORIZE ENTRY OF SPRINT 
COMUNICATIONSCOM PAN Y (SPRINT) As A SECONDARY RELAY 
SERVICE PROVIDER IN CALIFORNIA. THIS AUTHORIZATION IS 
GRANTED PURSUANT TO TERMS OF A MODIFIED MASTER 
AGREEMENT NEGOTIATED BETWEEN THE DEAF AND DISABLED 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS EQUIPM"ENT PROGRAM AND SPRINT. 

SUMMAR\' 

This resolution authorizes Sprint COr'l1Illunications Company (SPRINl) to begin of'tcring 

Relay Scn"ices to Californians as a sc.:ondary provider. This allthorization is granted pursuant to 

fenns negotiated in an Amended Master Agreement between the Deafand Disabled 

Te1cconimunkalions Ptogran\ Administrative Committee (DDTPAC) and SPRINT pursuant to 

Commission Resolution T·16031. In general. SPRINT l11ay oOcr rday $Cn'ices at a 

reimbursemenl rate of$0.89 per conversation minute provided it meets all the requirements of 

the Amendro Master Agreeoient and commission Resolutions T·t6011 and T-I6031. When 

questions arise \\ilh resIX'Ct to interpretations, Commission Resolutions \\ill govern. This 

resolution also rcqutres the DDTPAC to seek assistance from Commission stai'fin case it needs 

help interpreting such orders. and to follow Commission practices and procedures if orders need 

to be amended. 

BACKGROUND 

In compliance \\;lh slate legislation, the Commission implemented three 

lek'Communications progranis for California residents who arc deaf, hearing inipair\."<I, and 

disabled: 



• 

.'. 

Resolution T·16084 
Ocafand Disable..t Tcle-com. rn"\~ram 
DDTI' CRS PROVISIONiNG ny SPRINT 

Scptemt'Cr 3. 1997 

o Te1C«\mmunkations Dcvices for the Deaf (TDOs) distribution, per Senate Bill (Sn) 
591 (Chapter 1142,'1979): 

o Dual Part)' Rela)' 'System, using a third·party intcryention, to connect persons who nrc 
d-:af, sewrd), hearing impaired, or speech impaired "lth p..!rsons ofnomlal hearing, per. 
SB 244 (Chapter 741, 1983); 

o Supplemental TellXomn'lunkations Equipn\ent for l>ersons who arc disabled, per SB 60 
(Chapter 585, 1985). 

These programs arc an funded by the Dcafartd Disabled Telccommunications Program (DDTP) 

Consolidated Budget (Progran'l Budget). 

DeciSion (D.)89·05·060 (1.87-11·030) established that the annual Program Budget be 

subnlitteJ to the Executivc Director and approved by a Coni.mission re.solulion in accordance 

\\ith the procedure discussed in the Decision. 

On October I, 1996, the Deafand Disabled Telecomnlunicati()}\s Ptograril Administrative 

Committee (DDTPAC) filed the proposed 1997 Prognln'l Budget that totaled $37,875,77i. On 

April 9, 1991, the Comn'tission adopted an interim 1997 Program Budget arnount of'$37,765,826 

(Resolution T-16017). 

On March 5. 1997, the DDTPAC filed a budget augmentation reque.sl of$4,813,219 to 

incn.~asc the rdmburscment ratc to provider ofth~ Califomici Relay Service (CRS), (0 attract 

other CRS providers, and to possibly imptovcthe quaJlty Oftelayservlce. On June 11, 1991, the 

Commission, by Resolution T-160Jl (R~solution)J approved art augmentation of DDT PAC is 

1991 budget by $2,915,990. That ResOlution authorized the DDTPAC to negotiate the provlsion 

of Rday SCC\'ices in CaHfornia hi' other Relay Providers (Secondary Providers). 

