
Party Preference", the potential for fraud will greatly increase, and this time, without an
easy solution.

Please consider the dramatic impact that this proposal will have on the safety and security
ofcitizens, the additional financial burden the system would propose, and the elimination
ofthe only chance ofthe incarcerated inmates have to deal with alcohol and drug
problems as well as many other usual inmate programs. Local jails must be excluded from
the billed party preference system.

Sincerely,

~
~nmE
S .ff-Coroner

MJ/PGIbb
Bilparty

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable RacheUe B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness
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'HELP US TO SERVE YOU BETTER"

JULY 26, 1994

THE HONORABLE REED F. HUNDT
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M. STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554
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RE: BILLED PARTY PERFORMANCE CC DOCKET NO. 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt;

In order to eliminate or reduce citizen complaints about
inmates threatening, and making life miserable for innocent
victims; we have looked at a number of possibilities and found that
the best solution was to route inmate phone calls from our facility
to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and
with whom we could enter into a contractual relationship. This will
help us prevent fraud, abusive calls and a tremendous amount of
organized criminal activity over the telephone networks.

If the inmates have open access to the telecommunication
system we as Jail Adminstrators will loose control and criminal
activity will flourish. This will and can create grounds for
litigation against the Sheriff's and Counties operating the Jails.
Please help us to prevent that abuse from inmates in not allowing
Billed party Preference calls to the inmates.

Billed Party Preference (BPP) will eliminate the revenue
stream that finances the inmate phones in the first place. Without
the revenues the phone availability to the inmates will practically
corne to a halt. Thereby creating chaos and all kinds of problems
and legal sanctions.

We are very sensitive to the rates inmates families pay for
the calls. We have just renegotiate our present inmate phone system
and one of the requirements in the (RFP) Requests for Proposals was
the maximum rate allowed to be charged the families.

To permit BPP will take away our ability to properly manage
our facility and place the inmates in control of criminal activity
through the use of the telephone. We respectfully request that you
not adopt the BPP regulations that will severely intefere with our
jail management pOlicies and procedures.

No. of Copies rec'd
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Respectfully Submitted

~.~'
Carlos H. Tapia
Jail Administrator

X: Copy
The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Rachel B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew C. Borrett
The Honorable Susan Ness



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

FCC i!ulfd~ T"'!!(JOMIVif~h.,. h·

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 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 a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed PIJI'ty 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 TIIE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH TIIE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate caJIs exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

No. of Copies rec'd
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
VVas~~D.C. 20554

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

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

DOC!(ET FILE COpy ORIGiNAl
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AUG 11994
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VVe are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

VVe 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
contnIctua1re1ationship. VVe 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'
obJisation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

VVe 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
1he 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.
IfBPP i; 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. VVithout 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. VVe fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. VVe do not
agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack ofresponsibility 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 conunitted 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. VVe urge you to not adopt regulations that interrere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

& ~ ~ /I. W~ Res~~/~ ;Jr,
7}.... ~~ 1i?acklJt. "6. (!Jny Name/Title E1S~'

~ lfI'It~dltt, .~ (!,~ ~rJ,~ &~
~ ~~ ~e+t J!1Ad NameofCorrectionalFac~ty ~

I~S:·~
Address FvJ 7Y 7{./cr;

Nt: of Cooill rec'dl_O_
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August 1, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
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 ofBilled Party Preference (BPP) at imnate 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 imnate calls and with whom we have a
contractualrelMionship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any canier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and tmst. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none ofwhom 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 budgetaly 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.
IfBPP B 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.

Furthennore, 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 ofresponsibility 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. htdeed we believe the overwhehning majority of Sheriffs are committed to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

ht 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 tum 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.

,

No. of Copies rec'd 0
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August 1. 1994

The H:Jnorable Reed E. HWldt. Clu.innan
- Federal Conununications Commission

1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

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

Dear Chairmllll Hundt:

AUG 11994
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We (Ire opposed to the application ofBilled Party Preference (BPP) lit inmate faclUties.

We have anaIy7.ed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to b~ nocouary to roato
inmate caDs from OUt fllcility to a sinsle carrier thlC it equipped to _ .. iIuulo calli aad wiCh whom we haw a
OOD1I'ICtUIII'(,:II.nuNp. Wo c.u.aot~_ nil. 60 ..... open llUCeu to the teleconuuunications network and the
fteedom to \ISO D1l}' Carrit..T they please. BPP wID take away our n,ht to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
knO\y and trust Tn,;telld, uUt\ule caDs will be routed to 3 number of different carriers. none of whom will ho:ve any
obligation tll USt and few that will be trained to handle imnate calls.

We". touad it JMlClCIMIY to... pbono equipment that ialptCificaDy dcUped for inmate calls.
TID. equipmeat helps provent fra'\id. abusive caDs, and otiter crinUul actMly owr the telepholle network..Given
tin: eonstant butlptllI)' cqnstraints that We Me lmder, we cannot ,frord to pro\ide this equipment without the help
ofinmate phone $CI'\'lCC providers. BPI' would also eliminate the revenue stR&nl that fllUUl<:cs our inmate phones.
IfBPP if) applied to inm~te fao:.ilitiesJ there will be no way for us to finAnce these phones. nor wiI1 there be hunate
phone lOcn-ice providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our imnates will be devastated. The
resulting increase ill tension will l11iJke it morc difficult for our s.taff'to manage iNnates.

