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Permitting Telephone Competition 
Within the Facilities with Inmate 

Choice Will Not Work 

• Competition DOES EXIST for the right to install inmate 
telephone systems in facilities = Good; 

• Commission Price Cap Plan will drive inmate calling rates 
lower and quality/quantity of products up = Good = 
Competition; 

• Sole sourcing to a single provider after an initial competitive 
process is the norm in government and business; 

• Multiple telephone providers within a single facility cannot be 
administratively maintained because: 

- 59 Competitors 

- 59 Calling Platforms 

- 59 ways to analyze information 

- Increase in corrections administration time by 59X 

- Calls will not be analyzed 

- Witnesses, victims, inmates, judges, corrections 
officers, family members are at risk of harassment, 
injury, and even death if calls are not analyzed through 
a single provider’s platform 

- All corrections officials agree, have to use a single 
calling platform. 

Permitting telephone competition within the jail/prison 
system with inmate choice will not work and citizens will be 

at risk of harassment, injury, and even death as a result. 



Industry Proposal
• 85% Share of ITS Market 

• Inter = Intra = Local = $.20 per minute price cap 

• Commissions If Justified – Be Careful 

• Transition Plan – Be Careful 

• Rates/Fees – Capped and Eliminated 

 

Praeses 
• Not an ITS provider 

• Business Model based on INCREASING COMMISSIONS 

• Commissions to Facilities – Potential windfall to Praeses on consulting to 
justify and increase commissions 

• ICS Providers Retained Profits – Not True, Cost Study based rates 

• Advocate of interstate commission payments in VIOLATION of FCC 
Order 

• Ancillary Fees Not Justified – Not True, eliminated ≈ 20 fees, 
capped/reduced others 

 

CenturyLink 
• ≈ 4% Share of ITS Market – a SMALL player 

• Advocate of interstate commission payments in VIOLATION of FCC 
Order 

• Meaningful Cost Recovery for Facilities = Increased Rates

• Commissions Necessary to Allow Inmate Calling 

• Strict Limitations on Safety/Security Products Offered – CTL has not 
developed/own ITS platform 

• No Tiering – Agreement 

 The proposal from the ITS carriers that represent 85% of 
the industry that guarantees significant rate reductions 

and capped fees should prevail. 



Reasons Why the FCC Cannot Use the 
Siwek Study Submitted on March 25, 2013 

 

1. The Siwek Study is not an accurate depiction of 
Securus’s per-minute costs nationwide; 

2. The study only represents 38 Securus facility customers 
versus the 1,600 Securus customers in the 2014 FTI 
Consulting Study.  So the sample size is unacceptable; 

3. The Siwek Study provides only high-level, aggregated 
data in order not to disclose competitively sensitive 
information;  

4. The 2014 FTI Study includes cost of capital and the 
Siwek Study DOES NOT include cost of capital due to 
its small sample size; 

5. The Siwek Study is not representative of the Securus 
distribution of facility sizes. 

 

The March 25, 2013 Siwek Study SHOULD NOT be 
used by the Federal Communications Commission in 

determining Securus's costs.  The FTI Consulting 
Study, which is much more rigorous and detailed, 

should be used. 
 


