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Received & Inspected 
This is a Public Comment for WC Docket Nunber 12-375. 

MAR 0 4 2013 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street SW; Room TW-B204 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Secretary Dortch: 

Dale c. Shackel~QM Mail Room 
64613 I ICC 
P.O. Box 70010 
Boise, ID 83707 

February 25, 2013 

I am an Idaho prisoner held in Idaho's only privately managed prison. 
Prior to my transfer to the Idaho Correctional Center (ICC), I spent a decade 
on Death Row at the Idaho Maximum Security Institution (IMSI). 

At both IMSI and ICC, (inmate) pre-paid local and interstate telephone 
calls are billed at a flat rate of $3.40, while collect calls to out-of-state 
numbers are charged both a $3.60 connection fee, and 80¢ per minute. Calls to 
Canada all have a connection fee and a per minute rate of 80¢. Because the 
collect call rates to both interstate and Canadian numbers is identical, it is 
only logical that pre-paid calls to Canada should be the same rate as pre-paid 
interstate calls. This means that billings for all calls to Canada (and 
Mexico) are pure profit for the telephone company and the IDOC. 

All Idaho prisons, be they state or privately managed, are all under the 
same contract to provide inmate telephone services. This contract with Public 
Communications Systems (PCS), in association with Global Tel*Link has a 
documented (contractual) provision that the Idaho Department of Correction 
will receive a minimum $2.86M annually in the "turn-key" operation of the 
telephone system. 

It is further troublesome that prisoners at ICC, literally across the 
street from IMSI, are subjected to (effective) telephone rates 33% higher than 
those prisoners housed at IMSI. This is because while the RATES are the same 
for pre-paid flat rate calls, IMSI prisoner telephone calls automatically 
"time out" after 45 minutes, where all other Idaho prison telephones 
(privately or state managed) time out after only 30 minutes. This is the 
difference between paying 11.3¢ per minute and paying 7.5¢ for the exact same 
call. It is unclear where the money from these variances goes, or even if such 
funds are accounted for. 

With no internet/email access, limited postal delivery and the many other 
restrictions placed on prisoners, their families and even attorneys, 
telephones are a vital part of both prison and society. Allowin<::J t>rison 
telephone fees to remain as high as they are, with no end in sight to the 
proposed increases, this matter is certainly against public policy, and I 
would ask, on behalf of myself, my family and friends, and the millions of 
others affected by this issue to consider promulgating rules which would 
curtail these abuses. 





This is a public comment forWC Docket 12-375 

David K. Hudson Bey #A 179401 
Lakeland Correctional Facility 
141 First Street 
Coldwater, Michigan 49036 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW; Room lW-8204 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Secretary Dortch, 

Received & Inspected 

MAR 0 4 2013 

FCC Mail Room 

My family and I have been suffering extreme hardship for the past 18 years for lack of close 
communication and family ties as a result of the exorbitant phone rates, surcharges, and 
management fees added to the regular cost of prisoner phone calls in Michigan. 

The phone contracts the Michigan Department of Corrections enter into has mandatory hidden 
and added fees which increases the cost of each prisoner's collect and debit calls. A 30% 
Special Equipment Fee is presently being tacked on and billed to prisoners and their families by 
PCS. There is no justification for these fees. 

In previous contracts entered into by the Michigan Department of Corrections the charges 
associated with "management" cost of doing business (plus taxes and other fees) were 
incorporated into the base per-minute rates, but the contract presently with PCS its a totally 
separate added cost. The MDOC calls it holdback fees to cover the vendor's expenses 
associated with the cost of transporting, processing and billing prisoner's telephone calls. But 
there is absolutely no accountability or reinbursement for the fees not used. 

Being housed hundreds of miles from my family leaves phone calls as the primary means of 
communication and contact with my 8 year old granddaughter, daughter, and siblings. My 
mother and two older brothers have passed away during the time of my incarceration over the 
past 29 years. I have very little immediately family remaining and keeping in touch by phone 
with all the added management fees is causing my family and I undue hardship. My family has 
limited income and the prison administration does not pay me enough in prison wages to afford 
regular phone calls at reasonable rates. Although the MDOC offer unlimited access to phone 
usage, I cannot afford to use the phone regularly due to excessive rates. 

PCS charges 9.9¢ per call but with the added fees I am billed 12¢ per call. I have enclosed a 
detailed news article as an exhibit in support of regulation and cheaper phone rates for prisoner 
calls. 

I ask that you start Regulating and Monitoring Prison Phone Calls and eliminate any 
burdensome added management fees or administrative cost hidden or separate. 

Thank you for giving the opportunity to address these concems. 