The ODTPAC negotiated a contract \\ith Sprint Communicatioils Company (SPRINT) 

for offering Relay services to Californians. Its negotiations re.sulted in ail "Amended ~faster 

Agreement" that the DDTPAC submitted to the Commission's Executh'e Dircttor, for approval, 

on August 8, 1997. The Comnlission's Executive Director declined to approve the request by the 

DDTPAC lx"Cause the Amended Master Agreement contained additional revisions to the contract 

thatrequiroo Commission review and approval. 1I0we\'er. the Executive Director infoimed the 

DDTPAC that if it re~submitted an Aniendcd Master Agreement (Revised Amended Agrcenient) 
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that more closely (Onfomlro to the scope -of the Resolution by August 26, t ~1, staO"would 

bring the matter beforc the Commission (or a \'ote as soon as Septenliler 3, 1997. 

The DDTI1AC filCd a "Revised Amended Agreement" "ith the Con~n'ission's Ex«utivc 

Director on AuguSl26, 1997. In its filing, the Dn1PAC requested the Commission to act on its 

filing on an emergency basis so SPRINT could start offering Relay Services to Ollifornians on 

the earliest date possible. 

DISCUSSION 

Currently, the DDTPAC has a contract "ith Mel Telecomin-ul'lications COrp6~tion 
(Mel) to provide state-"ide dual party telecommunications relay service. _ The terms and 

conditions of this contract are specified in ail agreement, caUed the "Master Agreement") 
- . 

between the DDTPAC rind Mel. Mel is designated as the Prin1ary C6nttactor v .. ith the 

responsibility ofoftering eRS on a state-\\ldc basis. Other contractors, as alternative providers, 

may offer eRS under the same (em\s and conditi6ns.ofthe Master Agreement, but have not 
- . .-

elected to do so. As the prinlaI)' contractor, Mci is able to use the current eRS 800 numbers in 

its operations. 

One ofthe tenns in the Master Agreement is "Compensation". The prinlary contractor is 

reimbursed at SO.699 pet conversatlon minute for calls using Metts rday service. I The Master 

Agreement also spedl1es "Liquidated Damages For Failure To l--feet Perfom1ailCC 

Requirements". There are two pcrfOmlailce requirements: 

(1) Excessivc Call Blockage: [t)he ntinimuill standatd is that no o\orc than a 
daily average of 1% of all calls to eRS shall receive a bus)' signal. 
Liquidated damages are $2,000 per day for each calendar day the blockage 
rate requireruent is not met. 

(2) Exce-ssiw Tinle to Answer Calls: [tlhe minhlmn\ standard is that calls to 
eRS be answered "lth an aVerage daily ansWer tinie of7 SeConds, to 
assure that 85% of all calls ate answered within to seconds. Liquidated 
damages are $2,000 per day for each calendar day the answer time 
requiren1cnt is not met. ) 

l Page 68 of Master Agreement between Mel and the DDTPAC. 
2 rd.) page 15. . 
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R~SQtution T·l60M 
Dcafand Oj~b!cd Tdn."'(Inl. Program 
ODTP CRS PRO\'ISlO}:ING OY SI'RINf 

September J, 1991 

Curri'nlly. there are no other Relay providers in Califomia except Mel. To provide 

incenti\"es to other providers and possibly to impro\"(~ the quality ofst'r\'kc. the Commission 

nuthorizi'd the I'-,\)"Illcn\ Of\lP to SO.S9!conwrsation minute to new Relay Pro\iders in California 

by Resolution T·16031 (Rcsolution). 1I0\\"c\"i'r, to r\.'C(l\'c the higher reimbursernent rate, the 

providi'r had to agri'C to offer seryices that nlCi't more stringent sef\;ce quality r""G,uirernents as 

well as certain other reporting requitenlents.) The Resolution also required all pro\'iders to 

provide the Commission "ith "subscriber lists to the cxtent the eRS providcr(s) collect and 

maintain this data ... ".· Such infomlation is rcituired to "periodically assess. through customer 

sUr\'eys, the quality ofseryke one-red by 'cOntracting camers." S The Rcsolution also stipulated 

that a Revised Master Agr~lilen\ rnust contain enhanced liquidated damages to be paid by 

contracting carrierS who do not meet the performance requirements contained in the Master 

Agreement. The DDTPAC was authorized to negotiate the reimbursement rate aswell as the 

start date for new CRS vendors.' Any and all Revised Master Agreements wei¢ required to be 

submitted to the Conuuission's Executive Oir«tor for appro"al prior to inlplementation,J To 

ensure that suflldcnt funds were available for payment of the higher reimbursement rates to 

providers, the Conullission augmented DDlp~s interim budget that was approved in Resolution 

T-16017. 

