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Dear Ms. Salas:

On December 20,2000, Robert Aldri\-\1rofthis law firm and Vince Townsend of
.f'

Pay-Tel Communications, Inc., representing the Inmate Calling Service Providers
Coalition, met with Anna Gomez, Senior Legal Advisor to Chairman Kennard.

We discussed the proceeding regarding inmate calling services on remand from
the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit. In particular, we discussed the
need for the Federal Communications Commission to provide, pursuant to 47 U.S.c.
§ 276, fair compensation for inmate service providers for local collect calls where state rate
ceilings preclude recovery of the cost of the calls.

The substantive points discussed are reflected in the enclosed documents which
were handed out at the meeting.
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An Approach to Fair Compensation and
Reasonable Rates for Inmate Service

Pursuant to 47 U.S.c. § 276, the FCC must ensure that providers of telephone
service to inmates of confinement facilities are fairly compensated for each call made from
their phones. At the same time, under 47 U.s.c. § 201, inmates of confinement facilities
and their families are entitled to reasonable rates. In the pending inmate service remand,
the Commission has an opportunity to promote both objectives: (1) fai1' compemation and
(2 reasonable rates for inmates and their families.

1. The Problem: High Long Distance Rates in Most States and Low Local
Rate Ceilings in Some States

• Long distance rates for service to inmates in most states are
very high. The FCC does not currently regulate rates tor
interstate long distance calls, and in many states there is no
active regulation of long distance rates.

• In the proceeding immediately before the FCC, CC Docket
No. 96-128, which deals with Section 276, inmate service
providers are requesting fair compensation tor service to

jails in those states where artificial~'Y low state rate ceilings
preclude recovery of the tl111 cost of local collect calls.

• For example, Tennessee imposes a rate ceiling of
S.85, which does not cover the cost of a local collect
call from confinement facilities.

• Local calls make up over 80% of the calls tram city
and county jails.

• The two problems arc related: in states with low local call
rate ceilings, providers of service to jails cannot recover
their costs without charging high long distance rates.

• Requiring providers to charge below-cost rates on local calls
and thereby f()rcing them to charge rates above cost on
llItastate calls cont1iets with the FCC's recent tlnding that
~'it \\ould be an undue burden on interstate commerce to
ha\L costs of prm'iding intrastate service to prison inmates
CroSS-SlI bsidized b\' in terstate service ratepayers." Billed
l'(f!"tv F!"c!iTClIcc!in' ll1terLA TA 0+ Calls, CC Docket No, 92-



77, Second Report and Order and Order on Reconsideration,
fCC 98-9, released January 29, 1998, ~~ 55,61.

II. Addressing the Problem in Docket No. 96-128

In Docket No. 96-128, the Commission can simultaneously address both the
local rate ceiling problem and a potential solution to the broader problem of excessive long
distance rates.

• The Commission should rule that, pursuant to Section 276,
it will authorize an inmate service providers to exceed a
particular state's local collect call rate ceiling if the inmate
service provider submits cost data showing that the
individual provider's per-call costs exceed the rate ceiling in
a particular state.

• To ensure that the provider's rates tor long distance calls are
also fair to inmates and their tamilies, the Commission
should require the service provider, as a condition of being
allowed to exceed the local call rate ceiling in a particular
state, to commit to charging cost-based rates for all other
calls - local, intraLATA, and interLATA (intrastate and
interstate) - from facilities served in that state.

• vVhile the Commission docs not directly regulate long
distance rates, the Commission may require inmate service
providers in this proceeding to develop cost-based rates as a
condition of receiving tair compensation tor local calls.

• A provider would demonstrate its costs tor local,
intraLATA, and interLATA calls, and submit proposed
rates tor e~llh tvpe of call.

• A provider's per-call costs tor each type of call would be
developed, including the tollowing cost categories:

• line charge
• usage charges
• nlidation
• 1l1,11I1tenanCL' ~1nd repairs
• eq 1I ipment depreciation
• {)\lThead



• return
• commission payments to facilities
• unbillables/uncollectables

• The provider would use consistent methodologies to
develop costs tor each type of call.

• To limit commission costs, the FCC could require that
commission payments to tacilities must not exceed a "range
of reasonableness" determined by the FCC based on
appropriate bctors.



Rates for a 12 Minute Local Inmate Collect Call and State-Imposed Rate Ceilings

State .. --RBOC
Local Usaae Rates Collect Call Total Rate Rate Cap? Rate Cap Details

.".__ ,,__....;l~-".
Inll. Min Add'i Min. Notes .._- Surcharge

1 .Illinois ___,,_~~tech _. ...LQJ4 $ 0.13 $--2"50 $ 4.07 No
...... ~ ..~._- _._-

'ca;;;;ed atRBOCIBell AliantiCltariff rates2 New Hamoshire Bell Atlantic $ 0.35 $ 0.24 $ 1.05 $ 4.04 Ves
3~__ ,,_ Arnerilech $. 0.35 NIA rales detariffed .. $ 35 per call assumed $ 3.00 $ 335 Ves CaDDed at tariffed rates of Drevailino ILEC for oriaination of call

-'-"-"'---4 WisconSin Ameritech $ 0.35 NlA rates detariffed ". $.35 Der call assumed $ 3.00 $ 3.35 Ves CaDoed at RBOC'IAmeritechltariff rates
5 Kansas SBe N/A NIA no Der minute rate .: surcharge only $ 3.25 $ 3.25 No
3 California SBe $ 0.35 NIA $ 2.90 $ 3.25 No
7 Maine $ 0.35 $

"

$ 3.19 Ves Rates are not canned bv rule but PUC has never allowed a tariff rate hiaher than Bell AtlanticBell Atlantic 0.14 $ 130
, Texas . SBe NIA NIA no per minute rate •• surcharae onlv $ 300 $ 3.00 Ves All intrastate collect surcharaes caDDed at $3.75
3 Ohio Ameritech $ 035 NIA $ 2.50 $ 2.85 Ves CaoDed at RBOC IAmeritechltariff rates
) Geom;a Bell South $ 035 NIA $ 2.45 $ 2.80 Ves Canned at RBOC Bell South) tariff rates ._-
1 Nebraska us West $ 0.35 NIA $ 2.25 $ 2.60 No .-
2 North Dakota us West $ 035 NIA $ 225 $ 2.60 No
,rwYomina us West $ 035 NIA $ 225 $ 2.60 No
4 Oklahoma SBe NIA NIA no Der minute rate •• surcharae onIv $ 2.55 $ 255 Ves CaDDed at maximum rate of anv certificated LEC in state --
5 South Dakota US West .J 0.35 NIA rates detariffed •. $.35 per call assumed $ 2.10 $ 2.45 Ves CaDDed at RBOC (US West) tariff rates ..-
5 Michioan Ame~~_ $ 0.35 NIA $ 2.05 $ 2.40 Ves Rates caooed at 300% of averaae of carrier rates
7 Colorado ._- us West $ 035 NIA $ 1.85 $ 2.20 Ves Canoed at RBOC IUS Wesll tariff rates

.. _--
l Connecticut SBe $ 035 NIA rates detariffed .. $.35 Der call assumed $ 1.75 $ 2.10 Ves CaDDed at RBOC IBeli Atlanticltariff rates
l Florida Bell South $ 035 NIA $ 175 $ 2.10 Ves Collect call surcharaes caDoed at $1.75
) Vermont Bell Allantlc $ 035 NIA $ 1.65 $ 2.00 No
I MiSSOUri SWBell $ 035 NIA $ 1.60 $ 1.95 No
1 New Vork Bell Atlantic $ 035 See note Inrt 3 min $.35, $.05 ea. add'i 2 min $ 1.30 $ 1.90 Ves CaDDed at tariffed rates of Drevailina ILEC for ariaination of call
l Kentuckv $ 035

._- ~

$ 1.85 Ves Caoned at tariffed rates of nrevailino ILEC for oriaination of callBell South NIA $ 1.50
I New Mexico us West $ 035 NIA $ 1.50 $ 1.85 No
5 Utah US West $ 035 NIA $ 1.50 $ 1.85 No
5 Rhode Island Bell Atlantic $ 0.35 See not,"-- Init 5 min $:':35:"$'0.05 ea. add'i 3 min $ 1.35 $ 1.85 Ves Caaoed at tariffed rates ofnfevailinn ILEC for orialnation of call
7 New Jersey BeJ~tlanti~ $" 0.35 See note Init 4 min $.35. $.10 ea. add'14 min $ 1.26 $ 1.81 No

'~.1... SWBell ..~ NIP ~£er minute rate .. surcharge only $ 1.80 $ .._- 1.80 Ves Caaoed at RBOC (SBC) tariff rates
'-'-'"

Canned at RBOCIBeliSouth tariff ratesl MississiDDI Bell South $ 035 NIA $ 1.44 $ 179 Ves
..-

J Montana US West $ 035 NIA rates detariffed .• $.35 Der call assumed $ 1.35 $ 170 No --
I Pennsvlvania Bell Atlantic $ 035 See note Init 10 min $.35, $.05 ea. add'i 3 min $ ·130 $ 1.70 Ves Caooed at RBOC IBeli Atlantic) tariff rates
1 Louisiana Bell South $ 0.35 See note Init 5 min $.35, $.35 ea. add'i 5 min $ ·0.63 $ 1.68 Ves CaDDed at tariffed rates of Drevailino ILEC for oriaination of call
l Arizona US West $ 0.35 NIA $ 1.30 $ 1.65 Ves Caooed at tariffed rates o(orevailino ILEC for oriainalion of call
I Idaho US Wesl $ 0.35 NIA $ 1.30 $ 1.65 No
; Iowa US Wesl $ 0.35 NIA $ 1.30 $ 1.65 Ves CaoDed at tariffed rates of orevailina ILEC for oriaination of call
; Minnesota us West $ 0.35 NIA $ 1.30 $ 165 Ves CaDDed at RBOC US Wesll tariff rates
r Oreaon US Wesl $ 0.35 N/A $ 1.30 $ 1.65 No
I Alabama Bell South $ 0.35 NIA $ ·125 $ 1.60 Ves CaDDed at tariffed rates of nrevailinn LEC for oriaination of call
l Hawaii GTE $ 0.35 NIA rates detariffed •• $.35 Der call assumed $ 1.20 $ 1.55 No
) Delaware Bell Atlantic $ 0.35 N/A $ 1.10 $ 1.45 No
I Nevada SBe $ 0.35 NIA $ 1.00 $ 1.35 Ves Caor ed at RSOC (SSC) tariff rates
! Massachusetts Bell Atlanllc $ 0.35 NIA $ 0.86 $ 1.21 Ves Caooed at RBOC IBell Atlantic) tariff rates

North Carolina Bell South $ 0.35 N/A $ 0.80 $ 1.15 Ves CaDr ed at tariffed rates of Drevailina ILEC for orioination of call
Virainia Bell AIIantic $ 0.35 NIA $ 0.75 $ 1.10 No
South Carolina Bell South $ 0.35 NIA $ 0.70 $ 1.05 Ves CaD[ ed at tariffed rates of orevailina ILEC for oriaination of call
Washinoton US West $ 0.35 N/A $ 0.65 $ 1.00 Ves Caooed at maximum rate of an,,'certificated ILEC in state
Marvland Bell Atlantic $ 0.35 N/A $ ·0.60 $ 0.95 Ves CaDDed at RBOC (Bell Atlanticl tariff rates
West Virainia Bell AIIantic $ 0.35 NIA $ ·0.60 $ 0.95 Ves Rates not caooed by rule but PUC has never allowed tariffed rate hioher than Bell Allantic
Tennessee Bell South $ 035 NIA $ ·0.50 $ 0.85 Ves Canned at RBOCIBell South! tariff rates
Alaska N/A NIA N/A NIA NIA NIA

$ 2.06

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
40
4
4
43
14
45
46
47
48
49
50

• The surcharge allowed on inmate calls is lower than the surcharge allowed on reguiar collect calis in these states

KeYin/ITF99/Jfcap.xls December 2000



INMATE SERVICE - 12 Minute Local Collect Call
COST ANALYSIS

Pay Phone Inmate

VARIABLES 1 Local Collect Call Local Collect Call

Local Service Charges 2 $ 52.53 $ 64.05

Flex-ANI Charge $ 1.08 $ 1.08
Number of Calls 439 268

Billing & Collection Fees $ 0.18 $ 0.18

Maintenance $ 18.90 $ 24.12

Equipment Depreciation $ 12.73 $ 29.48

Overhead Total $ 19.62 $ 59.96

Return (profit) 4 $ 15.31 $ 22.10

Commission % 5 30% 30%

Unbillables % 6 0% 5%

Uncollectibles % 7 2% 14%

Tax

(1) Pay Phone (2) Inmate Cost Differential
Local Collect Call Local Collect Call (Col 2- Col 1)

Local Service Charges B $ 0.122 $ 0.243 $ 0.121

Billing & Collection Fees $ 0.180 $ 0.180 $

Validation 9 $ 0.113 $ 0.170 $ 0.057

Maintenance & Repairs $ 0.043 $ 0.090 $ 0.047

Equipment Depreciation $ 0.029 $ 0.110 $ 0.081

Overhead $ 0.045 $ 0.224 $ 0.179
Return (profit) $ 0.035 $ 0.082 $ 0.048

Total Costs $ 0.567 $ 1.099 $ 0.532

Commission @ 30% $ 0.254 $ 0.647 $ 0.393

Unbillables/Uncollectibles @ 19% $ 0.025 $ 0.410 $ 0.384

TOTAL $ 0.846 $ 2.155 $ 1.309

FOOTNOTES:

1) Except where indicated, average figures for payphone services are taken from the FCC's Third Report
and Order, and average figures for inmate services are taken from prior Coalition filings

2) Local service charges for payphone services include usage charges as estimated by the

RBOCIGTEISNET Coalition. Local service charges for inmate services are estimated based on analysis
of ILEC tariffs in the 13 states wi the lowest local collect call rates.

3) Estimate based on review of LEC and clearinghouse fees

4) Payphone returns calculated at 11% and inmate returns at 15%



5) Commission % for payphone services is assumed to be equal to commission % for inmate services

6) Unbillables for payphone services are estimated to be negligible. Estimated unbillables for inmate

services have increased from 3% to 5% since previous Commission filings

7) Uncollectibles for payphone services are based on estimate provided by clearinghouse

8) Flex ANI fees are included in Local Service Charge per-call calculations

9) Validation estimates based on estimated call completion ratios for payphone services and inmate

services



EXPLANATION NOTES:
INMATE SERVICE COST ANALYSIS

A. (Footnote 2) Local Service Charges are based on an actual average of Local Exchange
Carrier fees for a payphone line, including (but not limited to) basic line charges, End User
Common Line Charge (EUCL), Primary Interexchange Carrier Charges (PICC), blocking and
screening, Relay (TRS) and 911 fees. The charges for the "Local Inmate Call" chart include
charges incurred for Local Measured Service.

B. (Footnote 3) Industry statistics show that for each inmate collect call that is actually
"answered and accepted", there is also one call that is "answered and not accepted".
"Answered and not accepted" normally means that the call was answered by an answering
machine, triggering the automated system to consider the call answered, thus delivering the
automated message announcing the call and asking for positive acceptance. Since an
answering machine cannot positively accept the call, the system will "time out" and
disconnect the call. These calls are not billed to the consumer. The inmate service provider is
still billed for the first minute increment by its long distance carrier. This means that on
average, the provider is billed one additional minute for a separate call per call that is actually
answered and accepted.

C. (Footnote 4) Billing and Collection Fees estimates are based on a review of current fees
charged by LECs and clearinghouses. Charges include "bill rendering fees" (charge for
including records in LEC customer's bill, regardless of number of records) and "per message
fees", which are based on the number of records for each customer's bill, and clearinghouse
fees where applicable.

D. (Equipment Depreciation) Figure based on an average of $1,768 in equipment expense per
line depreciated over 5 years. (Inmate: $1,768 / 60 months = $29.48 per month). This
monthly figure is further divided by the number of inmate calls per line.

E. (Overhead Total) Overhead is based on industry averages and includes all traditional
overhead items, plus the cost of such support items as database management, fraud
investigation and traffic analysis, fraud investigation blocking, facility support, customer
support, and billing and collection support that is inherent and required in the inmate service
provider environment.

F. (Validation) All calls are "validated" through the Line Information Data Base (L1DB) to ensure
that the number is billable. Each call is validated prior to the call being dialed from the inmate
equipment. This means that each attempt is validated, regardless of the outcome of the call.
Industry statistics show that for each call that is "answered and accepted" (as in B. above),
there is one call "answered and not accepted (or rejected)", and one call that reaches a busy
signal or a no answer. This means that for each call that is successfUlly completed and billed,
there are on average 3 separate validations.

G. (Return/profit) Return/profit is calculated as an annual percentage "return on investment". In
the case of the inmate example, the "equipment expense per line" of $1,768 is mUltiplied by
15% to arrive at an "annual return" amount ($1,768 x 15% = $268.20). This annual return is
then divided by 12 to arrive at a monthly return figure ($268.20 / 12 =$22.10).



INMATE SERVICE -12 Minute Intra/Inter-LATA Collect Call
COST ANALYSIS - NC, SC, TN

Pay Phone Inmate
VARIABLES 1 IntraLlnter-LATA Call Intrallnter-LATA Call

Local Service Charges 2 $ 31.00 $ 35.51

Flex-ANI Charge $ 1.08 $ 1.08

Long Distance Charges (per call) 3 $ 0.32 $ 1.04

Number of Calls 439 268

Billing & Collection Fees 4 $ 0.18 $ 0.18

Maintenance $ 18.90 $ 24.12

Equipment Depreciation $ 12.73 $ 29.48

Overhead Total $ 19.62 $ 59.96

Return (profit) 5 $ 15.31 $ 22.24

Commission % 6 30% 30%

Unbillables % 0% 5%

Uncollectibles % 8 2% 14%

USF Contribution %

Taxes

(1) Pay Phone (2) Inmate Cost Differential

Intra/Inter-LATA Call IntraLlnter-LATA Call (Col 2- Co11)

Local Service Charges 9 $ 0.073 $ 0.137 $ 0.063

Long Distance Charges $ 0.320 $ 1.040 $ 0.720

Billing & Collection Fees $ 0.180 $ 0.180 $

Validation 10 $ 0.113 $ 0.170 $ 0.057

Maintenance & Repairs $ 0.043 $ 0.090 $ 0.047

Equipment Depreciation $ 0.029 $ 0.110 $ 0.081

Overhead $ 0.045 $ 0.224 $ 0.179

Return (profit) $ 0.035 $ 0.083 $ 0.048

Total Costs $ 0.838 $ 2.033 $ 1.196

Commission @ 30% $ 0.447 $ 1.196 $ 0.749

Unbillables/Uncollectibles @ 2%/19% $ 0.030 $ 0.757 $ 0.728

USF Contribution @ 5.9% $

TOTAL $ 1.491 $ 3.987 $ 2,496

FOOTNOTES:

1) Except where indicated, average figures for payphone services are taken from the FCC's Third Report

and Order, and average figures for inmate services are taken from available industry estimates.

2) Local service charges for payphone services include usage charges as estimated by the



RBOC/GTE/SNET Coalition. Local service charges for inmate services are estimated based on analysis

of ILEC tariffs.

3) Long distance usage based on a rate of $.08 per minute with an additional minute added for a call

answered and not accepted

4) Estimate based on review of LEC and clearinghouse fees

5) Payphone returns calculated at 11% and inmate returns at 15%

6) Commission % for payphone services is assumed to be equal to commission % for inmate services

7) Unbillables for payphone services are estimated to be negligible. Estimated unbillables for inmate

services have increased from 3% to 5% since previous Commission filings

8) Uncollectibles for payphone services are based on estimate provided by clearinghouse

9) Flex ANI fees are included in Local Service Charge per-call calculations

10) Validation estimates based on estimated call completion ratios for payphone services and inmate

services



AT&T

INMATE RATES STANDARD COLLECT RATES

~State Surcharge/ Total Cost of 12 illterState Surcharge/ lotal Cost QJJ1._
DATE Per Minute Rate Minute Cail Per Minute RC1~ Milli1!.LCaII

November 19, 1997 $3.00/$.40 $7.80 $2.25/$.40 $7.05

October 17, 1998 $3.00/$.45 $8.40 $2.25/$.45 $7.65

November 21, 1998 $3.00/ $.50 $9.00 $2.25/$.50 $8.25

March 1, 1999 $3.00/$.55 $9.60 $3.45/$.55 $10.05

July 8, 1999 $3.00/$.59 $10.08 $3.45/$.59 $10.53

July 22, 1999 $3.95/ $.59 $11.03 $3.45 I $.59 $10.53

December 1, 1999 $3.95/$.59 $11.28 $3.45/$.59 $11.73

March 1, 2000 $3.95/$.69 $12.23 $4.99/$.69 $13.27



Exhibit 12

:::::!::·::·i:::·:.":·!:·:::.i·:··:·::~~~~f!:~_·rt~~~:I::. ::~_~II~~i:ii·:::li:::::::::!::.":::":·:;;:::::;i:·::· .:..'::.j:j:j.:.:.::
State I Inmate Population Telephone Provider Commission Rate DOC Profits FY 97-98

Texas
Pop: 129,661

California
Pop: 124,813

New York
Pop: 69,529

Florida
Pop: 65,1l7

Ohio
Pop: 47,166

Michigan
Pop: 41,625

Illinois
Pop: 40,686

Georgia
Pop: 36,753

Pennsylvania
Pop: 34,696

N. Carolina
Pop: 31,312

, Virginia
Pop: 24,629

Missouri
Pop: 23,850

Source: Telephone survey conducted by commlUee staff from July to September, 1998

29

$20-21 million

$13.8 million

.

$14.1 million

$12-16 million

$10-12 million

$3 million

$7 million
(projection)

$10.4 million

$ 9-11 million



V ERIZON Advanced Corrections
Services is a total solution to the
telecommunications needs of vour

industry that can be tailored to your n~eds and
requirements.

Advanced Corrections Services provides you
with a single point of contact that specializes in
the corrections industry. vVe install all of the
payphones, handle all call processing, design and
implement network needs, provide call recording
and monitoring equipment, voice print identifi­
cation and many other specialized applications.

One additional key application of Advanced
Corrections Services is IntelliFraudsIll

, a sophisti­
cated, enhanced method for analyzing calling pat­
terns. It is a powerful tool in detecting suspicious
calling trends and fighting fraud in correctional
facilities. If the IntelliFraudsm system detects a
problem, our Fraud J\tlitigation Task Force is
ready to step in and work with you to set up
controls and to stop fraud. A thorough analysis of
calling patterns can generate standard and tailor­
made reports. vVe can also provide assistance
with special investigations, if warranted.

\Ve build and mount our heavy duty corrections
payphones to do a long stretch of time, but if you
do experience any problems, our service centers
are open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year.

At Verizon, we offer our services at fair rates to
the inmates' families and a variety of attractive
commission and incentive programs for the
correctional facility.

Call 1-800-PUB-TELL Today

Or visit our website
verizon.com/corrections

~.
•ver,zon



Ccmections - Special/Enhanced Callmg Features - Verizon Page 1 of 3

verI on

.::.~ )r"~~"'\*'1i.~~ '" V-prr.zon ... Pub'rc CommunIcatIons
\~ • ~1" ...... ' ~ "'~ ~ ~ro; ~ "':l: ~ " -p:1""~$;W~

!J~ ~ Ve'rizon AdVanced Corrections Serivices)
, -,

Special/Enhanced Calling Features

Verizon Inmate Call Processing has the following
special/enhanced features:

.. Full PI~J

.. Call Recording

.. Call 1'10flltorlng

.. Debit Call Proces5111g

.. VOiCe? Print ldelltlflCJtlcn

.. Physical Cutoff Switches

.. Video Imaging

.. Commissary

.. Jail j\'lanagement

Full PIN
The Inmate Call Processing System has the option of assigning each
inmate a unique personal identification number (PIN) ranging from
5 to 11 digits. The use of PIN numbers will allow corrections officers
to know who, when, and from what telephone inmates are calling.
Full PIN allows inmates to call from 1 to 30 telephone numbers. The
facility will establish the maximum number of telephone numbers
each inmate will be allowed to call.

PIN DENIAL occurs when a PIN or any number of
inmate's PINs may be turned "off" (deactivated) for a
specific period of time at the on-site administrative
terminal or from an authorized remote terminal.

PIN CALL TIME LIMIT allows the setting of a maximum
time limit for any type of call related to an individual
PIN or all PINs.

The Inmate Call Processing System may be
programmed to use a PIN or non-PIN mode inside the
same facility. For example, a prison can decide to use
PINs in maximum or long term areas while allowing all

http:'/w\\iw.bellatlantic.com/inmate/cspcfeat.htm 00/12/18



Corrections - Special/Enhanced Calling Features - Yerizon

calls in overnight and work release areas.

Page 2 of.3

Call Recording (universal or selective)
The Inmate Call Processing System, where allowed by law, can
record all calls, or just record selectively. Selective recording allows
the facility to record all calls made from a particular inmate phone,
to record all calls made to a specific phone number, to record all
calls made by a specific PIN, or to block recording of specific
numbers.

Call Monitoring
The Inmate Call Processing System allows the facility to monitor
calls in progress on any inmate telephone line. Any noise activity
generated around the observing telephone will not be heard by the
inmate and the call party being monitored.

Debit Call Processing
The Inmate Call Processing System allows the correctional facility
the option of debit calling in addition to collect calling. The debit
system will use a debit account through an existing commissary
account or a special debit account that will have funds paid by the
inmate or his/her family. Debit calling can also be used for
International Calling.

Voice Print Identification
Voice Print Identification is used by the Inmate Calling System
along with the PIN. When an inmate makes a call, he/she first will
key the PIN and then the res will prompt him/her for his name. The
inmate might be asked to repeat his/her name more than once.
Once approved (in less than a second) the inmate will be able to
place the call. Basically voice printing is a method of biometrics
authentication of a person's identity that is based on the fact that
each person's voice contains a unique signature which is very hard
for others to imitate.

Back to Top of Page

Physical Cutoff Switches
In addition to the Automatic ON/OFF controls of the Inmate Calling
System, Verizon can provide per request manual cutoff switches for
each telephone, groups of phones, specific cell blocks, or all phones.

Video ImagIng
The Video Imaging System is able to capture and integrate inmate
photos (front and side view), documents, personal property images,
physical body marks, etc. The Video Imaging System integrates the
image with the general inmate profile that contains name, physical
description, PIN, allowed phone numbers, and booking history.

The Inmate Commissary System allows inmates to order
commissary items by using their PIN via the same telephone they
use for their outgoing calls. It also keeps track of each inmate's
monetary account and offers information on inventory of items,
price list, and vendors. The system can proVide information on daily

http://viww.bellatlantic.com/inmate/cspcfeat.htm 00!12/18



Corrections - Special/Enhanced Calling Features - Verizon

transactions, account balance and general ledger.

Page 3 on

Jail Management
The Jail Management System is designed to assist the prison facility
with various jail administrative tasks such as inmate booking,
inmate classification, court details, sentences, release dates,
medical and transport. The system has the flexibility to invoice
another facility for housing inmates and to generate reports.

o
Visit Public Communications main Web site at

,;: © 2000 Verizon Communications

http://www.bellatlantic.com/inmate/cspcfeat.htm 00/12/18



EQUAL JUSTICE INITIATIVE
OF ALABAMA

October 27,2000

The Honorable William E. Kennard, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street Street, S.W., Suite 8-B20l
Washington, DC 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 96-128 and CCB/CPD No. 00-1

Dear Chairman Kennard:

In a recent speech before the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, FCC Commissioner Gloria
Tristani stated, "one of the most important tasks of a public servant is to give a voice to the
voiceless". Today there is no segment of the population in more need of a voice at the Federal
Communication Commission than the families of inmates in correctional facilities.

Telephone service is a lifeline for inmates and their families as they attempt to rebuild their lives
and maintain contact Viith their loved ones. It enables a son to tell his dad about the homerun he
hit in little league; a daughter to tell her mom about her day at school; and a v·rife to tell her
husband that she believes in him, she loves him, and she \vill be there for him when he calls.

Today, telephone service for inmates faces two major problems. On the one hand, the long
distance rates paid by families of inmates in state prisons are outrageously high and steadily
rising. AT&T has raised its interstate inmate phone service rates over 50% over the past three
years to fuel excessive profits and offer higher and higher commissions. On the other hand,
access to telephone service for inmates in rural county jails is increasingly threatened in many
states because of unreasonable management on local collect calls.

Today there are two proceedings before the FCC that can lead to fair and reasonable rates for
ALL inmate collect calls. First, Section 276 of the Communications Act directs the Commission
to ensure fair compensation for "each and every" inmate service call--both local and long
distance. The FCC should enable providers of inmate phone service to county jails to charge a
cost-justified rate for local calls - provided that they commit to charge a cost-justified rate for
long distance calls as well. When inmate phone service providers are fairly compensated for
local collect calls, this \\111 remove the upward pressure on long distance rates that exists today in
a mmlber of states. At the same time, the Commission will ensure that long distance rates v'I111
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corne down by requiring these inmate service providers charge only cost-justified rates for long
distance service.

In addition, implementation of this cost mechanism will establish benchmarks for the costs of
inmate telephone service. Inmate family support groups seeking to challenge the long distance
rates charged at prisons can cite the FCC-established benchmarks in complaints or litigation to
force carriers such as AT&T to reduce their dis.sraceful long distance inmate service rates.
Although long distance rates are currently deregulated, inmate groups are seeking to challenge
the level of those rates before courts and administrative agencies. The ability of inmate groups
to effectively challenge outrageously high long distance rates will be enhanced if the FCC sets an
example of how to determine the reasonableness of such rates in the Section 276 proceeding
outlined above.

The second proceeding that will help keep local collect call rates fair is also under Section 276
where Congress directed the Commission to ensure wide-spread development of phones. In
many states today the availability of inmate phone service in county jails is threatened by: the
exorbitant rates inmate phone service providers are forced to pay the LECs for local service and
usage. The single biggest cost element of a local collect call is the rate paid to LECs for local
service and usage. In some instances the rate for local usage is several hundred percent above
the LEC costs. Therefore, in addition to implementing cost-justified inmate service rates, as
outlined above, the FCC must also act on the pending "New Service Test" proceedings 1 to ensure
that the providers of inmate phone service pay cost based rates for the local service provided by
the incumbent local exchange carrier. Both these steps are essential to ensure that focal and
long distance rates are fair and reasonable for families ofinmates.

One other element of the cost for ali inmate collect calls must be addressed--commissions.
Outlandish commissions have no connection to any legitimate "cost" to providing telephone
services in a confinement facility.

Public expenses should be borne by the public generally, and not alone by the families of those
imprisoned by the public. The public should fund the recreation programs, prison libraries,
family counseling programs and the programs designed to reduce recidivism. Regrettably, today
the majority of county jails and state prison systems rely on inmate phone service commissions
to fund these life changing programs.

The question is when is a commission reasonable and when is it an obscene tax. First, com­
mission funds should be used exclusively for programs designed to benefit the inmates and their
families. Second, commissions should be deemed acceptable if the percentage falls within a
"range of reasonableness" of 0% to 15 %. Our first choice would be a 0% commission to keep
L.1.e price of all calls at the lowest possible rate. However, if commissions were somehow man­
dated to be zero, regrettably there are county sheriffs and state departments of corrections that
\voutd lose their incentive to provide regular access to phones for inmates, as is the case today in
Texas. This must not happen. However, if commissions are required to fall \vithin a range of
reasonableness, competition will focus on providing better quality service and programs such as
debit calling to further reduce the price of calts and increase call volumes.

Wisconsin CCB/CPO No. 00-1 ;North Carolina CCB/CPO No. 99-27; Michigan CCB/CPO No. 99-35
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In these two proceedings the FCC can perform a service of unmeasureable benefit to every
citizen in this country. Lower priced calls will lead to more family contact. Frequent family
contact is proven to reduce recidivism. If by taking the actions outlined herein more frequent
contact with families could lead to a 5%, 10% or even a 20% reduction in repeat offenders the
value of reform in this area would be clearly established. 1bink of the families saved, the
citizens saved from harm, the lives saved, and the money saved from having to build more
pnsons.

In discussing giving a voice to the voiceless, Commissioner Tristani went on to describe the need
for "voices that challenge stock answers, inappropriate stereotypes; and voices that call for better
solutions and better answers to questions".

Chairman Kennard, in these two proceedings the FCC has a tremendous opportunity to challenge
stock answers and look for a better solution. My hope is that you will stand up to the pressure
from the big carriers and demand they cost-justify their rates; that you will have the fortitude to
demand the LECs reduce their local service and usage rates to eliminate excessive profits that
subsidized other services; and finally I hope that you will tackle the tough challenge of
commissions to ensure the availability of regular access to phones for all inmates and keep rates
low to inmate families.

The work you do in the next few \-'leeks on this issue will truly give a voice to hundreds of thou­
sands of voiceless families. Years from now you will look back with great pride on the work
you are doing now to correct this injustice, and you will know that your team under your
leadership was responsible for bringing a lasting benefit to all society.

Thank you for all your efforts to move these proceedings to [mal orders before the end of the
year.

Sinc€rely, /
/ .' -)I (' 1-1--
B~~~~~ertsdn, Director
Equal Justice Initiative of Alabama

Assistant Professor of Law,
New York University School of Law

cc: Commissioner Susan Ness
Commissioner Harold W. Furchtgott-Roth
Commissioner Michael K. Powell
Commissioner Gloria Tristani
Magalie R. Salas, Esq.
Dorothy Amvood- Chief Common Carrier Bureau
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Chairman William Kennard
federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Stree1, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554
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RE: CC Docket No. 96-128 (Voluntary Remand oflnmate Telephone
Services Issues)

Dear Chairman Kenr.ard

Inmate telephone service compJ.nles arc currently hefore the COITilnlSsioll seeking fair
compensation [or telephone St:rvice to jails, pursuant to Section 276(11) of the Communica1ions Act.
We believe that this "fair compensation" proceeJing provides a unique 0PP0I1Unlty for the I'CC to
lake crucled actIOn 10 reform inmate 1clephone sel-vice rates.

Rates for long-distance mmate telephone services in [his country Me unjustifiable: and
disgraceful. When the "free market" allows service providers to cxtract extol1ionate rates from
inmates and their families. there is a clear and immediate need for regul2lion. (What parent,
receiving a call from a child that originates in ajail or prison, would give a moment's thought to the
cost of1he call? Or. would decline the call. even knowing he would be "gouged." Most parents
would promise to pay My price under those circumstances But why would we want WIY parent to
he faced Yv ith sueh a choice')) Th<.1\ dcploroble state of affairs cannol be allowed 10 continue.

As a means of fostering the mainten<lnce and s1rengthening of ties hetween inmates and their
fllmilics and their communities, the importance of extending inmates telephone pflvJlCgCS has been
recognized hy the American Correctional Associ'llion (Oc1ober 19% Resolution on excessive Phone
Tarriffs), by the Federal Bureau or Prisons (PS5264.06 Telephone Regulations [or Inmates), by the
Natlonal Sheriffs' Association (Resolution of 14 June 1995), and by other leaders in the Corrections
pro fession.

While there are a number ways in which the development 0 f these reblionships can he
fostered (as. for example, through visitation and written correspondence), telecommunications
ser/iccs are increasingly Integral to human interaction in today's society. Separated from family and
friends by the fact of their incarceration, Jnmates may be especially reliant on telephone privileges
to maintam contact with loved ones. This IS panlcularly rruc for a slsniflcant pcrcentage of 1h(;
Incarcerated population who have 1l111ltc:cllltcraey skills.
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Telephone privileges are highly valued by inmates. The availability of telephones provides a
powerful incentive for inmates to comply with rules and apply themselves in rehabilitative efforts.
The suspension ofsuch privileges for t.liscipJinary reasons can be a particularly stinging punishment,
but one that is legally permissible.

For alllhesc reasons, telephone privileges can be a valuable tool 11l the uverall correctional
process.

I understand from the mmjtc: telephone service providers that local inmate servIce rate
ceilings in some states arc artificially low - carring rales as low as 85 cents per call in Tennessee,
and S].] 5 per call in North Carolina [f, as the service provlders argue, they are prevented from
recnvering their costs and J reasonahle profit, thcse rate ceilings threaten the ~tvailability oftelcphone
service ill county jails.

On the: other hand. Ion:; distance rates for inmate st,'Tvice are outrageously high and steadily
increasing. For cx,unple, AT&'r hds r,liscu llS interstate long diswnce inmale service ratcs 57% over
the last three years. See Attachmc:nt. AT&T's current ratc for a IS-minute interstate long Jistancl2
inmate service call is $14 30. dOOLlt 15 times the $.85 rate for a ]5-minute local call jn Tennessee.
11 is my understanding that the on1)' di fference in cost between these two types 0 rcalls is the cost
of transmission· probably ahout one dollar - but the difference in price is thirteen dollars! If
that is not conclusive eVIdence of abusive practices, the fact that these companies ean offer
"commissions" as high as 60% puts the maller beyond credible contention. Such outlandish
commissions huve no connection to any legitimate "cost" of providing tclc:phone services in a
correctional selling. And, paradoxically, the inability of service providers to collect such exorbitant
charges appears to be advanced as a Justi ficution for cycr-escalating rates.

The inmate telephone scrvlce providers serving jails argue that, in many slales. lhey arc
unable lo recover all the costs of local calls. Provillers of jail tckphone service (which is
predominantly local service ill states like \Jorth Carolina and Tennessee) have presenled evidcncc
to show they are forced to charge higher rates on their long distance calls in order to make up their
losses on local calls. The result is a constant upward spirdl of costs and commissions that are heing
home by the most disadvantaged, poverty-stricken segment of our population.

Two years ago, when lhe FCC adopted price-disclosure rules for operator service, the FCC
rulecJ that "We are unaware of any ruhlic policy reason why users of interstate operator services
s:iould be required to subsidize users of ir,lfastate operator servIces." Billed PurfY Pre/crence/or
!tJ!erL1TI1 0+ (u/l~, CC Docket No. 1)2-77. Second Repon and Order and Order on Reconsideration.
fee 98-9, released Janu"ry 20, 1<)'-)8. 'y' '::. ii zlrrears lh2.! Inmate service providers arc heing fAced
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to subsidize intrastate operator services through excessive interstate charges, at inmate famijie,,'
expense, because no smglc agency is looking at the whole picturc and reconciling the appalling
practices associated with the provision 0 f inmate telephone services.

Today, the fCC has a mandate from Congress to look at the whole picture. Section 276 of
the Communications Acl directs the: Commission to ensure fair rales for "each and every" inmate
servlce call - both local and long distance. The FCC, in its Third Report and Order
(implementation 0/ {he Puy Telephone Recfas.tiflcation una Compensu(iol1 PrOFisions oj the
Telecommunications /lct of 1990, CC Dockc! No. %-128, Third Report and Order, FCC 99- 7
(released Fehruary 4, 1999, 72-88), established J "holloms-up" cost mechanism to make sure
puyphone providcrs arc: "fairly compensated" for dial-around calls from pJyphones

in this proceeding, the FCC should face the inmate service issue slojuarely, and resolvc it
comprehensively. The FCC should require providers of inmate telephone scr.:icc to justify the price
of lhclr calls by filing tariffs suppol1ed hy 2 "bo(Ioms-up" cost mechamsm that accounts for costs
and demonstrates that the proposed return is reasonahle. This cost justification process would
ensure that inmate calls will be fairly priced for both local and long-distance calls, providing a fair
return for inmate service pro\ iders, at a reasonable cost to inmates and their families.

Fair pricing on telephone services will strengthen public trust In the fCC. It will also help
to re-estahlish the public tfust in telephone companies. While cost justification for rates wIll result
In SIgnificantly lower per-call profits, unscrupulous protiteenng must he rcstramcd by law, if not by
etrical husiness judgement. Any dirnJnution in profilabJlity will be at kast partially offset hy ,I
russlb\c increase 10 the number or duration of calls (and revenue). and by improved collections. In
such an environment, the competitive forces of a free murkel will foeus arrent ion on the: need to
reduce costs, lower rates, and thereby increase traffic and profitabillty.

Correctional officials will also have to [lOd ways to offset the los5 of revenue, hut publi~

~xpenses should be nome by the public, generally, and not alune by the familic:s of those the public
Imprisons. And, as already noted. telephones have pLlrposes other than the generation of income in
a correetlonal scttjng~ they CLlI1 be valuable tools in the overall currecliom\l proccss.

Of course, Inmates and their families will bencfit most from regulations that require fair
flflling on inmate telephone servIces. That is only just. since they have borne the pernicious costs
of abuse. Fair pricing will make phones more accessible to inmates and communications more
affordable to their families. Reasonable rates will help 10 strengthen family ties and connections
w!th communities, aiding in the eventual re-integration of the offender into free socIety
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In thLS proceeding the FCC truly has an opportunity to lake a meaningful step that will have
lorll;-lasting benefits [OJ illl members of our society. 1 urge you to exercise your authority to
implement a comprehensive approach to the regulation of pricing praclices for inmale lelephone
calls.

Thank you for your attentlOn to thIs matter, and for your service to our country.

cc. Commissioner Haruld FurchtgoTl- Roth
CommissIoner Susan 0Jess
Commissioner Michael Powell
Commissioner Gloria Tristanl

Since~el. 'of.
iehael sf. Hamdc

\ \
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