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The Praeses Ex Parte addressed three primary issues:  the permissibility and ongoing 
need for inmate calling service (“ICS”) provider site commission payments to correctional 
facilities; the volume of calls at correctional facilities before and after the implementation of the 
Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC” or “Commission”) ICS Order and First 
FNPRM; and ancillary fees.4  GTL provides the following information to better put in context 
the claims made by Praeses. 

Praeses provides consulting services to correctional facilities.  These services include 
evaluating and negotiating contracts with ICS providers, and monitoring ICS providers’ 
compliance with those contracts.5  Praeses is not an ICS provider or correctional facility.  It is a 
for-profit company that has built its correctional facility services business based on the exchange 
of services for a flat fee or percentage of the site commissions received by correctional facilities 
from ICS providers.  This important fact was omitted from the Praeses Ex Parte.  As the 
attached contracts demonstrate, Praeses’ fee for its “consulting” services is directly tied to the 
amount of site commissions a correctional facility receives from its ICS provider: 

In El Dorado County, California, Praeses receives “a monthly fee of 12% of the total 
monies and benefits (signing bonuses, technology grants, etc.) paid by Inmate 
Telecommunication Service Providers (‘ITSP’) to the County” with a minimum 
annual fee threshold of $18,000.  Praeses also receives “33.33% of all historical 
reconciliation compensation paid to County,” which is defined as “specific anomalies 
in revenue or commissions due County but not initially reported or paid by an ITSP.”6

Praeses receives similar monthly fees in Lake County, California.7

In Marin County, California, Praeses receives a “management fee” of $1,500 per 
month and 10% of any signing bonuses and technology grants paid by the ITSP to the 
County.  Praeses also receives 33.33% of all historical compensation collected from 
the ITSP.8

Interstate Inmate Calling Services, Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC No. 14-158 (rel. Oct. 22, 
2014) (“Second ICS FNPRM”).
4  Praeses offered no support for its claims regarding the volume of calls at correctional facilities before and 
after the implementation of the FCC’s ICS Order and First FNPRM, and any anecdotal information should be 
viewed with skepticism based on Praeses’ business model.  It is worth noting, however, that whatever the magnitude 
of increases in ICS calling since the implementation of interstate ICS rate reductions, increased ICS calling is a 
positive result that supports the Commission’s proposed market-based approach to encourage competition and 
reduce ICS rates.  See generally Second ICS FNPRM. 
5 Praeses Ex-Parte at 1-2. 
6  Agreement for Services #420-S1310 between County of El Dorado, a political subdivision of the State of 
California and Praeses LLC, Article III (dated April 2013), attached hereto as Attachment 1.
7  Agreement between Lake County Sheriff’s Office and Praeses LLC, Article II (dated Feb. 11, 2014), 
attached hereto as Attachment 2.
8  County of Marin, Professional Services Contract between the County of Marin and Praeses LLC, Exhibit B 
(dated Oct. 1, 2011), attached hereto as Attachment 3.
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In San Francisco, California, Praeses receives a management fee in the amount of 
10.57% of all revenues paid to the Sheriff’s department by the ICS provider.9  In 
responding to the Request for Proposal issued by the City and County of San 
Francisco, Praeses touted its ability to assist the correctional facility in increasing its 
commission amounts.10

In Stanislaus County, California, Praeses receives “10.56% of the total monies and 
benefits (signing bonuses, technology grants, etc.) paid by the Inmate 
Telecommunication Service Providers (‘ITSP’) to the County,” with the maximum 
amount to be paid to Praeses set at $150,000 per year.  Praeses also may collect 25% 
of all historical reconciliation compensation paid to the County. 11  Praeses receives 
similar monthly fees in Tulare County, California (9.95%)12 and in Imperial County, 
California (10%).13

The Praeses Ex Parte also failed to acknowledge the FCC’s August 20, 2014 Public 
Notice, which was issued a month and a half before the Praeses Ex Parte was filed.  The August
20 Public Notice reiterated that the payment of site commissions based on interstate ICS 
revenues is not permissible and such continued payments are subject to enforcement action 
pursuant to the FCC’s complaint process under section 208 of the Communications Act.14  The 
Commission further warned that it may sua sponte initiate investigations to determine whether 
ICS rates are just and reasonable in light of such payments.15

This oversight by Praeses appears convenient when reviewed against its argument that 
the payment of site commissions based on interstate ICS revenues is not prohibited.16  The above 
excerpts from Praeses’ contracts with correctional facilities highlight that its position regarding 
site commissions may be heavily influenced by its self-interest. These contracts support the need 
for Praeses to preserve the payment of site commissions in order for it to be paid for the services 
it provides to its correctional facility customers.  This need also appears to account for the 

9  San Francisco Board of Supervisors Budget and Finance Commission Meeting, available at
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/bf110613_130801.pdf. 
10  Praeses LLC Response to City and County of San Francisco Request for Proposal SHF 2014-07 (dated 
May 9, 2014), attached hereto as Attachment 4.
11  Agreement for Personal Services between County of Stanislaus and Praeses LLC, Exhibit A (dated Sept. 
13, 2011), attached hereto as Attachment 5.
12  Inmate Telephone Management Agreement between Tulare County, California and Praeses LLC, Article 
III (dated July 6, 2009), attached hereto as Attachment 6.
13  Agreement between the County of Imperial and Praeses, LLC, Article II (dated July 30, 2013), attached 
hereto as Attachment 7.  Praeses is not entitled to a management fee or commission on any technology grants or the 
first $40,000 in signing bonuses collected by the Imperial County Sheriff’s Office over the life of the agreement.   
14 August 20 Public Notice at 2; see also 47 U.S.C. § 208.  The Commission reiterated that the payment of site 
commissions on interstate ICS revenues suggests those rates exceed the reasonable costs of providing interstate ICS 
and could be found to be unjust and unreasonable, and be subject to refunds to end users even if the ICS provider 
was charging the ICS rate caps adopted by the ICS Order and First FNPRM. See August 20 Public Notice at 2.  
15 August 20 Public Notice at n.11. 
16 Praeses Ex-Parte at 2. 
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ongoing pressure by Praeses on ICS providers (or on correctional facilities that in turn pressure 
ICS providers) to continue the payment of site commissions on interstate ICS traffic.17  Praeses’ 
actions are self-serving and further perpetuate the problems identified by the Commission with 
respect to site commissions and ICS rates.18

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Chérie R. Kiser 

Chérie R. Kiser 

Counsel for Global Tel*Link Corporation 

Attachments 

17 See, e.g., WC Docket No. 12-375, Securus Technologies, Inc. Ex-Parte Letter (July 31, 2014). 
18 ICS Order and First FNPRM ¶ 34 (“where site commission payments exist, they are a significant factor 
contributing to high rates”); see also Second ICS FNPRM ¶ 20 (“The pressure to pay site commissions that exceed 
the direct and reasonable costs incurred by the correctional facility in connection with the provision of ICS continues 
to disrupt and even invert the competitive dynamics of the industry.”).
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