AMENDED MASTER AGREEMENT SUBMISSiON BY DDTPAC 

The DDTPAC entered into negotiations \\ith SPRINT to offer Relay Services to 

Californians as a Secondary Provider. On August 8, 1997. pursuant to requiti'nlents of the 

Resolution, OP 4, the ODTPAC submitted an Amended Master Agri'i'n\ent fot approval. On 

August 21, 1971, the Con\mlssion's Ex~uti\"e DiT\,"(:tor declined to approve the DDTPAC~s 

request because the Amended Master Agreement negotiated bclwecil the DOTPAC and SPRINT 

3 Resolution T-I60J I, OP 7 r~uires new CRS pro\'iders to file monthly scr\'ice quality reports while 
OP 8 requires the filing of an emergency plan for maintaining quality ofscr\'ice in case ofnatural 
disasters or unplanned increase in trame volumes. 
4 Resolution T-16031, finding 10, p. 12. 
5 Ibid. p.8 
6 Ibid. pp. 6 -8-
7 Ibid. OP 4, p. D. 
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Resolution T-160S-I 
Deaf a.nd Ois.-lblcJ Tc-tC'Com. Pr\."lg.ram 
DDTP CRS PROVISIONING OY SPRINT 

Sc-ptembcr 1. 1991 

contained additional pro\;sions requiring Commission re\'lcw and approval. In a leltcr 

explaining his decision, the Ex«uli\'c Dir~tor listoo 'he items that n~--dro to be deletro or 

modified before he could approve the Amended Master Agr~-ement "ithout Commission review,' 

These included the removal of some language that had no ocaring on the contract, the deletion of 

a date for providing the Rclay ScC\'ic~, removal of language interpreting the intent of the 

Resolution, and modification of two tcchnical requirements in the Master Agree-nlent. . hi his 

letter. the Executive DirC'ttor acknowlooged SPRINT's desire to oOer Relay Service as early as 

possible, and suggested that if the DDTPAC were to resubmit a revisoo All1Cnded Master 

Agc\.-ement addressing all of his concerns by August 26. 1997, he would have staO'present it for 

vote by the COIl1mission on S(.'ptember 3" -1997, 

On August 26, the DDtPAC tiled a re,dS\.'<! "Artlended Master Agr«mentU (Revised 

Agreenlcnt). That Re\'iS\.'<I Agr«lllent addressed "lost of the concerns that were raised b}' the 

Executive Ditector in his letter of August 21, 1997. SPRINT was "i II ing to comply \\ith all 

tequiren'lcnts of the Master Agn:-emcnt but sOught waiwcs from the follo\\;ng two tl'Chnicat 

requirement: 

(a) Elimination ofthl" nquh'ements tor providing enhanced protoco1. 

In defense ()fthe elimination of providing enhanced protocol, the DDTP asserts that the 

elin'lination of this requirement is necessary to induce SPRINT to provide CRS in California. It 

further states that the elinlination ofthis requiteillent \\ill not reduce the quality ofeRS service. 

SPRINT has indicatro.that ifit were to oflCe enhanced prolocoJ, itwould have to use a 

proprietary protocol called «turbo-codeH to comply \\ith the requirements of the Mastet 

Agreement. It has been unable to reach a licensing agreement \\;th the vendor to use that 

technology. Instead. SPRINT is suggesting that it be allowed to use ASCII and Daudot fomlats 

for usc (or communicating \\ith TTY's. 9 

Mel, in a letter to the Commission~s ExC'tuti\'e Director, indicated that it would be 

disadvantaged ifthe entlanccd protocol requitemcnts arc removed from the Master Agreement 

It based its premise on the fact that Mel expended considerable resources to develop irs 

• 8telter from Wesley Franklin 10 Shelley Bergum dated August 21, 1991. 
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EnhanC'~ Protocol tC'i'hnology. That fe.'atur~ should ther~for~ be r .. "quir~ from all CRS 

providers. 

