
Consumer/Disability Telecommunications Advisory Committee

Friday, November 30, 2001 meeting

M   I   N   U   T   E   S

The third meeting of the Consumer/Disability Telecommunications Advisory Committee (CDTAC) was held on Friday, November 30, 2001, from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., at the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in Washington, D.C.  The following Committee members were in attendance:

1.  Rayna Aylward

2.  Brenda Battat 

3.  Gil Becker

4.  Michael F. Delcasino

5.  Richard T. Ellis

6.  Joseph C. Gaskins

7.  Larry Goldberg

8.  Susan Grant

9.  Judith Harkins, Ph.D.

10.  Steve Jacobs – By teleconference

11.  Vernon James

12.  Karen Fullum Kirsch

13.  Jeffrey Kramer

14.  Marie Long

15.  Paul Ludwick

16.  Ken McEldowney

17.  Shelley Nixon

18.  Kathleen O'Reilly

19.  Susan Palmer

20.  David Poehlman

21.  Bob Segalman, Ph.D. 

22.  Claude Stout 

23.  Jim Tobias

24.  Karen Walls

25.  Andrea Williams

The following alternates were in attendance:

1. Matt Bennett (representing Paul Schroeder)

2. Nancy Bloch (representing Andrew Lange)

3. Roberta Braden (representing Robert Chrostowski)

4. Steve Coston (representing Matt Kaltenbach)

5. Leo Fitzsimon (representing Micaela Tucker)

6. Loreta Polk (representing Daniel Brenner)

The following members were absent:

1. Julie Carroll

2. Maricela Gallegos

3. Milton J. Little, Jr.

4. Belinda Nelson

5. Melissa Newman

6. Shirley Rooker


FCC representatives participating were Commissioner Michael Copps, Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy, Consumer Information Bureau Chief K. Dane Snowden, Scott Marshall, and John Stanley.


The first panel of outside speakers included Edie Herman, Debra Berlyn, Howard Symons, Lauren Belvin, Bradford Ramsay, and Gene Kimmelman.  The second panel included Mr. Leithauser, John Conroy, Allan Bausback, Mark Cooper, John Nakahata, and Carol Ann Bischoff.


The meeting began with Andrea Williams, chairing for Shirley Rooker, who had taken ill, taking roll and introducing herself.  She also acknowledged new representatives of member organizations who were attending their first CDTAC meeting. New representatives included Melissa Newman for Qwest, Marie Long for Rainbow/PUSH, and Claude Stout for the Consumer Action Network.  She then turned the meeting over to Mr. Snowden.  


Mr. Snowden welcomed the Committee and stated Chairman Powell agreed to accept the recommendation not to add three organizations that wanted to join the Committee.  He also stated that the Committee received the list of priorities from the Chairman.  He mentioned that once the reform is approved that the Consumer Information Bureau will be renamed the Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau and the Disabilities Rights Office will be elevated to a higher level with increased staffing and a new policy arm.  He mentioned that the Bureau’s goal is to reach out to consumers beyond the Beltway as well as to those in the metropolitan Washington, D.C. area. 


Mr. Tobias requested Mr. Snowden include a presentation by the Disability Rights Office either to the committee as a whole or to the Disability Subcommittee.  Mr. Snowden encouraged Mr. Tobias to speak to Shirley Rooker or Andrea Williams in setting the Committee’s agenda.  Mr. Snowden then introduced Commissioner Michael Copps.  


Commissioner Copps thanked the committee for its work and stated that with the Committee’s help we can advance the goal of bringing the best and most accessible communications system to all citizens including those with disabilities.  He stressed that the heart of the Telecom Act of 1996 is a pro-consumer stance and that Congress declared that the preeminent goal was to secure lower prices and higher quality services for American consumers.  He stated that the FCC’s mandate is to put the interest of American consumers front and center in everything that the FCC does. 


Ms. Williams thanked Shirley Rooker and the subcommittee co-chairs for their help in developing the day's agenda.  Ms. Williams noted that the purpose of the meeting was to educate the Committee and look at competition in the local exchange and long-distance markets and whether consumers have benefited from such competition.  She anticipated that future Committee meetings would look at various issues within the Telecom Act and educate the Committee so that it can have a constructive dialogue.