MI -CURE NEWS 
A QUARTERLY PUBLICATION OF 

MI-CURE, PO BOX 2736, KALAMAZOO, Ml 49003-2736 (269)383-0028 February 2013 

After months of waiting, the MDOC has finally provided us 
with information on what we understood was a management 
fee (30% of the Special Equipment Fund) being paid to the 
phone company PCS. In a letter dated January 10, 2013, Russ 
Marian explains, "(T)he 30% 'management fee' you cite in 
your letter is not a management fee. It is a holdback to cover 
the vendor's expenses associated with the cost of transporting, 
processing and billing inmate telephone calls. For example, in 
the inmate telephone industry, many individuals accept calls, 
but never pay the phone bill. This leads to a fairly high rate of 
bad debt and uncollectible calls." 

In previous contracts, the charges associated with the above 
costs of doing business (plus taxes and other fees) were 
incorporated into the base per-minute rates, rather than 
handled as a separate item. With this new understanding in 
mind, we performed a comparison of the per-minute rates for 
the previous (Embarq) contract and the current PCS contract. 
To do that we calculated the per-minute rate ofPCS calls to 
include the base rate listed in the contract + the word search 
charge+ 30% of the SEF fee+ taxes and fees that are added. 
Taxes and fees vary based upon the nature of the call and the 
locations involved, so we calculated a minimum per-minute 
cost and a maximum per-minute cost. The comparisons are 
shown in the table below. 

PCS Max PCS Min Embarq 
Rate Rate Rate 

Intrastate Collect 10.4¢ 9.9¢ 12¢ 

Interstate Collect 13.7¢ 11.7¢ 15¢ 

Intrastate Debit 9.3¢ 8.9¢ 10¢ 

Interstate Debit 11.3¢ 11.2¢ 12¢ 

In every case, the per-minute charge being paid to PCS is 
slightly less than the per-minute charge received by EMBARQ 
under the previous contract. 

It remains unclear why it took so long for the MDOC to 
provide us with an explanation of the fee. What is crystal 
clear is the fact that we need to focus on the use of the Special 
Equipment Fund to ensure that the expenditures are justified, 
quantified, and end as soon as possible. 

We all need to be asking legislators to demand that the 
department justify all of the planned expenditures. Below is a 
summary of the proposed purchases and some of our concerns. 

The department has had personal protection systems for years. 

What failures have occurred with the current system? What 
problems resulted from those failures? Why must they now 
spend $16.4 million on integrated personal protection systems? 
How would the new system have prevented previous problems? 

What are the weaknesses with the current camera and perimeter 
lighting systems? Within the past few years, the MDOC has 
reduced perimeter surveillances of its facilities, arguing that 
those were unnecessary. Why then, must we spend $9 million for 
integrated camera/perimeter lighting in 18 prisons? 

The Department is proposing to spend $2.5 million for cameras 
at the Reformatory. Why are we spending that much money 
to place cameras in an old facility when we have closed newer 
facilities in Detroit (Mound) and Standish? 

Why have we spent even $1 on Tasers, let alone the $1 million 
proposed by the MDOC? Prior to the introduction of these 
weapons, the MDOC relied on staff to de-escalate conflicts and 
resolve problems. That was apparently working. On January 
27, 2011, MDOC administrator Russ Marian was asked by a 
member of the House Judiciary Committee whether prison 
wardens believed that a good time system helps to manage 
prisoners. Marian reported that the state had managed its 
population fine without good time credits for more that 10 years. 
(We would add that they managed the population fine without 
Tasers since the system was established.) He testified that there 
is an expectation that prisoners will behave themselves and 
follow the rules laid out by the department. If that system has 
worked so well, why do we need Tasers? We should be seeking 
ways to reduce tension in the system. All Tasers should be 
removed immediately. 

The MDOC has notably confiscated very few contraband 
telephones. With universal visitor searches and random staff 
searches, this has simply not been a significant problem. Why 
then, is the department proposing to spend $1.95 million on cell 
phone detection equipment? 

The department is also proposing to purchase ballistic vests 
at a cost of $1 million. Citizens of the state are not expecting 
corrections officers, parole agents, or probation agents to perform 
as police officers. Why are we spending $1 million for this 
equipment? 

Why must incarcerated persons and their loved ones purchase 
$900,000 worth of equipment to ensure that officers are 
performing their rounds as required? 

You, our readers, have a role here. Please check out our "Help 
Wanted" Section. 
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THE IMPORTANCE OF VISITATION 

In November 20 II, the Minnesota Department of Corrections 
published the report, "The Effects of Prison Visitation on 
Offender Recidivism." The report was based upon a study of 
the effects of prison visitation on recidivism among 16,420 
offenders released from Minnesota prisons between 2003 and 
2007. 

"Using multiple measures of visitation (any visit, total number 
of visits, visits per month, timing of visits, and number of 
individual visitors) and recidivism (new offense conviction 
and technical violation revocation), the study found that 
visitation significantly decreased the risk of recidivism .... The 
results also showed that visits from siblings, in-laws, fathers, 
and clergy were the most beneficial in reducing the risk of 
recidivism, whereas visits from ex-spouses significantly 
increased the risk. The findings suggest that revising prison 
visitation policies to make them more 'visitor friendly' could 
yield public safety benefits by helping offenders establish a 
continuum of social support from prison to the community." 

The study concluded that ... 

• Any visit reduced the risk of recidivism by 13% for 
felony reconvictions and 25% for technical violation 
revocations. 

• There is a decreased risk of recidivism with more 
frequent and more recent visits. 

• The more sources of social support, the lower the risk 
of recidivism. 

The study also cites recommendations from a 2008 study of 
Florida prisoners by W.D. Bales, and D. P. Mears, ("Inmate 
Social Ties and the Transition to Society: Does Visitation 
Reduce Recidivism?") on ways to foster greater visitation. 
Those recommendations include the following: 

I. placing inmates in facilities as close to their home 
communities as possible 

2. encouraging community service agencies and 
organizations to visit inmates 

3. ensuring parking is available for visitors 
4. expanding visiting hours to evenings and weekends 

to accommodate visitors who are employed or have 
to travel long distances 

5. decreasing bureaucratic barriers to visitation 
6. increasing the cultural sensitivity of staff members 
7. making sure that visitation rooms are clean, 

comfortable, and hospitable. 

The study also noted that nearly 40 percent of the individuals 
studied received no visits. They suggested that the system 
should do more to encourage visits by clergy, mentors, and 
other volunteers for these individuals. 

Recognizing that some of these policy changes will require 
increased investment. The study authors conclude that the 
benefits in public safety will likely outweigh those costs. 

MI-CURE NEWS, February 2013 

Source: "The Effects of Prison Visitation on Offender 
Recidivism," Minnesota Department of Corrections, November 
2011 

SPEAKING TO LEGISLATORS 

On January 14, MI-CURE Director Kay Perry was among a 
group of individuals invited to speak with current and incoming 
legislators about the state of Corrections. Kay spoke about a 
variety of issues that concern incarcerated persons and their 
loved ones. With only 10 minutes to speak, Kay discussed the 
following issues: 

Instead of paying 4¢-5¢ per minute for phone calls, those calls 
are costing 18¢-23¢ per minute because of the Special Equipment 
Fund. Despite months of effort, we still do not have details on 
the equipment to be purchased or when the collections for the 
fund will cease. 

Decisions by the MDOC have arguably increased the cost of 
health care. For example, the $5 co-pay for medical visits causes 
some individuals to delay seeing a doctor. That may expose 
others to infection and may mean that a disorder is not treated at 
an early stage when the cost of treatment is less. 

The MDOC brags about feeding individuals on less than $2 
per day. The result is a reduction in the quantity and quality 
of food. Hungry individuals are likely eating more junk food 
from the commissary. The fact that some hungry individuals 
can afford commissary food and some cannot may well result in 
more tension between the "haves" and "have-nots." It is hard to 
conceive of added tension leading to a healthier environment. 

Facilities are overcrowded as a result of premature facility 
closings. In addition to increasing the risks of sharing illnesses, 
the mental and emotional strain of living in such close quarters 
does not promote good health. Sanitary facilities designed for 
smaller populations add to the stress and challenge. 

In June 2011, the MDOC reduced visiting hours in all prisons by 
20%. The change places stress on the social support networks 
that have proven to be essential to one's successful transition 
from prison to the free world. 

The prison phone contract that has resulted in much more 
expensive phone calls also places a strain on social support 
networks. 

The department closed one Detroit prison and repurposed the 
other. Roughly 2,000 people were dispersed throughout the state 
- far from the loved ones that constituted their social support 
network. 

The MDOC has shifted the cost of incarceration to persons who 
are incarcerated and their loved ones. Incarcerated persons make 
pennies an hour and have seen no wage increase in more than 
25 years. Some have even seen pay cuts. Receiving wages that 
don't come close to meeting reasonable needs simply adds to the 
sense of hopelessness and helplessness. 



Received & 'BSflected 

HAR 04 2013 

~~"'(" S tcq. T4r1 tlorc 'h. -~ ___ Fe(:_ ~'!OC>m ____ _ _____ _ 
_ _ fu~s _ ___ ·~_s __________ -~ ___ _ ~-~ \J ~_;_c, ___________ to_iY\_ m ~ ____ __ __ __ _____ _ __ 

_ _ __ ______ _ ___ ~~ _ __ ~C- --~-oc~tT____ _ !\h-'.M ~CI\.; _ .J~-~ 3] _5". __ ________ _ ___________ _ 

~'~~1- ~l\{f\~L\ . ·1:;, {o"''- . ti..Ncl. ~l\Lr 'no~<~<"S _ 
. -·· . 0. w (\I ' ~ 1 s """' \\ t'.} ·, T 'n (q•c), t cf\.., . 

~ ~ To . V 1 s ·, T . ')\-. 'L. . . o N\..1 . 0 ;JiJ-
CJ\. w o.1 0 ~ Co \VIfl\ '-' ,.v ' C4 T 1 <l'f'L, . 1 S. 
~ _ i\l ~\~~l'f\.L . ~~c.Nt!t __ CC\rJv~ Cos'T 

s \a - \)_:.) .1\l C\. $ 3 _J u -c~ (\) ~\H~cT I t.'Y"t. t' fL -~ -
__ tGt _ _ ~ \)nl.l\..- • S \l-J~r.~T _ __I__ _ Mg ~ _ 

_ ~@-\_Nt\ _ \ o a. \)£r4 ~o~~ _ _ _ do~)..- _ 
0 <A... ~Y\l['f\~ • . 0. "" S' 0 (\ 1\Jt\ T W9 

Jfo·v.)\N·~ _ ' ~~~u~\Jj . sr\.~ vvi~ . otJtJ~..... . 
._j ~0.\{~\:S ) . . \-)t;.J, :vq . ~ . \:)'-\;~ 

. "' . StN~i"''\ . \-.cq-·d .. ) . el.\r Ned. ~O\\Je'f . . .. 
_ · . l'rw.~-t:) . ....J \T ~ti~N 1\JCt.~r. iN\~Jssllole. 
\t> ~~.\1\C\~\\J u"''1 _ \\iNct _ o~ LoNq_ _ 

()__-~ ~\~vJl __ \ t\.C\T •u~ t _ J 

'' ~~:<'1 Ctr1" or 'nol.li)e.. J.;v,Jtd 
~J~iNS\ 1 1 .)t .t:"' . . .:>\-.J1 . NoT . S.!o~_" 

. -

-~0od) t~SN\tT icS t ~ C~ble_ Y:ee -('()Z~i\<t{;- ----· ------~ 

(: \l~\..td . \IV • "" 0 "'' ~C\ t(,\1.)~ ~ ~(\Y\L t ~ ~~~ .. 
'-J ~~~ QLe~s€J 



: ' 

... ~liTr;cl\. 1-\o~~ Hv.'-\4lJ5 
. 'to a ?\\~e._ ) \ ree\ . . 

\ \il(;C)y - I\\~ . \-\u .. ,il; J~dY\ Q R 



c/~:vvt>lo 
II iJv /-) lv 

l-fv.<~1 bt H-~ tln1 ;J /J I l"',!.,. 5' Y 
/-

Recetved & Inspected 

MAR 04 2013 ~ 
FCC Mail R .;2 O?c2j:s oom _ 

DMA- S'~/ D~ld 



t!1A/J c,J.h Ca'YI ~~ /1/l r~c.-cfl d ? 1· a- /ffJ~l-d' ~(;./.. /n1) 
./ 

Cm~kr>J ~~· ,j/ V.1u(/ {~ /1/7 . "-/)1/lUU;/~/ 
f ~f/V/ ce,n (-~./ ~ ,N:J /fl . CI.MJ' _fl?hn,._[w Ckl 
tf/U ..,f.,-i/J'Itf!.--J..t ~ (lt/X;{ a /lt-&U~"t--1' 0;1.1~ (/~ )/?/U1'«.· £, 

I~ c;, •. l!/ /.,v~_ ,v-e-v£. 



Form DC-135A Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

INMATE'S REQUEST TO STAFF MEMBER 
Department of Corrections 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Complete items number 1-8. If you follow instructions in 
preparing your request, it can be responded to more 
promptly and intelligently. 

1. To: (Name and Title of Officer) 2. Date: 

3. By: aint Inmate ,Nam~ an~ Num28 4. C<;>uGseiM1Nam1~~Ct · Jh.D.f1}r).)S. 'b_J ~ &.8 r\ I, 'fJrtJ)i I ,, M 
5. xr~M{~Na~e (~, ~lfl.d4 

'.._ Inmate Signature 

6. Work Assignment 
.1/117 }~·~iche{) 

7. Housing Assignment 

13 
8. Subject: State your request completely but briefly. Give details. 

I (1 '\ 

ocJ-IL 15 I ";Les.fo((?/rrt bleod l CoJ!~u 
( / .J 

\ 

9. Response: (This Section for Staff Response Only) 

To DC-14 CAR only D To DC-14 CAR and DC-15 IRS D 

Staff Member Name ------=--:-:----- I -----=--------- Date ______ _ 
Pri~ S~n 

Revised July 2000 
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