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Federal Communications Commission
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The Honorable John Wamer
u.s. Senator
600 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Senator Warner:

Thank: you for your letter on beba1f of~ L. PbiDPs, Sheriff, MoDtlOlDelY
County Sheriff's Office; John W. JOBeS, Executive Director, vlqima Sberiff's Associltion,
Frank Drew, Sheriff, ViqiDia Beach Sheriff's otftce; Gerald V. Lovelace, Assistant County
Administrator for Operations, Halifax County PJIftDiDl Commission; W.Q. "Quint" Overton,
Sheriff, Franklin County Sheriff's Office; John H. Gnlbb, Jr., SIIeriff, Sheriff's Office of
Smyth County; Robert J. McCable, Sheriff, The Office of the Sberiff, Norfolk, Viqinia; and
Michelle B. Mitchell, Sheriff, RichmODd, Viqinia reaudiD& the Commission's Billed Party
Preference (BPP) proceeding. On May 19, 1994, the Commission adopted a furdwr Notice
of Prop>sed Bplmp,ki. in this proceeding. I have enclosed a copy of the Furtbcr Notice
and press release accompanying it for your information.

The Furtbcr Ngriq sets forth a detailed costlbenefit aualysis of BPP. This aualysis
indicates, based on the available data, that the benefits of BPP to consumers would exceed its
costs. The furtbcr Nntjq seeks comment on this lIII1ysis IDd asks interested _ to
supplement the record concerning the costs and benefits of BPP. The furdwr~ also
invites parties to recommend alternatives to BPP that could produce many of the same
benefits at a lower cost.

The Funw Ngrjp also explicitly seeks comment on wbetber correctional facility
telephones should be exempt if BPP is adopted. Specifically, the Funbcr Notiq seeks
additional information on the effectiveness and costs of controlliJJa fraud originating on
inmate lines with or widaout BPP. The FUl1bcr Notice also seeks comment on a proposal to
exempt prison telephoDes from 8PP if the operator service provider adheres to rate ceilings
for inmate calling services.

BPP would not preclude prison officials from blockinl or limitiDI inmate calls to
specific telephone numbers in order to prevent threatening aDd barassq calls. Moreover,
BPP would not affect the ability of prison officials to limit inmates to collect calling or to
program telephone equipment at the prison site to block certain numbers.

No. of CopiII l1C'd,--3 _
UstABCDE
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Thank you for your interest in this proceediDI. I can assure you that die Commission
will carefully examine all of die comments submitted in leSpOl1Ie to die FwtbFr~
including additional empirical data reaardiDg die costs and benefits of implementing B and
the impact of BPP on telephone service from correctional facilities.

~?Z~
Chief
Common Carrier Bureau

Enclosures
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September 16,

Ms. Judith L. Harris
Legislative Affairs
Federal Communications Commission
1919 101 Street
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Harris:

I am writing to bring to your attention the enclosed
comments from my constituents concerning the proposed
regulation pertaining to the Billed Party Preference.

I would appreciate your reviewing this correspondence
and including it in the public comments.

PI.... send your reply t.Q ~ 8U'te of:fs.c..

seaat.ae JGIIa •• -."It:
'M ... llaia s~zeiIt
Rlch8oad, VA. 2321' I

Thank you for your time and courtesy.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

JWW/ap
Enclosure
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MONTGOMERY COUNTYSHERIFF'S OFFICE

KENNARD L. PHIPPS, SHERIFF

The Honorable John Warner,
U.S. Senator from Virginia
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20515

4 SOUTH FRANKLIN ST.

P.O. DRAWER 148

CHRI8TlAN88URQ, VA 24073

PHONE (703) 3I2-eeoe

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

August 1, 1994
Dear Senator Warner,

As the Sheriff of Montgomery County, Virginia and Administrator of the
County Jail, I am vigorously opposed to any form of regulation of contract com­
munications operators or long distance carriers that would, in any way, affect or
jeopardize the present security and service of our inmate telephone system. I am
specifically referring to the application of Billed Party Preference for 0 + InterLATA
Calls, or BPP, at inmate facilities as referenced in FCC Docket #92-77.

Over the past six years our average inmate population has increased by over
50% while during that same period our Jail Staff has seen a force reduction of
nearly 20% due to funding cuts. Currently, our jail houses a daily average of just
over one hundred inmates. We have been successfully using the services and equip­
ment of a private contract communications carrier/operator for more than three
years. This automated telephone system, with its' attendant control services, per­
mit our staff to do their job more effectively while not having to worry about what
is happening in this area of inmate needs.

