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Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administratorS:of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone senice provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically, We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health. education and recreation; jail personnel sajety; drug prevention and other
community programs: fami~v visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers,

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1,5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer,

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.
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• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above re:lSOns. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR fN?vfAIE CALLS FAR OunVEIGH THE BENEmS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate caBs exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my \·iews.

Sincerely. "---?r)~ ~
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July 29, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20554
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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 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 ability to employ important
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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 ..
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July 28, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communicat Commission
1919 M Street, N.W
Washington, D.C. 203S~

Re: Billed Party (ti;~7~

Dear Chairman Hundt: ."

Please accept this> :lf~~\~~f ·•• t:l.~·· •... Qii:t:· ~~t~~Jr.>C5PPOSition to the
application of Bille~·Pa;t:t¥.Pf'f~re~e(~P~)~~. inmate facilities.
The Pima countYA9ul~>9~t~J!l;t:.toncen't::t:~J9()\l~~..tP.excess of 1100
prisoners, who.llO'l'ee{l;9up.dinthe~y~s··9~.t:\~~G:Q~.t:tsto present
a c~\e8~ al)d;~~~pt,.>9aJtg,r(to society .·;;\Pft9~\(\:t:?;~~@;:;~ta,:'t:~~.l'a~\10n
of q~~;~Q.R~~ti~!t~ty5~sY$t~l}I,th~ inmates Wf}f~\cOn1J'~r(t;l"~l1u'!Qg>gthe
phorie;>\;svs~~ ~9>ittaras;i:':;, thI:'.at:il~: a.I1c:J!; qpfltin~.>:t,ih\e~r;;.~;rlm4Inal

activity:\.\~t;;;,f\.f=ili't:.tes w '~lftt~~~l;'~:¥\ rec~~V:~:'ttg:;~411s from
ci tizens as\~.~~(as,:pu$iness ... " .'\ \, t~i}~M'tll;;~JllpJ,~t;'4/;'t.o various
schemes and;~~~;~~l(fitions;~.)'F...;/~AS.~i.tbl@:;1-~~;~:U;;~\fl 3rd party
calling or otl\_£'!behavlo~~i},l?~~~~i;;;9\ \~.~"~rf>f. By:;-tge installation
of our enhanced~y~tem,'t.~~.\t:~~~;;fr:.i49ulenti~~·~ivity has been
eliminated and ,,~~l:e a.t)J.e\<'t:\qprot.e~~'p~~.~,t;~oJ . '. ,ns (especially
victims) from tliE! ..... hArassment; '. and~~)()f .. 6uJ: . .i.\t'~ population.

> ...< /. .' ···>·>t . .
Our system dO~f;~ttJ)~t)a~upf·~i.rbU+d~>.Ol)~~'i~~l-eor his/her
family, as t;K~~&:t:~.?~<::l1ediUle•.•. (~,.pe+<:>1,l~iRr~.l\is strictly
regulated. Al1;·P99.r4..tS·f:t:'Qr!lt:I1~i~~~pk.~tt§t·.~fJS~~m\areused to
di reet1y s!JP~~~i:.;!t~~ti\lwel1ratnl,t!-:~:~two\i;~O·;AQtibi\;.\R.2:!~.~ba.~ without
this sUbs~d~~'Xsan exampl*r,anent~J:"~>?t.eacherand cO~{;)9~er based
educational system for inmateshll:sl>een funded by this program.

Please do not lose sight oft.~~Tf.¥t that we are talking about
inmates, the majority of which~~~~<been charged and/or convicted
of serious crimes against societt>~ Our phone system is an integral
part of our security and contrql.$~stem and provides a buffer of
protection to our community andt;tie victims of criminal activity.
An on-going priority of ours has always been to ensure that we
provide the inmates with a good system at a fair price and that all
proceeds are returned to the inmate population through
rehabilitation programs. We can assure you, that the system is not
abusive to anyone, especially the inmates or their families.
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Page 2

BPP is not a good idea, and it would seriously jeopardize the
security of our facility and our community. We urge you to not to
adopt regulations that hamper our ability to protect our citizens
and our staff.