First Panel


Ms. Williams then introduced the first panelists.  Edie Herman, associate managing editor for Warren Publishing, publisher of Communications Daily, noted that panelists have been asked to discuss the consumer benefits that were promised in the Telecom Act and whether they believe those benefits actually occurred.  She then introduced the panel as follows: Debra Berlyn, co-founder and executive director of the Competition Policy Institute, a non-profit organization, Howard Symons, a partner in Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferns, Lauren Belvin, Vice President of Federal Relations for Qwest Communications, Bradford Ramsay, general counsel of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners; and, Gene Kimmelman, co-director of the Washington office of Consumers Union. 


Ms. Berlyn began her presentation by noting that many of the optimistic promises and predictions about the Act did not come true and that we now have a different landscape.  One of the great hopes was that the regional Bell operating companies would compete in each other's markets but instead of competing with one another, the Bell companies have been consolidating into stronger, larger monopoly companies.  Secondly, she mentioned that just about every decision that was made to implement the Telecommunications Act was taken to court and slowed down the advent of competition.  In addition, the number of competitors to the local Bell operating companies has started to lessen.  However, the Competition Policy Institute believes that consumers are starting to see the benefits of competition.  She concluded her presentation by saying if the Act is adhered to, with continued enforcement of section 271 keeping the markets that have already been opened open, that consumers will start to reap the benefits of competition including lower prices, innovative services and higher quality of services. 


Mr. Howard Symons then began his presentation by stating that it is indisputable that the extent of competition that was predicted at the cutting edge in 1996 has not come to pass.  Most consumers still do not have a choice of local phone companies and the telephone companies did not get into the video business.  The overall market downturn of the past year has taken a disproportionate toll on the telecommunications industry and its economic prospects.  There are competitive local exchange carriers, and they do in fact offer service to residential customers.  The FCC recognized that to get to the kind of competitive marketplace Congress envisioned, the incumbent local exchange carriers had to be required to open up their markets and share their networks.  The controversy surrounding those decisions and the ongoing implementation of those decisions has generated endless controversy along with controversy over whether there has been compliance with the Act.  He said that there's an awareness that there needs to be ongoing vigorous enforcement of the Act for it to take root and flourish and that it is too early to say whether the Act has been a success or failure.  Mr. Symons closed by saying that he thinks it will be a success and will begin to accomplish some of its goals.  


The next presentation was by Lauren (Pete) Belvin from Qwest.  She agreed that the policy on which the Telecom Act was based was sound and that competition is a good thing.  She mentioned that in New York and Texas, the average consumer’s long distance rates have dropped between 10 and 20 percent and that local telephone rates have decreased four percent.  She mentioned that the cable monopolies control 70 percent of that market while local telephone companies, which are ready to roll out DSL service, are largely restricted because of the requirements in the Act adopted to take care of the local voice telephone monopoly.  She pointed out that while Qwest is already a CLEC and serves 25 cities outside its in-home region, the legacy of the '96 Act raises huge practical business questions about whether Qwest can provide those facilities and provide them on economic bases.  She said that unless and until the regulation that impedes that rollout is modified, the situation would be perpetuated where incumbent cable monopolies build on their existing 70 percent of the market for advanced data services.  Belvin maintains that Qwest is interested in repeating the successes and avoiding the failures when it comes to advanced network deployment.


Ms. Herman then introduced Bradford Ramsay as the next speaker.  Mr. Ramsay began by outlining three guiding principles: eliminate entry regulations, substitute market forces for regulation, and protect and expand universal service.  His view is that there should have been a more targeted effort toward Lifeline/Linkup and less emphasis on the traditional modes of high-cost funding of companies.  He said that it took almost twenty years before AT&T had about 50 percent of the market and got non-dominant status.  He indicated that market penetration is actually a little ahead of where he expected it to be and consumers had unrealistic expectations about the Act, but so did many other stakeholders.  Mr. Ramsay believes that it is premature to say that there are tremendous benefits for the residential market.  He does not feel that we need more federal legislation except to give the FCC higher fining authority, as the focus has to be on enforcement.  The regulatory environment can be stabilized through closer cooperation between the state regulators and the FCC, which provides guidance to the state commissions.  He mentioned that the FCC will be looking at the UNE-P platform list, which is the list of items that are required to be unbundled and that if the FCC comes up with a minimum list and says it is binding on the states, that would be a mistake.  Companies should be required to first come to the state commissions who would determine whether the market conditions exist in that state and if the competition in that state makes it appropriate for that item to be removed from the minimum list.  