The stal)~notes that Mel experiencoo operational dimculties in the deplo)'ing its 

Enhancoo Protocol features. Even though MCI startoo oflering CRS on <Ktober II. 1996. the 

Enhancoo Protocol features w~re not operational until appn,lximately Ma)' 16. 1997. Th~t was 

sc\'en months after Mel was supposoo to oflcr the feature. A new wndor similarly may require 

SOme period oftinle to have that hxhnolog)' oper-ational. 

(a) EUmh'late the requirements for operator assistance for Try users. 

Section ItT of the Mastcr Agreement requires operators to provide operator assistance for TTY 

~rs for all calls requiring opel1ltor assistance.'. The details are descrilx--d in the relevant section 

of the r..fastet Agteen\ent. 

SPRINT has indicated that it is currently unable to pro\ide aU theoperatoT assistance 

requirements listed in the Master AgC\.~ment. Staffbcliews that SPRINT or any other vcndor 
,-, 

should be able to comply "ith the requirements (lfthal feature of the Master Agreen'lcnt. \Ve 

would cXJX~t SPRINT to require no more than four months to iniplcment the requirements of 

Sc-ction ItT of the Master Agreement. 

DDTPAC'S REQUEsT FOR COMMISSION ACTION ON THE AMENDED MASTER 
AGREEr.n:NT ON AN EMERGENCY BASIS 

The DDTPAC also r .. "que-sted that the Comniission should deal \\lth the Amended Mastcr 

Agreement on an emergency basis lx"'Causc I) SPRINT had made public announcements that it 

would start providing eRS to Californians from Septcmber I, 1997, 2) all appropriate actions 

had ocen taken on a timcl)' basis. and 3) neither the DDTPAC nor SPRINT believed that a \'ote 

of the fun Commission was necessary for the approval of contract changes. 'O 

We are persuaded that the nc.."<1 to ofier choice in the provision of Rclay Service to deaf 

and disabled customcrs in California as soon as possible is consistent "lth out prior orders and 

mandatoo by the public interc-st. Accordingly, we are acting on the DDTPAC's R"qUC.st pursuant 

to Section II 1 25.3(a)(2) of the Government Code, as there exists a nced to take inuilediate acli6n 

• 9 Leiter from Richard Purkey to. Wesley Franklin. dated August 26. 1997, at p. 2 
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Resolution T·160S-I 
Ikafand DisablC\J 1'el",o01. Progranl 
DDTP CRS PROVISIONING BY SPRINT 

Septcmkr 3, 1991 

ilnd the ncoo came to the Commission's aUcntion subS\."'quent to the posting of the agenda on -

August 2~, 1997. 

PROVISION OF UNAUTHORIZED SERVICE 8\' SPRINT 

I n a letter datoo August 20. 1997, Mel assertoo that SPRINT was providing rday 

services in California \\ithout authorization. A~ording to Mel, SPRINT was advertising Some 

loli free numbers that could be used fot obtaining Relay services from SPRINT on September 1, 

1997. No mention was made of the faCt that the oficring of Rda)' Ser.iccs in California by 

SPRINT were contingent on obtaining authOrization from the Conlmission. To prove its 

assertions. ~ fel auached actual TIV tapes of conversations using SPRINT's advertised toll free 

numbers.1I 

In n.~sponse to Mel's assertions, SPRINT refuted MCPs clain~s and slatoo that it was not 

providing eRS in CaHfomia ix"Cause it was not aUlhorizM to do so. Any calls that n~lght have 

been made as Mel claimoo were inadvertently olade because One of its technicians had forgotten 

to "takc steps ncces..~'U)' to preclude completion of caUs to SPRINT TRS centers on these lines. 

