
DAYLE JAMES
Sheriff

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:

Dear Chairman Hundt:

WAYNE SPEARS
UnCtersherlff

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier
we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a
number of different carriers, non of whom will have any obligation
to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If
BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us
to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. the resulting increase in tension
will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from
abusive rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for
this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
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action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then
let sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
Administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

~heriff'

Okmulgee County Sheriff's
Office
314 West 7th
Okmulgee, Ok 74447

(918) 756-4311
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DAYLE JAMES
Sheriff

c-- ir? flOG-r: 31994 WAYNE SPEARS
\ Undersheriff
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~J RECEIVED
The Honorable Rachelle
Federal Communications
1919 M Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

~1Ir. n1 1994
B. Chong
Commission

OFFICE OF
COUMlSSIONf.R n~CHEllE B. CHONG

CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party PreferenceRe:

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier
we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a
number of different carriers, non of whom will have any obligation
to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If
BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us
to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. the resulting increase in tension
will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from
abusive rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for
this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
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action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then
let sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
Administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

Okmulgee County Sheriff's
Office
314 West 7th
Okmulgee, Ok 74447

(918) 756-4311
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Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Ms. Chong:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate
facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and
have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls from our facility to a
single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the
telecommunications network and the freedom to use any carrier they please.
BPP will take away our right to coo.cdinat.e iIllnate .::alls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different
carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us, and few that will be
trained to handle inmate calls.

The Billed Party Preference will do nothing more than undermine our ability to
control all inmates in our facility. If you approve BPP, you will take away
all established tools incorporated in the phone system to accomplish the below
listed issues:

A) Victim and witness harassment prevention by inmates;
B} Facility personnel supervision of phone usage;
C) Phone number blocking capability;
D) Call duration capability;
E) Call monitoring and recording capabilities;
F) Inmate phone commissions;
G) Collect-only system capability; and
H) Reduced budgetary costs due to not having to pay for inmate calls.



In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facility,
ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere
with our administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Yours for better Law Enforcement,

~'~\~J il Saba, Sheriff
D gherty County Sheriff's Office
225 Pine Avence
Albany, Georgia 31702

cc: Vice President Al Gore
Senator Paul Coverdell
Senator Sam Nunn
Congressman Sanford Bishop
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July 25, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Mr. Barrett:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate
facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and
have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls from our facility to a
single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the
telecommunications network and the freedom to use any carrier they please.
BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different
carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us, and few that will be
trained to handle inmate calls.

The Billed Party Preference will do nothing more than undermine our ability to
control all inmates in our facility. If you approve BPP, you will take away
all established tools incorporated in the phone system to accomplish the below
listed issues:

A) Victim and witness harassment prevention by inmates;
B) Facility personnel supervision of phone usage;
C) Phone number blocking capability;
D) Call duration capability;
E) Call monitoring and recording capabilities;
F) Inmate phone commissions;
G) Collect-only system capability; and
H) Reduced budgetary costs due to not having to pay for inmate calls. ()
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In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facility,
ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere
with our administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Yours for better law Enforcement,

J~S~~
Dougherty Coun~y Sheriff's Office
225 Pine Avenue
Albany, Georgia 31702

cc: Vice President Al Gore
Senator Paul Coverdell
Senator Sam Nunn
Congressman Sanford Bishop



J. Al Cannon, Jr., Esq.
SHERIFF, CHARLESTON COUNTY

3505 Pinehaven Drive
Charleston Heights, SC 29405-7789

(803) 554-4700
FAX# 554-9744

Chief Deputy L.J. Hanson
DETENTION BUREAU ADMINISTRATOR

3883 Leeds Avenue
Charleston, SC 29405-7482

(803) 745-2303
FAX# 745-2256

The Honorable Rachelle
Federal Communic"'iti,j-:,"
1 Cj 1, (~ M 3tl'eet, Nip]
Washi11gton, D.(~.