Today, we enjoy a relatively harassment-free and low fraud incidence opera­
tion that has satisfied several needs outside of the communications arena because
of the services and equipment provided by our contractor. Among these are the
compensation derived from commissions of receivables from the collect calls billed
to the inmates' called parties. These funds are deposited entirely into an inmate
welfare account that has provided many educational, spiritual, and recreational
enhancements to our inmate activities programs.

The application of BPP will most likely remove any controls that we now have
over those various fraud elements and harassment techniques that inmates use
against witnesses, judges, jurors, businesses, and employees, through the eventual
elimination of enterprising companies like our inmate communications qontractor.



It is impossible to conceive how a potential witness or complainant could
think (or remember) to protect themselves from threatening phone calls by an incar­
cerated inmate when the responsibility for that protection would fall directly on that
person and their "designated" phone carrier. It takes only one threatening call to in­
timidate a witness or complainant. By using "PIN" numbers and approved number
calling services and other controls, as provided by a dedicated inmate communica­
tions company, this type of problem is virtually eliminated.

To make the concept of BPP technologically equal to present systems in
place and on line will cost huge sums of money that will ultimately be burdened by
the public. This would NOT benefit that public. If it is the intent of the FCC to
protect the public from potential price-gouging by a few unscrupulous operators,
then I would be in favor of a price ceiling system, directed at State level and ad­
ministered by the Facilities through contract management, be imposed for this pur­
pose. Currently, our phone bill receivables are split with our inmate communica­
tions contractor in the form of nominal commissions. This billing is in line local BOC
pricing and the fiscal advantage ultimately flows back to the inmates. Conversely,
BPP will allow the carriers to probably maintain the same local BOC pricing levels,
but with the ultimate fiscal advantage going only to those operators.

Although there are several State Regulatory agencies that are supporting the
application of BPP, we feel that in the name of an Administration that is placing
great emphasis on crime control and prevention, it is not a good idea and does not
present a viable alternative to the administrative and security controls that we have
for effective criminal justice management in our jail.

In summary, if this application were passed, it would cause us to lose control
of telephone fraud activities originating from the jail and the harassment of wit­
nesses, complainants, or victims. It would reduce or eliminate much-needed
revenue that is used to operate State or Federally mandated inmate welfare and so­
cial reform programs. Programs that are NOT funded by those same mandates.

Sir, we urge you to support the needs of the Criminal Justice Community by
strongly requesting that the Commission NOT adopt this regulation.

Respectfully submitted,
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August 4, 1994

The Honorable John W. Warner
Russell Senate Building, Suite 225
Washington, D.C. 20510

Reference: Billed Party Preference

Dear Senator Warner:

I have received numerous copies of communications from sheriffs and other
corrections profasionaJs relating to the issue of BiDed Party Preference (BPP) for
inmate telephones. As I can UIlderstand it, the Federal Communications
Commission is considering pusin. rules that would make it possible for inmates
in local jails to choose the canier they want. I believe that BPP would eliminate
all inmate service phone comrniIsions to local jails IDd the fraud control features
currently provided by inmate phone services. Accordingly, this would resuh in
reduced fundin. for local jails and an increase in tw..ment caDs made to judges,
witness, jwy members and victims. This association bas previously voiced its
opposition to this changed policy.

The phone systems sheriffs offices use in local jails do not require deputy sheriffs
staff time to supervise the inmates usin. the phoae. Substantial funds are saved by
state and local governments with the preseDt'phone systems. I hope you will assist
me in convincing the Federal Communications Commission that careful
consideration must be given to any chanps made to inmate telephones.

For your infonnation, I have provided a copy of letter Sheriff Frank Drew of
Virainia Beach, has written to the Honorable Reed E. Hundt, of the Federal
Communications Commission. The issues raised by Sheriff Drew are issues
experienced statewide by Virginia sheriffs with inmate telephone systems.

Thanking you in advance for your assistance.

John W. Jones
Executive Director

JWJ/slg
cong803.1tt

Enclosure



VIRGINIA BEACH SHERIFF'S OFFI

FRANK DREW
Sheriff
JOSEPH P. VITALE
Undmberiff

.._-~._-------~~-~-~
2501 JAMES MADISON BLVD.
po. BOX6OM
VIRGINIA BEACH. VA 23456·9013
PHONE (804)421·4555
FAX (804) 421·2606

July 22, 1994

The 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 Mr. Hundt:

I would like to take this opportunity to voice my opposition
to Billed Party Preterence (BPP) for inmate telephone.. BPP will
eliminate all inmate phone service co_is.ions and the fraud
control feature. currently provided by our inmate phone service.
The mere thought that a. a jail administrator, I would not be able
to control how inmate calls are routed, is appalling. The thought
that an inmate could harass jUdges, witnesses, jury members or
victims is an atrocity.