P'W1hermore, \\'c are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fuJ1y appreciate the Fee·s concern if'
some Sheriffs do not take rcsponsibilit)· f'Or protecting inmate fatnilie.'1 from abusive rates. We do not
/teree ,\<ith the FCC lhat the solution for lruN lack ofr~ponsibility ill 'BPP. 'l'he proper and mot'O oft'cctive
action wuuld be to adopt rate ceilings on UU113te calls and then let SheriftS enforce these rete ceilings
through their COhlTilcts, Indeed we believe the overwhelming Jt\lIjority ofSheriffs are conunitted to
requiring rat~ thlll are fair l\nd reasonable.

In $h0ltt BPP would take away Ollr ability to employ important security and ~rra~"m~~that we h8Ve
found .to be necess8t)' at our facility, cltimately reducing inmate pbone IIva.ilabilil)J. which in tum decrease.'1 tlle
efficiency of QUf staff: We urge you to not adopl regulations that interfere ,,,ith our administrative and secm"ity
decillions -- decisiol1li thal are c,learly within our discretion lind which we have a public responsibility Ie') make.

Address
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JOHN K. FRATUS
Warden
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July 21, 1994

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

Dear Chairman Hunt:

As the Chiefofthe Scott COlUlty Jail, Davenport, Iowa, I am writing to you regarding the
FCC proposal for Billed Party Preference. We are currently using an Inmate Phone
Setvice which has been very helpful in managing our inmate facility, and we would not
want to lose the benefits we receive from its services.

This service was most advantageous during a recent prisoner escape. Through the records
maintained by AmeriTel, we were able to determine a potential destination, pOSSl"ble
companions, and other related information. This helped result in the prisoner's capture
within a brieftime. I believe that the Billed Party Preference proposal will eliminate this
and other valuable benefits we now obtain from our ability to select our phone provider..

I feel that this added information available for law enforcement contn"butes greatly to the
safety ofthe general public. The current practice ofbiDing the originating telephone for a
call should not be changed in the case ofcalls from inmate facilities. Please give this
proposal a vote to exempt inmate facilities from Billed Party Preference regulations.

Sincerely yours,

zzb

cc: Senator Charles Grossley
Senator Tom Harkin

No. 01 CoPies rec'dR
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

,Cayce Douglas Kovacs K
1Q123 Vernlyn
San Antonio, Texas 78230

RE,,(·~;:~\/FD. ,; l:.","~' 'i1i ,..;;\li.ll:D

AUG 11994

FCC MAiL E()OM

As oath an fr,-"pf.:JY'til, in Lit., COffllfuJnicat.ianS industry and a tax paying cItizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed P.rty Preference (IIPI') for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because the,*, would ba no competition. Without commissions, fllr.il;tia~ would hava
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse7 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it'" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

{!~&~
No. of Copies ree'd,--_O__
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July 25, 1994

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

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

Dear Mr. Hundt:

AUG 1 \994
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I am writina to share with you my concems teprdina a proposal beina considered by
the Federal Communications Commission known u Billed Party Preference. This proposal, if
passed and~ to apply to prison inmate telephone systems, will have major consequences for
the Massachusetts Department of Correction.

During the past year we have installed a new inmate calling system, which p..-ovides us
with the ability to control inmate calling. In managing a prison environment, control of all daily
activities of inmates is important; this includes tdephooe callinl. _Our present system gives us
the ability· to effectively control inmate calling with the goal of eliminating or reducing criminal
activity, toll fraud and harassment from being perpetrated throulh the telephone system. Before
our existina inmate telephone system was inJta1led, there were countless situations involving
drug trafficking, toll fraud and harassment of victims, witnesses and other individuals via the
telephone system. These types ofactivities have been drutically reduced with the inmate calling
system now in place. We have the ability to limit the numbers an inmate can call, plus the
ability to block calls to certain numbers. AU calls are prefaced with an announcement which
notifies the caller that the call is originating from a prison.

~. of Copies rec'd
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BoB. Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission

Page 2 of2

1biJ qency also pays particular attention to rates cbar&ed to families and friends who
receive calls from an incarcerated penon. Rates are reviewed and every effort is made to ensure
that rates are in-line with thole rates cluqed to law-abiding citizens. The rates charged are
tariffed rates as approved by the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities.

If this proposal is eI'laeted and includel caDs fmm prisofts, it will seriously impact our
aoel to control iI1epl caIlin& and our .011 to protect public safety. I ask that every
considenltion be given to not having prison telephones fall under the regulations of Billed Party
Preference.

Sincerely,

~tOv.b~·
Larry B. DuBois
Commissioner

cc: The Honorable James H. Que1lo. FCC
The Honorable ADdrew C. Barrett, FCC
The Honorable RacheJJe B. Chong, FCC
The Honorable Susan Ness, FCC
Inmate Phone Service Providers Task Force, Greensboro, Ne
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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:
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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 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 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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Re: Opposition to Billed Party Preference; CC Docket No. 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt,

As the Sheriff of Norfolk which is the most populated urban jail in
Virginia, I am opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference at
inmate facilities.