However, the errOr was short-lived and has now lx.--en correcloo."u 

StaO'has independently verified that SPRINT's advertised nuntocrs could not be USt.--d to 

complete any eRS calls. \Vc expect that SPRINT \\ill be nlore careful in the future. 

\\'e are contemcd that SPRINrs advertising of Rda)' Service offerings in Catifomia 

\\ithout proper authorization might have contributed to public confusion. \\'e eXIX"'Ct SPRINT to 

refrain from any future advertising for its Relay Services that is misleading in any way. 

CREATION OF USER DATA BASE BY SPRINT 

It has lx--en brought to Stan's attention that SPRINT sent requests for information to 

members of the deaf and disabled comn\unlties adn~,rtising the oncring ofretay ser\'ices on 

September I, 1997. U As discussed above, no mention was made that the offering of the service 

10 Letter front Shelley Bergum to Wesley Franklin da:t~" August 26. 1991 at p. S. 
11 Letter from Jennifer Spade to Wesley Franklin. dated August 20~ 1997. 
12 Letter from Richard Purkey to Wesley Franklin dated August 26. 1991. 
13 Letter from John Moore addres.sed to Californians, dated Augllst 5, 1997. 
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~afand Disabled Tcl~om. PCt..1sram 
DDTP CRS PROVISIONING 8Y SPRINT 

ScpKmocr J. 1991 

was contingent on reeeh'ing the proper authoriz.ltions from the Commission. Fu~hC'r, dis.1blC'd 

consumers wer~ requestoo to pro\ide infomlatioll regarding their calling prefercll('es. and other 

personal infomlatioI\ so SPRINT could dcn:Jop a "IRS Cuslomer Dalab.1s~ promo" (D.llab..1se). 

We are not aware of the mcans SPRINTcmployeJ to assemble its list ofdisablcd 

consumers. The Comnlission n~'\.Is to be infomu'd about the sources uS\.--d bi' SPRINT to r.:quest 

infonllation from disabled consumers. 

OPPORTUNITY FOR PARTIES TO AFFIRM THF~E CHANGEs 

In this resolution. we are changing two of the temlS and conditions conl~ined ill the 

Amended Master Agreement. Recognizing that the parties have not agrC\.--d to the changes we 

bave made. we inust accord SPRINT and the DDT PAC the oppOrtunity to an1nn their 

a«eptance of the Anlended Master Agrceolent. as we have ntodified it. Accordingly, if SPRINT 

and the DDTP submit to the COlllniission's Executive Ditctlor, \\ithin 15 days of our adoption of 

this Resolution. a copy of the Amended Master Agr~ment signed by both SPRINT and the 

DDTPAC, we \\ill dcei'll the changes to have been acreplcd. If the parties fail to submit a copy 

of the signed Amended Master Agreement to the Executive Direetor, we \\i1J assume that they 

have rejected our changes and the Amended Master Agreement \\ill be null and ,"oid. In tbat 

event, the p.."\rties would be free to renegotiate another An\ended Master Agre~ment. but \\ith the 

knowledge that a later version must confoml to the changes we have adopted here. 

FINDINGS 

l. Pursuant (0 Commission Resolution T-16031 (Resolution), the DDTPAC subnlittcd an 

Amended Master Agreement for eRS Services (Amended Agrt'emcnt) to the 

Commission's Executive Director on August 8, 1997. 

2. The Amended Agreement was negotiatoo between the DDTPAC and Sprint 

COlllmunkations COnlpa11Y (SPRINT). 

3. Ordering Paragraph (OP) 4 of the Resolution requin.--d the DDTPAC to file its Amended 

. Agteenlent \\ith tbe Commission's Executivc Director. The Commission's Executivc 

Director was directed to approve the same, in \\Tiling, \\itbin fifteen days of the filing of 

such an agreement by the DDTPAC . 
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Resolution T·16084 Septemtx-r J. 1997 
I>\-ar and l>is.abted Tele-\'om. Pr,,"'gram 
DDTP CRS PROVISIONING BY SPRINT 

4. The Amended Agreement contained re\;sions that modified the technical tenus of the 

Master Agreement and certain other uself-cn~'Ctuating" tenns \\;th resl'~."d to the starting 

date of the S('r\'ice offering. 