In the Virqinia Beach Correctional Center, I have on site
maintenance a••igned to keep the inmate telephones in operating
condition at all ti•••• Thi. prevent. the delay of inmate. making
their telephone call. to family .embers, clerqy, attorneys or
friends. W. have no down ti.e on this .ervice to our inmate., a
statement I am .ure I would not be able to .ake it service was as
proposed by BPP. I oppose any federal interference with a
Sheriff's ability to manage and control the inmates' callinq.

In these days of bUdget cut-backs and tinancial constraints,
it would be impossible for me to operate this facility as it is
currently being operated, without funds qenerated by the inmate
phone system. Recreation equipment, library books, educational and
reliqious programs would also suffer. The revenue-sharing
arrangements with our inmate phone provider have been an innovative



and effective means of financinq important inmate needs. At a time
of fiscal crisis in qovernment, the FCC should not be cuttinq oft
a critical source of revenue that is used to benefit the inmates ot
this facility.

The rates provided by my inmate phone provider are reasonable.
No complaints have b••n received in reqard to the fees associated
with our current system.

In closinq, I believe that the r ••ponsibility for ensurinq
that the provid.r charqes reasonable rat_ lies with facility
administrators, who are in the best po.ition to evaluate the
circumstances of particular facilities. I have never known of a
cas. where a proble. was solved by addinq another level ot
bureaucracy.

Thank you for your consideration and I would qladly show you
throuqh a facility Where the present inmate telephone syste. works
for the inmates.

Sincerely.1
~Ic d:~

Frank Drew

CC: The
The
The
The
The
The
Mr.
The

Honorabl. J .... H. Quello
Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Honorable Rachelle B. Chonq
Honorable Susan Ness
Honorable Charles R. Robb
Honorable OW.I)-' Pickett
John Jones v
Honorable Jam.s Dunninq



HALIFAX COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
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August 2, 1994

The Honorable John Wimer
The United States Sen1Ite
225 Russell Senate <>lice Bldg
Wasbinaton, DC 20510-4601

Dear Senator Warner:

Enclosed is a copy ofa letter to the Federal Communications Commission
expressing opposition to a Commission propotII conc:erninI Billed Party Preference. This
concerns the provision of inmate telephone service in incarceration ficilities.

I am requesting that you contact the FCC to support Halifax County's opposition
to Billed Party Preference.

Should you require additional intbrmation or wish to discuss this further, please do
not hesitate to contaa me.

Sincerely,

j~\1-
Assistant County Administrator for Operations

GVL:sb

Enclosure



WIUlAM D. SLEEPER
e-y AdminiIcnr4r

~aIifax orount~ ~oarb of e-Super&isors

P.O. Box 786
Halifax. Va. 24SS8-0786

Telephone (804) 476-2141
Fax (804-}416-4.241

July 29, 1994

SUPERVISORS

J. C. SAlTERFIELD. JR.
Ol.imwl

RUTH H. NEAL
YICe ChIimlu

R. E. ABBOTI'
W. E. COLEMAN

H. W. MA'M'HEWS
1. K. McKINNEY

T. E. WEST

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Wasbinston, DC 20SS4

Re: Billed Party Preferellce
CC Docket ## 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
.

I write on behalfoftile HaIifix County, V......Board ofSuperviIon to oppose
the Billed Party Preference (BPP) propollJ. After diICUJIionI with the SberiJrofHalifax
County who operates the Halifax County Jail, it is our beliefthat BPP win have a
detrimental impact on the IbiIity ofthe County to provide its inmIIes reasonable access to .
telephone service, and the ability of the eou.y to coatroI baruIiaa or intimidating calls.
Further, there is a potential loss ofrevenue which benefits inmates.

The County ..... into a coatraet to provide .... telepbone service several
years 110. Prior to tIJIt tiIBe, GIlly. siaIIe telepbone was aVIi.... for inmates, IDd
inmates had to be taken one (1) at a time to the phone room by a COITeCtional Ofticer.
The inmate telephone system IIIowed for the installation ofseveral additional telephones,
thus increuiDg i......e ace••• to outside COIIUftUDicatio. As our inmate population bas
increased over the ,... to wt.e we DOW boule 60-70 iIImat. OD 1ft avenge day, the
multiple teIepbone capability bu ceI1IinIy been beDeficW. Further, a Correctional Officer
is no longer required to eICOrt an inmate to the telephone room, thereby treeing that
Officer for other duties.