I have analyzed the security my administration needs at the Norfolk 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.

I cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. Billed Party
Preference will take away our rights to coordinate inmate calls through
a carrier who we know and trust. Instead inmate calls will be routed to
a number of different carriers none of whom will have any obligations to
us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

I am sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. I fully
appreciate the FCC's concerns if some sheriffs do not take responsibility
for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. I do not agree with
the FCC, however, that the solution for this lack of responsibility is
Billed Party Preference. The proper and more effective action would be
to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let sheriffs force these
rate ceilings through their contract.

I believe the overwhelming majority of sheriffs are committed to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable. In short, Billed Party
Preference would take away my ability to employ important security
and administrative measures that I have found to be necessary at the
Norfolk City Jail, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability which in
turn decreases the efficiency of my staff. I urge you not to adopt
regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions - decisions that are clearly within our discretion in which we
have a public responsibility to make. With kindest regards I remain,

RJMjakgl

No. of Copies rec1d.__()_··__
ListABCDE

~~~(L-
Norfolk Sheriff



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
fu.cility 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 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.

• 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 Hundt, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

f!(1("Ii/
('r ~"

f"~~ "JRIGINAI

DR!GINAl
RECE~VEr

AUG 1t994

FCC MAIL ROOk-,j,

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 of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
eJfective 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 reponedly 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 reven 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 every:onel

• 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. UU' nrge von to make inmate calls exemm Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

SCOTTS BWFF COUNTY
ADULT CORRECTIONS

THOMAS A. GRAHAM
Administration/Manager

No. of Cooies rec;~ (list ABCOE . - _

1725 10th Street
Gering, NE 69341

(308) 436-7300
Fax (308) 436·3154
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Undersheriff
MICHAEL J. ANDERSON
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Sincerely,

Thomas N. Edmonds
Sheriff
Kalamazoo County

July 26, 1994

1500 Lamont
Kalamazoo, Michigan 49001

(616) 385-6173

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

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Silled Party Preference (SPP) at our jail.

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

Kalamazoo County Sheriff's Department

We have installed phone equipment specifically designed for inmate calls. The
equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. There is no way to provide this equipment without the financial
and technical assistance of inmate phone service providers.

We fully appreciate the FCC's concerns for preventing abusive fees for inmate calls.
We see the solution, however, to be in adopting rate ceilings. To proceed with SPP
as a remedy will eliminate one issue only to create a much larger one. We simply do
not see any efficient or effective way to provide inmate phone service under BPP.

In the end, we urge you not to adopt regulations that destroy our administrative and
security responsibilities involving inmate telephone services.

TNE/ng

Sheriff
THOMAS N. EDMONDS
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San Fnmclsco Sberlft"s Department
INTER·OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

July 26, 1994
Ref: 94-077

Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications commission
1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

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

Dear Chairman Reed;

REC;E:f,\lED

AUG '\994

FCC ~JtA1L HOOM

I am writing to urge you to exempt county jails from the
proposed billed party preference system for 0+ Inter LATA
payphone traffic rules.

The San Francisco County Jails rely heavily on the
Inmate Welfare Fund to support rehabilitative programs designed
to prepare prisoners for life in the community after release.
The billed party preference system would decimate the fund and
leave us without the means to offer important programs such as
GED preparation, literacy classes, and job skills training.

The billed party preference system would limit my
ability to contract for long distance services in the jail and
thus limit my ability to curtail harassment of victims and
witnesses and the perpetration of fraud by prisoners.

The billed party preference system will endanger
municipal budgets and imperil public safety. I urge you to
exempt local jail systems from this proposal.

~o. of Copies ac'd 0
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

eear Representative Hundt:

;~ I cory ORIGINAl

5314 P.... van.,. DdYe
s.. Aataoalo, TX 78223

RFrr:l\r;::o
~,::'\.1 ~.,' ',j v.' L.,."~

AUG 11994

FCC ~i'A~L R'OOM

AI both an employee in the communications industry and a tdx payin" '~iti"t:ili, I am :stating my
strong oppoaltlon to BilltJd Party Prwference fBPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overalf, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenua for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not au, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view, .
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commission. Decause there wouid bt:t IIV c.u.. Ip6tit;Oii. Without commissions, f~cmtia:; ,,\"od':! he'!9
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources.·' Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse7 Again. facilitie. would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century•. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying. "If it ainlt broke, don't fix itl" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

~-~
No. of Copies recld.__O__
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July 20, 1994

The Honorabla Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

AUG 11994

r=cc ~J1AtL HOOM
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As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
atrongopposltlon to IIiIItKJ P8rty Preference (8Pf/IJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specifjc numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, over", reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of the. capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if BiUed Party Preference becomes a reelity. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would utj UU (;\JfiltJa~itior•. 'Nithout commissiciiS, fa~mtias '.·,;ou!d have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale fUnding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse'1 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century•. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating (=oo:nmun.catlons Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues. .

Sincerely,