B. :=~l-t(;llg
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The Honorable Rarhelle B. Chnng:
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inmate facilities.
(BPI) at

o

We have analyzed the secul-'i't,y and administration need:::. at: our
facility and have found it t,) be necessary to route in.tnate calls
h:,',~;m ,~;ur facil ity t ,~) ,=j single carrier that i~3 c3quipped +:() handle
inmate calls an,] ,,7ith wliom we have a contrdct1.li'tl relationship.
We- C,311n ,.)t. ,'3.11C'lt-r i l1n;ates t:) 11a\le ::'l)en access tl~ +:.118 t.ele­
c,:)nmnJn1cat,JOns network and the freedom to ,_:se ,:lny carrier t,hey
1=Jle'::lse. BP:P wilJ; t,~ke aWI=tY i)lJl~ ]:ig~ht ti-::' Cf)l)rijir:at,e i11nl<3te 1.-:-a.113
t-'t-:rough a carr:~''''r '.4e v.nc;y." and trl\st. Tnst,pad, inmate ':'03.115 will

l""'jf-?, 1:'()'lltt3t-1 to ,.3 n,~.:rrt1:·,er ::'[ d,iffe1--.,~~:-~t. i.="a.T'rier5, 11'~llle ()f '.Alh,)nl will
h ::~j\le .3 ny :.)1-:,3. i g ,:1·t- j. :"l r· t-- Cl 1 -; .=:~ ~ an rj f '~~'\AJ t-1~.3 t \A] .·~.l J 1~~e- -t. y' a i 11pc1. "t(-:'t 11 .:311(] 1e
innta.te ca115.

We have 031 :3(" found j t necessaTy to in51:..311 phcne equipment t_hat
LC sppc'<ific,:dly dp3igned fe,}' irU11.:ite (~al1i';. This equipment helps
prevent fraud. ablJsive calls, and other criminal activity over

le t-elephe'ne netw "Tk. C~rv'e\-, the <>,n?t,=m+:, budg;etary cc,nstraints
T,Yl.3t V.,re a.I'e 1JI1Cle-r:' I 'C"vlP :;-:',311rl(·t_ affo"l'd. 't-~~'l r)1..-'~)\ljiJ.e tl'li::::. eClt1iE)n\erlt.
w~~hout the help ~f inmate phone servi~e pTGviders. BPP would
,')] c::,n fc, 1 iminat>c, t'-,e revenue stream th-3+: f in,=n,ce3 cyur inmate
phone::,;, If BPP is .=tpplic:',j +,,, inm,3.te facilitje;'3, there will be no
Hay for us t-,,, f il,3nce +:hese ph":nE~',3, no',,' \~ri11 there be inmate
pil0ne service p:l'cviders tCl:\::".sist ,_,3. \,vitJwut inmat,e phone::"., the
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THE PRISON BOARD
Jack F. Dunmire, Chairman WILLIAM J. LAUGHNER

Robert A. Cinpinski Joseph A. Nickleach WARDEN
James V. Scahill George R, Kepple
Larry R. Crawford Darlene 1. Pike

COUNTY JAIL

COUNTY OF ARMSTRONG

August 1, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20544

RE: CC Docket No. 92-77 opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number
of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us,
and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If
BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to
finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension will
make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

No. of Copies rec'rI .. . 0
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EAST MARKET STREET, KITTANNING, PENNSYLVANIA 16201

FAX - (412) 548-3482

(412) 548-3479 or 548-3480



Page 2 of 2

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive
rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for this
lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let
Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions -- decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

l./rt£L--- J /. /i 1<- _
William J. )?augl)Ker, Warden

Armstrong County Jail
East Market Street
Kittanning, PA 16201
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The Honorable James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Mv
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No.92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Commissioner Quello:

TNE ARE OPPOSED TO THE APPLICATION OF BilLED PARTY l'REFEREOCE (BPP) AT INMATE
FACILITIES.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility, the
HOpewell City Jail, and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls
and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to
have open access to the telecommunications network and the freedom to use any
carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls
through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to
a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us,
and a few that will be trained to handle inmate calls. We see our Inmate Phone
Technician "Bob Mitchell" three times a week when he comes bv our facility. Bob
droDs bv to uDdate the equioment or just to besure everYthing is operating
smooth. Bob has become a friend of ours and he knows our needs.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specilically
designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls
and other criminal activity over the telephone network. We just had our equip­
ment installed in the last year. Before the equipment was installed we were
receiving complaints from citizens through out the state who were receiving un­
wanted phone calls from our inmates. Before a murder trial a key witness for
the state received threating phone calls, believed to have been made by inmate(s)
incarcerated in our facilitv. We have seen phone bills corning to inmates for
$l,OOO.OO's where they had used thier or a stolen Calling Card. In some in­
stances one of the inmates would get a calling card number and pass it through
out the facility. With the Inmate Phone Svstem we have now, we are able to
stop all of these problems and more if they should arise. Given the constant
budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equip­
ment without the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also elimi­
nate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If BPP is applied to
inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will
there be inmate phone service providers to assist us like Bob Mitchell does.
Without inmate phone the morale of our inmates will be devasted. The resulting
increase in tension w~ll make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.
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List A8CDE



Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We
fully appreciate the FCCls concern if some Sheriffs do not take responsibility
for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is EPP. The proper and
more effective action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then
let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts. Indeed we
believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to requiring rates
that are fair and reasonable. Our facility has not received any complaints
from the inmatels family due to the cost.

In short, EPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facility,
ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that inter­
fere with our administrative and security decisions --- decisions that are
clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to
make.

Respecttfully submitted,
) i f ~' ,.,-. /. ///' A /

s~e:i1;l~l~ t Ni~h;rsc;g-/4Y~' \-



MURRAY COUNTY SHERIFF OFFICE
SULPHUR, OK. 73086

(405) 622-5124
'AUG': 3f994

July 29, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Commissioner Barrett

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number
of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us,
and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phone. If
BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to
finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension will
make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciated the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive
rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for this
lack of responsibility if BPP. Indeed we believe the overwhelming
majority of Sheriffs are committed to requiring rates that are fair
and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our abi 1 i ty to e~Plo~ i{50rtant

No. 01 CoplOS ree d ._-
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security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security ..

RJn~
Sheriff E. M. Bristol
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facilities and have
found it to be necessary to route inmate calls from our facilities to a single carrier that
is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship.
We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and
the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate
inmate calls through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed
to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us, and few
that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically
designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and
other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given the constant budgetary
constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the
help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream
that finances our inmate phones. If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no
way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service providers
to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated.
The resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage
inmates.

No. of Copies rec'd_ D__
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Barbara Roberts
Governor
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July 27, 1994
Page Two

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully
appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs and prison administrators do not take
responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with
the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more
effective action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs
and prison administrators enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts. Indeed
we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs and prison administrators are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facilities,
ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of
our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative
and security decisions--decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we
have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully subm itted,

"~'.' 'I './·'.Jl...-'~7} / //. ..' (l,- /
:./. ( /:.L-~.£L_W .~.-

.,.."!i'

AI Chandler
Assistant Director/Institutions
Oregon Department of Corrections
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July 25, 1993

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES
TEN DELAWARE AVENUE

BUFFALO NEW YORK 142023999

(716) 858-7618

FAX (716l 8587680

POLICE SERVICES
ONE SHERIFF'S DRIVE

ORCHARD PARK NEW YORK 14127

(716) 662 6150

FAX (716:. 6628477

PO!.JCE EMERGENCY ~1I1

CIVIL PROCESS
(716) 858-7606

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Conununications Conunission
1919 M. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

HOLDIN(; n:NTER
(716) 8587636

FAX 171618587712

The Erie County Holding Center is opposed to the application of Billed Party
Preference (BPPj at inmate facilities.

We have found it necessary to install sophisticated telephone equipment that
is specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent
fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network.
Given the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford
to provide this equipment wi thout the help of inmate phone service providers.
BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance
these phones; nor will there be inmate phone service providers to assist us.
Wi thout inmate phones/the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tens.ion will make it more diffic::ult for OUI' staff to
manage inmates.