Ms. Herman then introduced Gene Kimmelman.  Dr. Kimmelman stated that everyone knew there was going to be litigation as a result of the Act.  Consolidation had been predicted and this was an intentional misrepresentation of known facts about the markets, their structures, and about what was going on.  In February 1996, Mr. Kimmelman predicted consolidation, higher cable rates, and higher phone rates, less long distance competition and no meaningful local phone competition in the foreseeable future.  Local phone rates are up, he said, not because of what state regulators have done, but because of what federal regulators have done in deregulating and passing through costs to consumers.  Long distance rates are up as well as the rates of cable, DSL and cable modem service.  Costs are not going up, he said, for many other consumer goods or services and too many consumers are paying from $.15 to $.30 per minute for long distance service.  He indicated that most consumer benefits in the last 20 years came from regulation or a specific mandate on a company not from deregulation.  He said that the driving force in pushing long distance prices down any more in our market come from wireless plans.  He maintained that there are really only two ways to get clear consumer benefits and benefits to disadvantaged groups and they are not from the marketplace.  One is greenmailing and the other is simple, old-fashioned regulation.  He said to keep prices where they are, you need regulation and if you want greater access to remote areas, people of lower income, and people who do not have enormous market demand, you need regulation.  He said it was a law that was doomed to failure because it never got the market economics right, never imposed the right constraints to deal with the disputes that were going to arise, and, therefore, not the solution for serving consumer’s needs or the needs of the disabled community. 


Ms. Herman then entertained questions from the Committee members after which the Committee was adjourned for a ten-minute recess.  


After the break Ms. Williams proceeded with Committee business. It was agreed that in the interest of time the breakout sessions would be moved to the afternoon.  Scott Marshall introduced Yanic Hardie who recently joined CIB and is assigned to the Committee as its legal advisor.  He mentioned that in the packets that were handed out there is an article from the Kiplinger personal finance magazine profiling four consumer advocates, including Shirley Rooker.  Ms. Williams then asked for approval of the minutes, which were sent to Committee members in advance.  Following some corrections to the attendance list, a motion to approve the minutes was received, seconded, and unanimously approved.  The Committee was then asked for volunteers to examine or recommend changes to the Advisory Committee's structure and operating guidelines.  Ms. Williams indicated that Ms. Rooker would like to have a small committee review the guidelines and report back to the full Committee.  Rich Ellis, Kathleen O'Reilly, Susan Palmer, Bob Segalman, Jeff Kramer and David Poehlman volunteered to assist with this activity.


Committee members brought up and discussed the emergency communications problems on September 11th and the need to have special considerations for people with sensory and mobility impairments, as well as, network outage issues.  A motion was made to write a letter to the Chairman, with copies to the other Commissioners and to the Homeland Security Policy Council, citing examples of the problems discussed, to ensure the issues that the Committee is concerned about are addressed.  The issues include the needs of the disability community and reliability issues concerning the number of outages.  The motion was seconded.  There was no one opposed and no abstentions, so the motion was carried.  


Committee members then raised the issue of audio description and the responsibility of the local affiliate with regard to carrying it.  Committee members felt this matter should be taken up in the subcommittee. 


Mr. Tobias asked if Mr. Goldberg who serves on the FCC's Technology Advisory Council could present to the Committee.  Mr. Goldberg then briefed the Committee about the Technological Advisory Council (TAC) which was set-up to advise the Commission on new and emerging technologies.  Although there is little participation by consumers or non-profit organizations, TAC has had a mandate to look at disabilities issues since it was established.  When TAC began its 2nd term last June, the Council identified a small collection of issues it wanted to consider including spectrum management, optical networking, and access to telecommunications by persons with disabilities, consumer and home networks and network security.  Four issues emerged from TAC's Disability Access Working Group.  The first was a mechanism to make sure that the disability access group interfaced with all the groups because disability issues touch every one of those other groups, especially the home networking one which is of vital interest to people with disabilities.  The second one was how people with disabilities may be affected by lack of attention to accessible design in the other areas of study.  The third was creation of a list of features or functionalities that need to be preserved or adequate replacements found as technology advances.  The fourth was to determine how awareness could be raised regarding accessibility issues that future technologies can be launched with accessibility built-in from the start. The Working Group is also considering authoring a journal article that it hopes to have published. 


After the luncheon recess Ms. Williams turned the meeting over to K. Dane Snowden to introduce Commissioner Abernathy.  