Sincerely,

~~ ~.
ca~t ::::::hn A. Alese
Administration Div. Commander



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
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Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators ofcoCtectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control, facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons, and countless others, we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation, we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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WILLIA;,.S COUNTY
SHERIFF'S OFFICE

218 West Bryan Street
BrY8n. Ohio 4350&

ALAN L. WORD. SHEAIFF

July 28, 1994

The lIoDorabie Reed E. alllldt, Chairman
Federal CommunicatioDs Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

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

Dear Chairman Hundt:

418-131-3151

I am opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BP'P) atimnate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and adminiatration needs at our facility andbave found it
to be necessary to route imute caDs for 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 teleCOIDDlllDicaitons network and the freedom to use any
carrier they please. BPP will take away our responsibility to coordinate imnate calls
through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, innlate calls will be routed to a number of
different carriers, none of whom will have any obliption to use and few that will be trained
to handle inmate calls. Criminal behavior with the phones will be uncontrollable.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for
inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusil'e caDs, and other criminal activity
over the telephone network. Inmate phone providers evolved as a result of such
uncontrolled criminal activity. Given the COIlStaDt budgetary constraints that we are under,
we cannot afford to provide this equipment witbout the help. of inmate phone service
providers. BPP would also eliminate the rel'enue stream that t'immces our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these pbones,
nor will there be inmate phone service providers to assist us. Witbout inmate pbolles, the
morale of our inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension win make it
more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.
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Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmates families pay for calls. We fully
appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriff or Warden does 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 or Wardens enforce these rate
ceilings through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming m~ority of Sheriffs
and Wardens are committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable. BPP is clearly
an over reaction. Setting ceilings would be more responsible legislation.

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. We urge you not to 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.

Approving such legislation as BPP as currently written will also enable such inmate
advocate groups to pursue other legislative agendas that exceed the intent of current case
law, prisoner rights as guaranteed by our forefathers in the constitution and would
encourage you to ignore what the professionals in the corrections field need to protect the
public.

Respectfully submitted,

~~;;meo1
Alan L. Word,
Sheriff

ALWlksh

cc: The.IIenorHie James H. Quello
The Honorable Radtelle B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Susan Ness
The Honorable Congressman Paul E. Gilmore
The Honorable Senator Howard Metzenbaum
APCC Inmate Phone Service Providers Task Force



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

RECEIVED
AUG 11994

FCC fVtAIL ROOM

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; family visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.!