S. Ihe Resolution authQrizoo the DDT PAC to negotiate modifications pertaining (0 

rdmbursenlent le\'els and start dates for new CRS pt(widers. 

6. On August 21, 1997, the Amended Agreement was not appro\'ed by the Commission's 

EXIXuti\'c Director b«ause it contained additional pro\;sions requiring Comniission 

rc"iew and approval. 

1. In his leUer rejecting the Amended Agreement, the Commission's Executi\'e Director 

infornled the DDTPAC that if his cOoncerns werc appropriately riddre.ssed in a re

negotiated Amended Master Agreement and submitted no later than August 26, 1997. 

stall'WQuld bring the matter before the Commission for a vote as soon as September 3, 
1997. lie also urged the DDT PAC 10 include in its request proof that de"iations from 

ad'opted technical standards met consumer quality service standards . 

8. On August 26, 1997, the DDTPAC submitted a rc"iS\.'d Amended Agreement to the 

Commission·s Executive Director. 

9. The DDTPAC requested emergency considemtion ofthe Amended Master Agreement so 

it lx~onies effective on Septemocr 1, 1997 or as SOOll as possible thereafter OCcause: 

a) SPRINT made public and financial commitments to this Commission and to the 

deafand disabJed community that SPRINT's CRS servicc would be in placc and 

available to customers on Septel1locr I, 1997.--

b) All appropriate actions had been taken on a timely basis to ensure that SPRINT 

would be able to meet those commitments 

c) Neither the DDT PAC nor SPRINT believed that a futl Commission vote was 

nece-ssary (or appro\'al of the contract. 

10. The Amended Master Agreement and the rcviS\."d Antended Agreement filed by the 

DDt PAC are both unsigned documents . 
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Resolution T-16084 SrptcOlbcr J, 1997 
lkafand DiS3blcd T~I~('Im. PfQgram 
DDTP CRS PROVISlONINO BY SPRINT 

II. The revised I\nlended Agr«ment (ontains the foHo\\ing deviations from the MasIN 

Agreement: 

a) deletes the t~uirement for "enhancoo protocol" that is (ontainro in SNtion Jill of 

the Master Agreement; 

b) deletes ASCII and Baudot of Sec lion 6 of the Master Agreement; and 

t) adds a new Section 36, "Optional Tcnllination", to the Mas-ter Agr«mcnt. 

For a discussion ofitcnls a} and b) above, see pages 6 and 7 of this Resolution. 

12. Mel, the current "Prinlal)' CRS Provider" ruinounccd that it started oflering cnhanc~ 

protocol in compliance \\ith the requirements of the Master Agreement on May 16, 1997, 

15 that was about seven months after it started offering CRS under its contract. 

13. It seems reasonable to cxpc.."'Ct an extension of up to seven n\onths to new providers who 

\\ish to provide enhanced protoco1 to be consistent with MCl's experiences. 

14. 

15 • 

No modifications to the Master Agreement arc authorized by resolution T-160ll. 

In Augusl, 1991) SPRINT started adwrtising that it would oflCr CRS services on 

Septcnlber I, 1991 \\ithout being authorized to do so by the Commission. 

16. In August, 1991, SPRINT sent letters requesting t>crsonal information from the disabkd 

community to establish its data base to oiler CRS \\ithout prior authorization from the 

COilunissioll. 

11. It is not clear at this tittle where SPRINT obtained the customer address lists for 

pOpulating its CRS database. 

18. Mel alleged that SPRINT started ot'lering CRS (0 Californians in August, 1991. 

19. SPRINT indicated that some California intrastate eRS calls inadvertently went through 

while it was testing its new CRS numbers in preparation of its CRS oO'ering. 

20. Staff has illdependently verified that SPRINrs adwrtiseJ CRS numbers are not 

operational at this time. 

14 Letter from Shelley Bergum to Wesley Franklin lransmitting the "Amended Master Agreement", at p. 
S. 
IS California Relay Service Admlnistrati\'e Committee (CRSAC). mc-etirig minutes ofMa)' 16, 1991, p . 
3. 
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Resolution T· 160M Sc-ptcmbcr J. 1991 
D\'af and Disabled TeJ«'om. Pft.)gram 
DDTP CRS PROVISIONING IlY SPRINT 

21. There exists a need to take immediate action on the DDTl")AC·s request ~~ause failure to 

act would create immediate custom\'( confusion resulting from SPRINrs public 

commitment to ofter Relay Service in early September. and the need to act promptly 

came to the Commission's attention subsequent to August 22. 1997; when the 

commission's agenda was posted. 

THEREFORE, rt IS ORDERED that: 

1. We "ill act on DDTPAC's r""quest on an emergc~y basis pursuant to Government Code 

Section II 125.3(aX2). 

2. SPRINT is authorized to ofl'cr Relay Service to Californians pursuant to tcmlS of the 

J\mended Master Agreement :md consistent \\ith the tern's Md conditions set forth in 

Resolution T-16031. In case ofconflic(s, Resolution T·16031 shall govern except as 

noted below: 

3. 

a) SPRINT agrees to satisfy aU technical requirelitents enumerated in the Master 

Agrc-emcnt within (ourn'lonths of the effective date of this resolution except 

Enhanced Protocol, which \\ill be required to be oflercd \\ithin seven months. 

SPRINT shall make all filings listed in Resolutions T-16011 and T-160JI "ith the 

Dir .. --ctor ofTelc-conll11unications Division. 

4. The DDTPAC is directed to file \\ilh the COnll1lission's Executive Director and the 

Dir .. --ctor ofthe Te1<X'omnllUlications Division, a siglled cop>, of the Amcl'ulcd Master 

Agreenlent revised to comply \\ith the requirernents.ofthis Resolution. The Executive 

Director shall act on the filing by the DDTPAC \\ithin two working days of that filing. 

S. The eflectivc date of SPRINT's contract shall be no earlier than the day follo\\ing the 

\\Titten approval, by the Executive Director, of the Amended Master Agreement and shall 

continue through October II. 1999. 

6. SPRINT shall desist froni advertising its eRS rdated services until theefrective date of 

SPRINT's contract as set forth ill Ordering Paragraph 5 above. 

7. Within 30 days of the eOcctive date of this resolution, SPRINT shall file the follo\\ing 

infoffilation "ith the Director of the Te1ccomn\unications Di\'ision~ 
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l~af and UisabJcJ Tet«'om. rCl)gram 
n[)Tr CRS rROVJS10~I~O OY SPRINT 

SeplflllN-C ). 1991 

a) an explanation of the sour~c ofies address lists used prior (0 Scpt\'mkr I, 1997, 

fot its nlailings (0 the deaf community to populate its data bast;'. 

b) if the alxwe lists \\'~rc c(lmpHed as a result ofpro\iding eRS sen'ices und\'r its 

prior contract, the authorit)· under ;which it used those lists. In the latter casc. 

SPRINT should quote reasons why it should not be sanctioned for using such 

infomlatiotl without priN Commission autMrization. 

8. The DOTPAC is required to consult with the Commission's Telccomml1i1ications 

Division Stafrifdari'kations ofCon'tmissioI'l orders are needed. for modifications of 

commission resOlutions, the DDTPAC should file for such modifications "in accotdance 

with standards and procedures established b~' the Co"mmission. 

9. \Vithin IS days Oflh~ et'l~lh'e date of this Resolution, if SPRINT and the DDTPAC 

agree to the changes we have made to the Amended Master Agreement they must amni'l 

their acceptance by submitting to the Commission's Executive Director a'copy of the 

signed Amended MaSter Agreemtnt. 

l11is Resolution is ef'lc<:th'e today. 

I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities Con'lmission at its regular 

meeting on September 3, 1997. The (oHoning Commissioners approved it. 
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