Should BiDed Party Prefereace be approved, the Sheriffcould lose the ability to
utilize number blocking to prevent inmates from placing harassing or intimidating calls to
Judges, attorneys, witDeues, 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 of recreational 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 ofservice 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 thiJ system, there has only been one (1)
complaint ofan excessive charge. This complaint WU reIOlved to the satisfaction ofall
parties. The fact that there has been only one (1) complaint out ofdie hunctreds ofcalls is
a clear indication that the rate structure is reasonable.

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

H~ County appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

~1~
Gerald V. LowIIce
Assistant County AdminiJtrItor for Operations

GVL:sb

cc: The Honorable James H. QueIlo
The HODOI'IbIe Andrew C. Barrett
The HoDonbIe RadIeIIe B. Chong
The HoaoI1IbIe Susan Ness



W. Q. "QUINT' OYIItTON, .....

FRANKLIN COUNTY SHlRlFF'S OfFICE
ROCKY MOUNT, VlRGIHIA 24151

July 29,1994

The Honorable John Warner, Senator
U. S. Senate
Washington, D. C. 20515

Re: Biled Party Preference
CC Docket No 92-n

Dear Senator Warner:

As Sheriff of Franklin County, VIrginia, I would like to express my opposition to the proposed
Btlled Party Preference (BPP) Rule which is currently before the Federal Communications
Commission, or any o1her Rule or restriction which would alter 1he servfces provided to us
by our inmate telephone service providers.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our faciHty and have found it to
be necessary to route inmate calls from our facUity to a lingle carrier "at is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual rel8ttonlhip. We cannot allow inmates to
have open access to the tetecommunicatlons network and 1he freedom to use any carrier they
please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmn cans 1hrough a carrier we know and
trust. Instead, inmate cals will be routed to a number of cI1ferent carriers, none 01 whom will
have any obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have found it necessary to in..' phone equipment 1hat is spectncaHy designed for inmate
calls and use. This equipment helps prevent fraud, haTauing calls, and o1her aiminal activity
over the telephone network. This equipment was provided to us, free of charge, by the
telephone service provider that Ie under contract with the county jail. This equipment is also
upgraded and mllintained by the same telephone service provider- -free of charge. The
telephone service provtdee an a.-t which is 18tf-supporting, self-sufllcient and worry-free;
while at the same time provides funds back to 1he jaM to be used to prO'Ade inmates and facili­
ties wi1h a means to purchase educational, spiritual, and recreattonal enhancements to their
inmate activities programs. The inmate phone system is a vital tool to the correc1ional staff
which allows inmates to mllintain etose contact with 1helr families and friends and at the same
time provides staff with an irreplaceable management tool.



Furthermore, we are sensitive to 1I1e rates inmate tamMies pay for cans. We fully appreciate
1he FCC's concern if some Sheriffs do not•• responlibility for protecting inmate families
from abusive rates. we do not agr.. with the FCC ht the lOIution for 1I1is lack of responsibility
is BPP. The proper .,d more effective aetton would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls
and 1hen let Sheriffs enforce 1heee rate ceiHnga t1rough 1heir contracts. Indeed we believe
1he overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to requiring rates 1I1at are fair and
reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our abiflty to employ important security and administrative
meuur.s 1I1at we have found to be neceuary at our fIlciItty, ul1tmately reducing inmate
phone availability, which in tum deer.... the 8Mciency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt
regulations that interfere with our admlnlstralve and IeCUrity d8ciIions- -decisions1l1at are
clearly within our discretion and which we have a public reeponsibillty to make.

Reepectfully submitted,

Sh.,,", W. W. Overton
Franktln County Sheriff's Offtce & Jail

w. Q. "Quint" Overton
SHERIFF OF FRANKUN COUNTY

102 EAST COURT STREET
ROCKY MOUNT, VIRGINIA 24151



"~eriff. (l}ffire of "mvt~ Qt1JUntv
111 WEST NORTH LANE, MARION, VIRGINIA 24354

(703) 783·7204

July 26, 1994

Sen. John Warner
U. S. Senate
225 Senate Russell Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sen. Warner:

I trust this letter finds you well. I am writing to you
because of my concern for a pending regulatory issue called
Billed Party Preference. This regulation states that the
person being billed for the call, (in this case the inmates
attorney, family, friends, etc.) is the only one who can
determine what telephone company handles the call. It is
designed to eliminate the prOViding of collect calls by a
single phone company, such as the current provider of our
inmate phone system, which is most satisfactory.

Multiple phone companies that we are not contracted
with, will be able to handle calls from our phone system,
this will dramatically reduce our provider's ability to
control calling from our jail. They will not be equipped
to handle inmate calls and most likely may not be aware
that the calls are coming from a correctional facility,
resulting in fraud. Also it will reduce inmate phone
commissions we now receive and our control of inmate
calling will be lost.