Commissioner Abernathy remarked that as a public agency it is critically important for the FCC to focus on consumers and that public/private partnerships are essential.  She believes her primary responsibility is to faithfully implement Congress' priorities such as Section 255.  She expressed disappointment that the proposed rulemaking on whether mobile phones should be compatible with hearing aids took such a long time to get here and felt that the FCC’s outreach to the consumer population should extend beyond the simple rulemaking process.  Her visit to Pennsylvania's Initiative on Assistive Technology at Temple University gave her a brand new appreciation of the importance of wireless communications to users of assistive technologies.  She encouraged everyone to contact the Consumer Information Bureau and her office and staff.  She thinks that together we can improve access for all Americans across the country and that thanks to technological developments, the freedoms that can be given through communications technology to all consumers, both with and without disabilities, is phenomenal.  During the question and answer period following Commissioner Abernathy's remarks, she agreed to look into whether there is something based on the statutory obligations about disability access to new technology that creates some sort of other limited opportunity to deal with disability access to the internet.  


Ms. Williams then introduced John Stanley, Assistant Division Chief of the Policy and Program Planning Division of the Common Carrier Bureau.  Mr. Stanley’s presentation centered on the regulatory framework of the local and long distance telephone markets.  He mentioned that a lot of the work the FCC has been doing has focused around three subjects: access charges, universal service, and competition.  He spoke for some time on the two provisions of the '96 Act that enabled competitors to offer local phone service, section 251 and section 271.  Section 251 imposes obligations on carriers that enable competitors to offer local phone service.  Section 271 enables the Bells to apply for permission to offer long distance service.  Mr. Stanley mentioned that there are three major modes of entry for competitive carriers, facilities-based entry, resale, and unbundled network elements.  He mentioned that the baby Bells are allowed into the long distance market on a state-by-state basis by filing applications with the FCC, which include a 14-point checklist.  Mr. Stanley mentioned that Chairman Powell said that we're now moving into Phase II of implementing the 1996 Act.  Phase I, he said was the initial implementation, getting ahead of the ball, trying to set the rules for competition.  In Phase II the FCC can take a look at what worked, what has not and focus on what's actually going on in the marketplace.  He mentioned three major proceedings that will be active in Phase II, a performance measurement and enforcement proceeding, a triennial review in which the FCC will evaluate its policy on unbundled network elements and a proceeding to look at how the FCC distinguishes between dominant and non-dominant carriers.  

Second Panel 


Ms. Williams thanked John Stanley and introduced the moderator, Mr. Leithauser, senior editor at Telecommunications Report, who moderated the next panel discussion.


Mr. Leithauser mentioned that competitors in the telecom sector have gone out of business and others are struggling.  He then introduced the panel including: John Conroy, Vice President of Regulatory Matters for Verizon in Massachusetts; Allan Bausback, Director of the Office of Communications at the New York Public Service Commission; Mark Cooper, Director of Research for the Consumer Federation of America and President of Citizens Research; John Nakahata, a partner in the Washington law firm of Harris, Wiltshire & Grannis; and, Carol Ann Bischoff, Executive Vice President and General Counsel for the Competitive Telecommunications Association.


Mr. Leithauser introduced Mr. John Conroy as the first speaker.  Mr. Conroy started his presentation by saying that competition in the local exchange and long distance markets has worked for consumers.  It is a fundamental in economics that competition in any market benefits consumers from a number of perspectives: price, quality, innovation, and choice, to name a few.  He showed that between 1998 and 1999 Verizon nearly doubled the number of facilities used by competitors to interconnect with its network and that in about a decade, competitors have created a network over half the size of Verizon's network that took Verizon a century to build.  He presented statistics showing that the number of lines held by Verizon decreased as the lines of competitors grew.  He concluded by saying that as Massachusetts markets continue to mature, consumers will have an ever-increasing number of providers, technologies and services to meet their needs.  


The next presentation was by Mr. Bausback.  In his opinion, expectations of immediate competition following passage of the Act were unrealistic.  He recounted a history of the deregulation of customer premises equipment that took 35 years from start to finish.  He also mentioned that from the starting point for long distance deregulation until the FCC declared all carriers including AT&T to be non-dominant was again 35 years from start to finish.  He said that in the local service arena the issues included universal service, things called cream skimming, and contentions of loss of service in rural areas.  Resale of the incumbent companies' facilities was pursued and finally implemented, he said, in something called collocation in 1991.  He mentioned that effective use of these elements and resale of facilities also required operational support systems.  The automated ordering system was critical, and in New York was responsible for the delay from 1996 until the time that Verizon New York received approval to get into the long distance business in the beginning of year 2000.  He mentioned that penetration grew with the greatest share coming through the use of unbundled network elements.  In summary, Mr. Bausback believes that the state of competition is pretty much on target, despite the recession.  Mr. Bausback closed by saying he does not think anything is broken, and he would be very hesitant to recommend any kind of fixing right now. 


Mr. Leithauser then introduced Dr. Cooper.  Dr. Cooper believes that competition has worked for consumers where regulators make it work.  He quoted Pat Wood, who is now the chairman of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, when he was nominated for that job as saying that on their best day regulators cannot deliver benefits to consumers as well as a functioning market can.  He mentioned that New York is a success story with fully a quarter of the residential customers changing their phone companies in New York.  To achieve real competition, he believes, four elements are required: a fair price for using pieces of the incumbent's network, treating people fairly in handing people off between one another, always maintaining fair business practices, and access to all of the product.  He said that the single most important policy decision was made by the incumbent telephone companies when they said they would not allow any competitors to use our legacy support systems and the FCC accepted that.  He maintained that that single decision resulted in five years time to develop a second set of operating support systems that would treat competitors fairly.  He said the critical aspect is performance and whether they are treating these people at parity.  He felt the great tragedy of the first six years of implementation of the Telecom Act is that regulators let the competitors down.  They raised billions of dollars in the belief that regulators would open this market quickly and the regulators failed to insist that the Bells provide fair pricing, parity for support, decent business practices and access to DSL.  He closed by saying that we can take New York as the example of how it has worked but unfortunately, there are not too many other places that have gotten to that level of fair competition.


Mr. Leithauser then introduced Mr. Nakahata.  Mr. Nakahata began his presentation with mention of the changes in the market since 1995, the introduction of new products like high-speed Internet access, wireless, falling long distance rates, and then a tremendous growth in small long distance carriers.  He believes that no one is happy with the level of competition today but thinks nevertheless that local competition does work and deliver better value for consumers.  He used Anchorage, Alaska as an example of where CLECs have 45 percent share of the market and that the price of the most commonly purchased local service, has dropped 30 percent as a result of competition.  Maintaining the conditions for local competition is at the top of the list of issues that we need to look at as we move forward.  He pointed out that until we straighten out our system of toll averaging for long distance rates and rationalize the subsidy systems, we're not going to see rural America having the same types of choice in long distance plans as you see in urban areas.  He mentioned that we have to do a better job of educating the world about the Lifeline offerings that are there to help support service for low-income consumers.  Mr. Nakahata’s overall assessment is that the '96 Act is working and that competition clearly works.  He closed by saying that we need to continue to allow it and to make it work which require time and effort, but it will ultimately deliver good consumer benefits.


Ms. Bischoff began her presentation by noting that as Telecommunications Counsel to Senator Bob Kerry of Nebraska, she had firsthand experience with the three years of debate leading to passage of the '96 Act.  She said that CompTel’s view that more competition means more technological innovation and that U.S. consumers benefit in many ways, and not merely with respect to service offerings and price competition.  She added that telecommuting has increased dramatically, lower telecommunications prices have enabled U.S. businesses to have lower costs for the goods and service that they produce, and that the telecom sector has yielded many jobs.  In Ms. Bischoff’s view, the UNE platform is critical to serving consumers and small businesses.  She made mention of the triennial review and said that the FCC should convene a federal-state joint board conference on unbundled network elements.  She said that CompTel thinks it is critical that the FCC consider the role that the states have had in promoting competition in those states where competition is working.  Ms. Bischoff closed by saying that the choices that regulators are making at the FCC and at the states today will determine the kind of world that we have in the future -- whether that world is one of large monopolies, or one which continues to allow for the entrepreneurial spirit that will provide U.S. consumers with multi-vendor, multi-user, multi-protocol networks. 


The panel then entertained questions from the Committee members and then the public.  Ms. Williams thanked the panel and asked the Committee members to adjourn to their subcommittee groups.  After the recess, Ms. Williams started with the subcommittee reports.  The charge to the subcommittees was to assess the impact of local competition in terms of the Committee’s priority issues. 


Mr. McEldowney presented the Consumer Subcommittee’s report.  There was general agreement among the subcommittee that the dialogue was good, that the issues were laid out well and fairly, and it was a very balanced presentation.  The question posed was what could the Committee really do about it when the folks they are representing have set positions.  The subcommittee felt that what might be more productive in the future would be a combination of things.  The subcommittee recommended that ideally the agendas for the meetings would be a combination of one, specific things coming from the Commission where they wanted some feedback and, two, issue areas coming out of the subcommittees with specific recommendations that the full Committee would act on.


Ms. Williams thanked Mr. McEldowney and said that his subcommittee did provide information that would be useful in the task force that Shirley Rooker wants to discuss in terms of the CDTAC's structure and the operating guidelines.  She also mentioned that Mr. McEldowney is not on that committee.  Mr. McEldowney said he would be happy to be on it to make amends for not following directions.


Ms. Williams called on Ms. Harkins to report on behalf of the Disability Subcommittee.  Ms. Harkins said the subcommittee had a lot of discussion about the program not really touching on disability issues that could have been seamlessly incorporated into the presentations.  The subcommittee requested that the next meeting include a report on section 255 enforcement and complaints as well as a report on how the reorganization is affecting DRO.  The subcommittee mentioned that the FCC has taken off the DRO website address "access@fcc.gov" and they did not recall receiving any request for input to take that down nor were they notified of any plans to merge the complaint processes.  The subcommittee strongly recommended reinstatement of the website address as well as inclusion of disability access issues in the next program.  The subcommittee applauded the FCC for the proceeding on hearing aid compatibility with digital wireless phones and its reviewing of that exemption.  On competition's effects, the subcommittee pointed out that competition alone will not provide accessibility for people with disabilities and that enforcement is needed of the regulations that are already in place.  The subcommittee would like the FCC to remind new entrants and others about section 255 and to include disability access in their marketplace entry plans.  


The Disability Subcommittee raised two issues regarding telecommunications relay service.  One, allowing consumers to choose the relay provider that best meets their needs is advantageous because not all relay providers excel equally in all of the services that are available, and two, the issue raised by a member of the public that carrier of choice is being denied to TRS users because not all of the competitors in the marketplace are following ICCF connection recommendations.  The subcommittee mentioned that the public notice about carrier of choice did not have any effect and going state-by-state with each PUC going to all of these carriers trying to make them aware is too laborious.  The subcommittee would like for the FCC to report back as to what their authority is to make sure that carriers are participating in relay so that TRS users can have a carrier of choice.  The last item raised by the subcommittee concerning competition dealt with awareness within companies; that local and long distance companies should have disability experts in their customer care operations and that public utility commissions should take on some responsibility for educating these companies about what their requirements are.  


Ms. Williams spoke for the Affordability Subcommittee.  The subcommittee went back through and revamped and reprioritized the initial list of priorities.  Since they did not have a full subcommittee this was considered an interim report and planned to put the report on the listserv to get more input from other subcommittee members who could not participate or who were not able to attend.  There were two major issues that the subcommittee would like to see the FCC tackle.  The first issue is broadband in terms of availability and deployment to rural tribal lands, high cost areas and previously unserved markets.  The second issue concerned local and long distance competition to rural areas and tribal lands, again looking at affordability, availability of equitable services in terms of what urban areas are receiving including enhanced services and 9-1-1 services.  The subcommittee would like the Commission to look at universal service funds as a mechanism to providing these enhanced services.  The subcommittee felt that there continues to be ongoing need for public education about the Lifeline and Linkup program. 


The Affordability Subcommittee also looked at the issue of balancing FCC regulation with competition and discussed inter-modal competition.  The subcommittee felt that the FCC needs to seriously look at this in terms of regulatory parity and find a regulatory scheme that will get service to rural areas.  The subcommittee pointed out that where a land line company may not feel that it makes good business sense to go to rural areas, there needs to be an incentive for perhaps a wireless or CLEC or satellite service to serve that area and suggested looking at universal service.  The subcommittee also raised the issue of lack of full disclosure to tribal lands and rural areas in terms of the business decisions that those communities would have to make.  The subcommittee recommended that priorities include revisiting the MAG order dealing with universal service as well as revisiting the spectrum allocation and licensing with respect to the treatment of tribal lands as sovereign nations.  The subcommittee noted that the FCC has made some strides regarding educational outreach, on complex issues and bilingual services, especially in Spanish, and they should continue them and recommended that the FCC continue and improve upon those services.  Ms. Williams concluded by reiterating that this was an interim subcommittee report until all the subcommittee members can have an opportunity to comment.  


Ms. Williams asked if there were any questions regarding the subcommittee reports and received no response.  She then opened up the floor for comments from the public.  Brenda Kelly Frey from Maryland Relay Service and a board member of the Telecommunications Equipment Distribution Program Association expressed an interest in becoming a member of the Committee if a vacancy became available.  Ms. Williams said she would pass that on to Shirley Rooker and asked if there were any other comments from the public and received no response.  The meeting was then adjourned.
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