It is imperative that we route inmates calls from our facility to a single
carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. Allowing inmates to have open access to the
teleconununicatioI1<3 network and the freedom to use any carrier they please
would definitely interfere with the integrity of our security and our
admin~strative rights to not only provide a service to the inmate population
but also our obligation to the general public to prevent inmate abuse of same.

To permi t Billed Party Preference at inmate facili ties would remove our
ability to maintain important security and administrative measures that we
have implemented at our facility, Consequently, inmate phone availability
would be reduced) important revenues for specific inmate programs and
equipment would be lost, inmates I needs and those of their families would not
.be met} and in general} a very costic and volitile environment would be 0
c:reated for })()th7_nmates and staff members. No. of Copies me'd
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It is my responsibility as administrator to ensure the safety and security of
both staff and inmates as well as the orderly operation of this facility.
Therefore, I am strongly opposed to any federal interference with my ability
to effectively manage and control inmate telephone services.

Respectfully submitted,

THOMAS F. HIGGINS
SHERIFF OF ERIE COUNTy

cc: Sheriff Thomas F. Higgins
Undersheriff William G. Payne

BY:

"""1 .1"',,,I 1 .I ,I" '\

JOHN J~ DR~li
",-_ ..,

SUPERINTENDENT
ERIE COUNTY HOLDING CENTER
40 DELAWARE AVENUE
BUFFALO, NY 14202
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Boston, Massachusetts 02114

July 29, 1994
President
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Sl'{'rClUry

D.\\lll R. SL[SOt-.

Bns!ol County

Tri'osun'f"

CAR\IL'i C. \1ASStMIANO, JR

Past PreSIdent
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Past Pr~sident

Hampden County
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JOHN I· DI.Mu.LO

Barnslahle Cllunty
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CIIUISIOPfHR S. LOOK, JR
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I'rdnklin County

.lOllS P \lc(Jo,'iIClI

rVliddlesc\ County

CII \RI [" H RI'AkDO",

L.....,;-.,ex Cllunty

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

The Massachusetts Sheriffs Association opposes the application
of Billed Party Preference at inmate facilities.

With our unique security and administrative needs, it is essential to
have a single carrier for handling inmate calls. BPP would take
away that right and give inmates freedom to choose amongst
carriers. That, in turn, would take away our right to coordinate all
inmate calls through one carrier via contract, a system that gives us
the security we need while safeguarding against fraud and abuse by
inmate callers.

We would not be able to install fraud-proof systems without the
help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate
the revenue stream used to pay for the system. (In Massachusetts,
by law, any additional revenues generated by inmate phones must
be used to benefit inmates. In my county, for example, we are
installing a comprehensive, co-rom based law library and education
system with these funds.)

Were BPP to be adopted, there would be no way to finance our
inmate phone systems and no way to get the services that go along
with it. That would devastate inmate morale and dramatically
increase the tension our staff has to defuse every day.

ROBI RI C Rl 10

Past Prc"dcnt
SulloJk County

617 -635-11 00 ext. 242; 617-635-4381 fax
oNo. of Copies rec'd, _

List ABCDE



Letter to FCC
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Page 2

Massachusetts sheriffs realize that inmate families should not be unfairly burdened
by the cost of phone calls. But we don't believe BPP would solve the problem. A more
effective solution would be to allow for a ceiling rate and let sheriffs enforce them
contractually with their respective carriers. That, incidentally, is what we did in my county
in our recent RFP.

Our fear, should BPP be adopted, is the likelihood of being forced to
accommodate a number of different carriers -- companies with no contractual
requirements that address our security needs or lacking the knowledge and capability to
eliminate phone fraud. Or perhaps both.

The Massachusetts Sheriffs Association urges the FCC to steer clear ofBPP. It
would increase inmate tension and decrease staff efficiency. We believe the security and
administrative issues at stake are decisions clearly within our discretion and best left to us,
the elected officials of our respective counties.

Respectfully submitted, .):. 1-~-" ./-/ .,..- /? -- . / .:

~-t.7t~ v, ~\ 7~7<'lil1
Peter Y. Flynn I.

President
Massachusetts Sheriffs Association
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