We must not lose the following features our inmate
phone system now provides.

A: Victim and witness harassment prevention.
B: On site phone system supervision by·facility

personnel.
C: Phone number blocking capability.
D: Call duration capability.
E: Inmate phone system commissions.
F: Collect-only system capability.
G: Reduced bUdgetary costs to not having to pay for
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G: Reduced budqetary cost. to not having to pay for
inmate call•.

I strongly oppose the BPP and encourage you to do
the same.

Every consideration you may give this most important
matter will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

~~.
John Grubb
Sheriff

JGlrv



rrFte Office oftlie Slieriff
fJ./prfo{t. o/irginia •

July 27, 1994

ROBERT J. McCABE
Sheriff

The Honorable John W. Warner
United States Senator
4900 World Trade Center
Norfolk, VA 23510-1630

P. O. Box 2811
Norfolk, VA 23501·2811

(804) 441·2341

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

Dear Senator Warner:

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,

~~:..~
Norfolk Sheriff

RJM/akgl



MIdaeIIe .. Mttdalo, SlIm.
~CltJJall

July 25, 1994

1701 FIIIrfteId WIl1
~Vl"""'23223

The Honorable John W. Warner
1100 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Senator Warner:

EncloIed is a copy of my letter to Fec*al ComDmnielttionI CommiIIion
Chairman, Reed F. Hundt. In it I ha¥e outlined my objectioDi to CC Docket
No. 92-77, Billed Party Preference.

I would appreciate yoursupporton this wrycrucial issue. A letter to CJairman
Hundt from you would be wry beneficial.

Sincerely, _

~j.~
MiChelle B. Mitchell,
Sheriff
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RIdamoIld, VI..... 23223

July 25, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, 01airman
Federal CollJJDUDications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

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

Dear Chairman Hundt:

After analyziDa the security and eeWinWUative needs of our fadJity, we baYe
found it DeceIIIlJ to route inmate caDs tbrouP a aiDaIe curier. This carrier it
equipped to handle inmate calli and a firm with whom we have a cont:ractual
relationship. We caDDOt ano. inmates to have open aa:eII to the
telecommunicatioDl network and the frMdom to ute lIlY carrier they pi...
BilledPartyPreference (BPP)wil1 tab...,ourriabt tocoordiDate inmate calls
through a carrier we know can provide the leYeli of eecurity required by a
correctional facility. Instead, inmate caIJs would routed throUJb any number of
carriers, none of whom would be oblipted to us, and few trained or equipped
to handle inmate caDs.

We haYe also found it nece.ary to iDRaII phone oquipmeDt that is IpeCifically
desill1ed to handle inmate calli. TbiI eqWpmeathelp'ODforcecourtreatraiDiDI
orders, prevent fraud, abusive calli, and other criminal actiYity over the
telephone network. GMn the CODI1IDtbudletaryCOIIItraiall we are under, we
cannot atlord to provide jnmate te1ephoae equipment without the help ofour
inmate phone.rvice pnMden. BPPwould aIIO elimin_ the revenue stream
that finaDCCI our inmate pbonea. With aPr applied to inmate faciIitieI, there
will be DOW8J for 111to flaance tbeIe pboneI, DOl'wilI therebe any inmate phone
service pnwiden to 8IIiat us. Please tIy to iJMIine the daqerous CODdi1ioDs
which would ... in our facility with I,.. lecct. who do not haw~ to
telephones. 1'IIe .,....'••, •• of tid.......... Is ..,.. deIcrtpdoL

While some Sheriff's do not taU reIpODIibitity for protectina inmate famme.
from abusive rates, I can DOC be counted amoDi them. Our current COIIUaCt, at
myinsistence, specifk'allycapI tbeIe rateI for the IoIepurpoee ofproteetq the
families of inmates. BPP is not the solution for thia Jack of respoDIibiIfty by a
few. Rate ceilings do work and are the correct vehicle for fair and reasonable
rates.



CC Docket No 92-77, Opposition to Billed Party Preference
Continued Page 2

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administratiw mea1W'e8 which we find DCCC'." at our facility and would
drastically reduce inmate phone availability. I U1'F you to ItI'JECf repJatioDs
which interfere with our administrative and security decisions. Decisions, for
which I have a public respC>DSlbility to make.

Sincerely,

~d.~
Michelle B. Mitchell
Sheriff

cc: The HoDOl'lbIe James H. Quello
The HoDOnlbJe Alldrew C. Barrett
The HoDOnlbJe Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness