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control, facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons, and countless others, we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation, we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely,

~~~~~~.~
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WILLIAM C. COLLINS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

July 27, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chair
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Docket #92-77, Billed Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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FCC MAIL ROOM

I am writing to express my concern regarding the billed party preference proposal as it
pertains to jail and prison telephone systems.

I write from the perspective of an attorney who has worked with both jail and prison
administrators for over two decades. I am also editor of the Correctional Law Reporter, a
periodical which addresses legal issues of concern to those workin~ in corrections. This
letter reflects my personal views. It is not written on behalf of a chent.

If the Commission I s goal is to reduce the ability of inmates and their friends and families
to communicate by telephone, billed party preference is an excellent step. Calls in some
cases may become cheaper because of billed party preference. However, billed party
preference will also produce a combination of reduced telephone security and increased
expenses to the institution which will lead inevitably to sharp cutbacks in the numbers of
phones available to inmates and the circumstances under which inmates are allowed to make
telephone calls. If the Commission I s goal is to get rid of price-gougin~,while still
encoura~ing the benefits of continued close communicatIOn between mmates and those on
the outsIde, then some other form of price regulation is the solution, not billed party
preference.

I am aware of no court decisions which would permit inmates to successfully argue that
correctional institutions have any constitutional obligation to provide the comparatively easy
access to telephones which commonly exists in institutions today. Beyond very minimal
levels, the extent to which inmates are allowed to make telephone calls is within the
discretion of the institution.

The primary concern of men and women who run jails and prisons is security. Security
often conflicts with other legitimate concerns, such as allowing mmates to maintain ties with
their families. One might hope that institutions would implement procedures which would
accommodate both such sometimes conflicting goals, but the fact of the matter is that often
they do not. One need look no further than the comparatively limited use of contact visiting
in jails to recognize this point. If accommodation is going to increase expenses or leave
uncertainty about security concerns, the choice will be security, not accommodation, even if
those security concerns are sometimes exaggerated.

NC). of Copies rec'd 0
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Billed Party Preference - 2

The first institutional response to a potential security breach is to eliminate it. If
elimination is not possible, then the response is to control and monitor the potential
problem area as closely as possible, whIch costs money. Present inmate telephone systems
~low the institution to mamtain strong security controls over inmate telephone calls while
sImultaneously generating revenue which eliminates the need to pay for telephone system
related expenses from other resources. This combination of security plus revenue permitted .
the dramatic expansion of inmate telephone access which corrections has seen over the last
few years.

Billed party preference threatens both of the legs, security and revenue, on which
current inmate telephone access stands. Some inmates abuse the telephone privilege, just as
some companies apparently abuse their rate setting powers. There is no doubt that inmates
have used telephones to further criminal activity. There is no doubt that inmates are
physically hard on telephones, resulting in increased maintenance costs. There is no doubt
that present inmate phone systems can provide greater security protections than would be
available through billed party preference. There is also no doubt that billed party
preference will deprive the institution of moneys which not only pay for maintaining the
phone system but also pay for a variety of other amenities for inmates which will at least
decrease, if not disappear, if jails can no longer share in the reasonable profits from an
inmate telephone system.

In a perfect world, the response of correctional administrators to a billed party
preference rule might be to find alternative ways to protect against inmate phone abuse and
to find alternative sources of revenue to pay the costs generated by the enhanced security
needs, to pay to continue to maintain a phone system readily accessible to inmates, and to
pay for the other inmate benefits now supported by telephone revenues. But the world isn't
perfect, and most institutions won't -- or can't -- make this sort of response. They instead
will. respond to. the combined realities of increased security and loss of revenue by simply
taking out the mmate phone systems currently in place.

I know neither the Commission nor the advocates for billed party preference intend to
reduce inmate telephone access. I also know that most correctional administrators are
pleased with the benefits that come from inmates being able to have easy access to
telephones. However, I am also convinced that the umntended consequence of applying a
?illed party preference rule to inmate telephone systems will be to turn back the clock on
mmate telephone access by twenty years to a time when inmate telephone calls were the
exception, not the rule.

I urge the Commission not to apply a billed party preference rule to inmate telephone
systems, but rather to address the problem of prIce gouging through other means.

~, ,
William C.r:fn~pL
Attorney att~n



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

Authorized
Operating
States

Florida
Georgia
lllinois
Kansas
Louisiana
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Oklahonw
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
Texas
Washington DC

July 26, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

AUG 11994

FCC MAIL ROOM

Dear Chairman Hundt:

North American Communications (NAC) opposed to the application of Billed Party
Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

NAC has analyzed the security and administration needs at our jail facilities and
have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls from the facilities to a single
carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. NAC 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. We have discovered that most live operators are not trained to handle
inmates calls.

NAC has 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. 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. Without inmate phones, the morale of the inmates will be
devastated. The tension will aspire to an alarming proportion in an already
controlled environment thus making the day-to-day operations more difficult for
facility administrators.

Furthermore, NAC is sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully
appreciate the FCC's concern, however 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 let the officials enforce these rate
ceilings through their contracts.
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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 facilities. NAC
urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions. NAC has a responsibility to the public and as a small growing minority
company this would only create more obstacles for us to competitive in the
telecommunications industry

Respectfully Submitted,

~a~h.
Troy Campbell Sr.
President, North American Communications
101 W. 11thStreet, Suite 910
Kansas City, Missouri 64105



W. Q. "QUINT" OVERTON, Sheriff
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FRANKLIN COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE
ROCKY MOUNT, VIRGINIA 24151

July 29, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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AUG 11994

FCC ~J!AiL Fi.OOM

Re: BiRed Party Preference
CC Docket No 92-IT

As Sheriff of Franklin County, Virginia, I would like to express my opposition to the proposed
Billed Party Preference (BPP) Rule which is currently before the Federal Communications
Commission, or any other Rule or restriction which would alter the services provided to us
by our inmate telephone service providers.

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 found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate
caRs and use. This equipment helps prevent fraud, harrassing calls, and other criminal activity
over the telephone network. This equipment was provided to us, free of charge, by the
telephone service provider that is under contract with the county jail. This equipment is also
upgraded and maintained by the same telephone service provider- -free of charge. The
telephone service provides an asset which is sen-supporting, self-sufficient and worry-free;
while at the same time provides funds back to the jail to be used to prOVide inmates and facili
ties with a means to purchase educational, spiritual, and recreational enhancements to their
inmate activities programs. The inmate phone system is a vital tool to the correctional staff
which allows inmates to maintain close contact with their families and friends and at the same
time provides staff with an irreplaceable management tool.
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Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate famHies 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 will 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 cefHngs 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 impor1ant 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,

Sheriff W. W. Overton
Franklin County Sheriff's Office & Jail



RONALD J. DELANO

@J4.eriff
THOMAS M. KORMANIK

Chief
Deputy Sheriff

WILBERT H. BEACHY, ID
Solicitor

127 East Fairview, P.O. Box 230
Somerset, PA 15501

814-443-3679

Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554
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AUG 11994

FCC (v1AIL ROOM

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

We at the Somerset County Jail are conS~t'Q~.. about the proposed Billed Party Preference
for long distance telephone calls. Ther~ aretijree particular areas that will be affected
to our detriment, namely

1. We will lq,se blocking control of our inmate phope calls.

2. We will lose a revenue stream and the inmate family phone costs could go up.

3. The potential for fraud will creep back into the system.

Along with these major concerns, we also see a probl~n:l~ith.Who is going to pay for all
of this.

We eagerly oppose the B~lled Party Preference and encourage the Federal Communications
Commission to do the same.

Ronald J. Det:."e.-~~~tft.""'~
Sheriff IWarden
Somerset County Jail
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July 29, 1994

P.D.Box 786
Halifax. Va. 24558-0786

Telephone (804) 476-2141
Fax (804) 476-4241

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street,NW
Washington, DC 20554

WIUlAM D. SLEEPER
County Adminiatrator

Re: Billed Party Preference
CC Docket # 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I write on behalfof the Halifax County, Virginia Board ofSupervisors to oppose
the Billed Party Preference (BPP) proposal. After discussions with the SheriffofHalifax
County who operates the Halifax County Jail, it is our beliefthat BPP will have a
detrimental impact on the ability ofthe County to provide its inmates reasonable aCcess to
telephone service, and the ability ofthe County to control harassing or intimidating calls.
Further, there is a potential loss ofrevenue which benefits inmates.

The County entered into a contract to provide inmate telephone service several
years ago. Prior to that time, only a single telephone was available for inmates, and
inmates had to be taken one (1) at a time to the phone room by a Correctional Officer.
The inmate telephone system allowed for the installation of several additional telephones,
thus increasing inmate access to outside communications. As our inmate population has
increased over the years to where we now house 60-70 inmates on an average day, the
multiple telephone capability has certainly been beneficial. Further, a Correctional Officer
is no longer required to escort an inmate to the telephone room, thereby freeing that
Officer for other duties.

Should Billed Party Preference be approved, the Sheriff could lose the ability to
utilize number blocking to prevent inmates from placing harassing or intimidating calls to
Judges, attorneys, witnesses, or victims.

The revenue generated by the inmate telephone system is utilized by the Sheriff to
benefit the inmates. State and local funding for Jail operations is limited, with this funding
providing the necessities for the inmates. The revenue generated by the inmate telephone
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system does not go into the County's General Fund. Rather, it is used for purchases that
return to the inmates in the form ofrecreational activities, reading materials, and other
such items that quite possibly could not be provided were it not for this revenue. Virginia
statutes mandate that revenues from this type of service be so utilized.

We believe that the rate structure with our existing inmate telephone system is fair
and reasonable. In the several years we have had this system, there has only been one (1)
complaint ofan excessive charge. This complaint was resolved to the satisfaction ofall
parties. The fact that there has been only one (1) complaint out ofthe hundreds of calls is
a clear indication that the rate structure is reasonable.

On behalfofHalifax County, I urge the Federal Communications Commission to
disapprove the Billed Party Preference proposal. I believe the adverse impacts ofBilled
Party Preference far outweigh any benefit.

Halifax County appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

s;e~1~
Gerald V. Lovelace
Assistant County Administrator for Operations

GVL:sb

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness
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JUly 27, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: CC Docket 192-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed
Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized
by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and the criminal
justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking
that inmate calls be exempt from the proposed BPP
regulations.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional
facilities have been able to put into place a very effective
system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose
our phone service provider has been key to our success. This
service has always been delivered to us a very reasonable
rates. What's more, inmate phone commissions have been a
significant source of revenue for our facility and have
helped us improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to
fund various programs including: law enforcement education;
inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel
safety; drug prevention and other community programs; family
visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party
Preference:

* It strips correctional facility administrators of the
right to choose inmate phone providers.

* Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of
$1.5 billion, an expense that would have to be passed
along to the consumer.
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* without the authority to process calls, inmate phone
providers would no longer have the revenue to provide
the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The
end result; fewer phones with fewer security features.
Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

* The average length of stay in jail would increase
because inmates would not have the phone privileges
required to make arrangements for obtaining bond.
This costs everyonel

* Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer
have control over inmate cells, which means no call
tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably
harass judges, witnesses, jury members of even the
victims of their crimes.

* Without call control, facilities would be unable to
control fraud problems currently handled by inmate
phone providers.

For the above reasons, and countless others, we believe
that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS
FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become regulation, we
urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your
consideration of my views.

s'~.'_1!<:.er~elY,f':1/'
i~~
. -- {;;, E. Southwick,

Sheriff
Jefferson County, Nebraska

RES:vsb
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20554

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.

"!o. 0# COPies rec'd 0L,st ABCDE -- _
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The inmate phone system also allows us to block certain telephone
numbers from being called from the facility over the inmate phone

. lines. This is important when an inmate obtains the phone numbers
of witnesses, victims or victim's relatives, and makes threats and
harassing telephone calls.

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 inmat~ 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 ceiling 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,

y~
Harry Lewis
Deputy Chief
Jefferson County Sheriff Department
P. O. Box 2950
Beaumont, Texas 77704
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The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

., ,.""W

RECEiVED
AUG 11994

FCC f\llAiL ROOM

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators ofcorrectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami(v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$I.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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The Honorable Reed E. Hunt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

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

Dear Chairman:
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I am the Sheriff of a relatively small County and thus a
smaller jail then some. Even with this I am responsible for
those who reside in that facility. The "Billed Party
Preference" is going cause a great deal of problems in
maintaining control of what phone calls are made from the
jail. As it is now we can block any out going calls thus we
are able to lend some protection to innocent victims and
witnesses that could be intimidated by their aggressors. The
" Billed Party Preference" will not allow this protection.

This is but one of many problems this will create. I
hope you will consider all the perimeters before you make a
decision on this. At least consider adding an amendment so as
to make Jails and Correctional Facilities exempt from the
"Billed Party Preference".

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness ~o. of Copies r6C'd ()
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The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92·77

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

DorKET Fl' i- i-
l} . '.i..L ",.", _\.'.·,\.'AI

, !.,.!. RECEIVED
AUG 11994

FCC MAIL ROOM

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Patty Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically, We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~V visitation etc,

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion.. an e:-.-pense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer,

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'
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• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS, IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

•.•. '-=''''=-,-,.....,~,=~~

Sheriff

Janet J. Lee

P.O. BOX 127

100 N, CEDAR HOWARD, I<S 8734t

(316) 374-2108
Fax' 316-374-2246


