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Invision Telecom, Inc. (Invision) holds pay telephone 
certificate no. 4311, with an effective regulation date of November 
a, 1995. Invision presently operates approximately 100 pa y 
telephones in various confineaent facilities throughout Florida . 
Invision•s petition states that it i s the largest independe nt 
inmate service provider in the c ountry, wi th approximately 5 ,400 
i nmate phones in 36 states. 

In Florida, Invi sion provides and bills auto•ated O+ inte rLATA 
ca lls via store-and-forward technology, r e sells sent-paid local and 
intraLATA calls placed from confinement fac ilities and provides 
debit cards for inmates to complete local and intraLATA toll calls . 
InVision provides inmate service at fourteen facilities in Florida 
in seven different LEC territories. 

On April 1, 1996, Invi s ion filed a Petition for a waive r o f 
those rules and polic i es c urrently prohibi t i ng it from prov id i nq 0 • 
local and 0+ intraLATA calls from store-and-forward pay t e l e phone s 
located in confineaent facilities (Attachment A). 

staf f had planned to bring th.i s pe ti t ion before the Commi ss i on 
along with the similar petitions filed by Globa l 1'el*Link ( 9!J ll 913 -

f 0 -. . . ' t t .. •• ~ <"' , ; •: 



DOCKET NO. 960407-TP 
DATE: July 2, 1996 

TC) and T-Netix (951546-TP). However, on May 24, 1996 , s t..tll 
learned that Invision was already ha ndling 0-t l oca l a nd O• 

intraLATA traffic from confinement facilities and was not routinq 
it to the LEC as required by Rule 25-24.515( 7), i!orid.t 
Administrative Code. Consequently, staff opened another docket 
(960665-TC) to determine the appropriate amount that should be 
refunded to each local exchange company (LEC) as compensation for 
the money it would have earned but did not due to the way the call~ 
were routed. It was staff's intention to bring the two dockets 
before the co-ission at the same time. However, because of recent 
developments and concerns about security issues at the confinement 
facilities, staff has chosen not to delay filing its r ocommendtat iu11 

r e garding the routing of tel ephone traffi c from the jail. 

DIICU81JQ¥ OP JIIUII 

18801 11 Should the Commission grant InVision•s Petition f o r 
exemption from rule 25-24.515(7), and Rule 25-24.620(2)(c) and (d) 
Florida Administrative Code, and the policies contained in orders 
Nos. 95-0918, 95-0203, and 24101 to permit it to handle and bill 0+ 

local and 0+ intralata calls from pay telephones located i n 
confinement facilities at no more than the rates charged by the 
serving local exchange c ompany for the same call ? 

I'CO"""MTIQII Yes. 

Ifill IIILJIIII On June 11, 1996, the Commission granted the same 
exemption to two other pay telephone providers Global 'l'el*Link 
(951198-TC) and T-Netix (951546-TP). The reasons staff gave for 
recommending that those exemptions be granted are the same as in 
this case and are outlined below. The difference between the other 
two dockets and this one i s that JnVi s ion has already been handling 
the O+local and O+intraLATA traffic. InVision has already agreed 
in principal to compensate each LEC for the operator assistance 
charges it would have earned had InVis ion routed the traffic to it. 
InVision has stated to staff that although it carried the inmates' 
local and intraLATA calls, it did not bill any of the calls . As 
s tated in the case background, staff is working with lnVision and 
the affected LECs to determine the appropriate refund and will be 
making a recoaaendation in this matter in Docket No. 960665-TC. 

Upon learning that InVision was already handling O+ local and 
O+intraLATA calls in apparent vio lation of the Commi ssion' s rul e s 
and poli c ies, staff directed lnVision to cease handling the 
traff ic. When lnVision began routinq the traffic to the LEC, it 
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began causing problems for several of the confinement facilities as 
the traffic was no longer being provi s ioned with many of th() 
security features that they had when they were handled by rnvi s lon . 
r or example, the calls were no longer announced as being from a 
correctional facility, the calls were no longer time limited, and 
the inmates were no longer blocked from accessing certain number!; 
(judges, witnesses, etc.). 

staff learned of these problems from InVision and from the 
Levy county Sheriff. Sheriff Ted Glass contacted staff on June 20 , 
1996 to coaplain about the problems the Levy County Jail wa s 
experiencing due to the changes in the provisioning of telephone 
traffic. Staff spoke with Sheriff Glass at length and faxed him •• 
letter on June 20, 1996, in an effort to explain the situation anu 
let him know we would attempt to bring the matter before the 
Commission as soon as possible (Attachment 8). 

staff believes It i s in the publi c interest t o a.ll ow lnVi:>i u u 
t o handle and bill o .. local and intrai.ATA calls placed tr·om 
confinement facilities. InVision will not c harge more than the 
incumbent LEC for these calls, according to a letter Staff has 
received froa the counsel for InVision (Attachment C). The 
confinement facility will not be harmed as allowing InVision t o 
handle local and intraLATA traffic on a O• collect basis means the 
inm."ltes will not have contact with a live operator, wi 11 have the ir 
cillls restricted to certain numbers, and will have their ca ll s 
timed. Additionally, the persons receivinq the call w.ill benefit 
by having the call announced as being from an inmate facility so 
they will be able to make an informed choice about whether to 
a ccept the collect call. Even LECs may receive a benefit as i t 
will reduce the inmates chances to harass live operators and make 
fraudulent calls. 

Staff believes the ColiUilission should grant InVision•s petition 
to handle and bill O+local and O+intraLATA traffic from confinement 
facilities for the reasons given above, and for the same r ea s ons 
that it has done so in previous dockets (951198-TC and 951546-TP) 
as outlined below. 

UISTORY Of TilE POLIC¥ 

The policy of reserving O+local and O+intraLATA calls for the 
serving local exchange company (LEC) has been in effect since pay 
telephone service first became competitive in Florida in 1985. 
This policy was reaffirmed in Orders Nos . 16343, 20489, 21614, 
22243, and 24101. The policy evolved to address the needs o f the 
public and the newly developing pay telephone and operator service 
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c ompanies and protect LEC revenues in an environ•ent ot rate o f 
return regulation. 

This policy was considered again in Docket No. 930330-TP, 
Investigation into IntraLATA Presubscription. Order PSC-95-0203-
FOF-TP, issued February 13, 1995 , found that i ntral . .A'I'A 
pre:-oubscr ipt ion was in the pub I i c i nte r cst . 'fh is moant t h ·• t 
interexchange carriers (lXCs ) would be allowed to compete with Ltcs 
for 1+ and 0+ intraLATA toll traffic for the first time. O+local 
traffic would still be reserved for the LECs. Large LECs were 
ordered to implement intraLATA presubscr iption throughout their 
service areas by December 31, 1997. Small LECs would be allowed to 
delay i•plementation until a bona fide request was received. The 
Commission denied Motions for Reconside ration filed by Genera 1 
Telephone Company of Florida (G1'EFL) and BellSouth. GTEFL and 
Be llSouth appealed the Order but the appeals were withdrawn a nd t he 
order is now in effect. 

CHANGING THE POLICY FOR CONFINEMENT fACILITIES 

For security reasons, pay telephones in confinement 
facilities generally only allow collect local and long distance 
ca ll s to be made. Commission Rule 25-24. 515 (15) exempts pay 
stations located in confinement facilities f rom c ertain notice and 
access requirements. For example, pay s tations located in 
confinement facilities are allowed to block access to other lonq 
distance carriers to minimize the abi 1 i ty of inmates to ha ve 
contact with a live operator . 

lnVision has asked the Commission t o allow it to handle and 
bill both 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA at its pay telephones located 
in confinement facilities. In its petition (Attac hment A) , 
InVision points t o the statutory amendments opening l ocal ser vi ce 
to competition, the 1 iftinq of t he Stay on i ntral.ATf, 
presubscription, and the company's capability to handl e s uc h 
traffic as reasons the commission need no longer reserve s uch 
traffic for the LEC. The petition also s tates that the stor e and 
forward technology InVi s .i on pr·esently ut,;cu to handle •mtl bi 1 I 
lntct·LATA calls in confine me nt f,lcilitic:; will provide t he :;arne 
benefits to the institutions, the compa ny, and the end-user if 
employed for local and intraLATA calls . These benefits arc: 
elimination of operator abuse by inmates, reduction of fraudulent 
ca l 1 ing, and rates that wi lJ not exceed those charged by t he 
t;erv inq LEC Cor the same c all. 

The Commission has already voted t o 
competition via presubscription in Docket No. 
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Commission should grant InVision an exemption from this rule s o 
that it may handle 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA traffic in confinement 
facilities. 

There seems to be no compelling reason to continue the 
prohibition against pay telephone providers in confinement 
facilities handling local and intraLATA calls on a collect basi s 
since Florida statutes have been amended to permit competition for 
local telephone service and the Commission has been instruc ted t o 
encourage such co•petition. section 364.01 (4) (e), Florida Statute:; 
instructs the Co-isaion to "Encourage all providers of 
telecoaaunications services to introduce new or experimental 
telecommunications services free of unnecessary regulatory 
restraints." Section 364.01(4)(f), Florida Statutes instructs th.-. 
Commission to "Eliminate any rules and/or regulations which will 
delay or impair the transition to competition." 

Allowing InVision to handle local and intrai.ATA 0+ calls from 
confinement facilities will facilitate competition as the company 
will be able to more effectively compete with the Lt::C for tho~>r• 

sites where the traffic is predominately local and intraLA'I'A. 
InVision is capable of providing 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA servi ce 
immediately as the technoloqy is already in place within the pay 
telephone. Staff believes InVision•s petition to hand!~ 0+ loca l 
and intraLATA calls from confinement facilities should be granted . 

11101 2 a Should local exchange companies be ordered to bi 11 o • 
local and 0+ intraLATA calls placed from confinement facilitie s a ~d 

handled by InVision when billing for such calls is requested 
through a valid billing and collection agreement? 

BICOIIIIIIIDUIOI: Yes. 

8'fA1Pl IDLUII: LECs should be required to bill such calls .,..he n 
requested through a valid billing and collection agreement. LECs 
will lose the revenues they would have earned from the confinement 
facilities served by lnVision. However, LECs will still receive 
soae aonetary benefit from the calls if the billing and collection 
agreement calls for them to be paid on a per call basis for the 
number of calls billed and co llected. 
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IIIVI Ia Should this docket be closed? 

IICQM'"D''IQI& Yes, this docket should be closed unless a 
person whose interests are substantially affected by the 
commission's decision files a protest within 21 days of the 
issuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. 

l'fAll IIINeYIII& Whether the co-isaion adopts or rejects 
Staff's reco ... ndations in issues 1 and 2, its decision will result 
in a Proposed Agency Action Order. This docket should be closed 
unless a person whose interests are substantially affected by the 
Commission's decision files a protest within 21 days of the 
issuance of the Proposed Agency Action Order. 
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In re: ) 
) 

Petition of ) 
InVi•ion Telecom, Inc. ) 
~f~o~r_W:aai~v~•~r~-------------> 

Docket No. q lt() '-\D1 : f C , 

Filed: April 1, 1996 

PETITION fOR WAIVER 

Pur•uant to Rule 25-24.505(3), Florida 

Adaini•trative Code, InVieion Telec011, Inc. ( "InVi•ion") peti.t i o nrt 

the Florida Public Service Co•h•ion ( tbe "Ca.tieaion") for a 

waiver of tho•• rulea and policie• currently prohibitin9 lnViaion 

fE"om pE"ovidinCJ 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA calli fr;.o. it• atore-and

forvard pay telephone• located in contine-nt facilitiea within tbe 

atate of Florida. In aupport of it• Petition, InViaion •tates: 

Identity of Petitioner 

1. Petitioner'• complete na.e and addreaa are: 

InVi •ion Teleco., Inc. 
1150 Northmeadow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roawell, Geor~ia 30076 

InViaion Teleco., Inc. ia a GeorC)ia corporation, duly 

authorized to do buaineaa in the atate of Florida. lnViaion i• a 

wholly-owned aubaidiary of Ca.municationa Central Inc., a publicly 

traded corporation wboae •tock i• traded on the Naadaq National 

Market Sy•tem under the ticker ay.bol "CCIX." 

C.,; \.· ,· ·:- · · ' , t • r ·.· r : ... := 
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2. InVidon i• the large•t independent in.ate •ervice 

provider in the country, with approxiutel.y 5400 iJUUte phone• in 

36 state•. Pur•uant to Ca..i••ion Order No. PSC-95-1277-FOF-TC 

issued October 17, 1995 in Docket No. 950997-TC, InVi•ion provides 

pay telephone services from confinement facilities located in the 

state o~ Florida. 

3. All notice•, pleadings, orders or other documents 

regarding thi• docket •hould be directed to: 

Barry E. Selvidge, Vice Pre•ident, 
Regulatory Affaire and General Counsel 
InVi•ion Teleca., Inc. 
1150 Nort~adow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roavell, Georgia 30076 
Telephonea 770-442-7300 
Fac•t.iles 770-442-7321 

Relief Reque•tld 

4. Pursuant to Rule 25-24.505(3,), InVision eeeka waivers of 

Rules 25-24.515(7) and 25-24.620(2)(c) and (d) and the policies 

contained in Orders No. 95-0918 issued July 31, 1995, No. 95-0203 

issued February 13, 1995 and No. 24101 iaaued February 14, 1991. 

Specifically, InVi•ion •••k• authority to provide and bill for 0+ 

local and 0+ iRtr•LATA calla placed by inaatea of confine.ent 

facilities through InViaion•a pay telephones, u•ing store-and

forward technology. 

Background 

5. InVi•ion currently prov.ide• and billa auto.-ated 0+ 

int rastate Florida calls via store-and-fo~ard techno10CJY on an 

interLATA ba•ia, and provides such calla on a local, intraLATA and 

interLATA basi• in each of the other 35 states in which it provides 

2 
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inaate pay telephone service. In Florida, InVision is currently 

authorized to resell sent-paid local and intraLA~A calla and to 

provide debit cards for inaatea of correctional facilities for 

local and intral.ATA toll callinCJ services. However, the C~iaeion 

has continued to reserve to the LECs the authority to provide 0+ 

local and 0+ intral.ATA calla fr011 any and all pay telephones. 

Petitioner respectfully states that technolOCJical advances and 

rec)ulatory changes have rendered continuation of this dialinCJ 

JDOnopoly inappropriate for pay telephones in conf ineMnt 

facilitiea. 

6. Technological advance• in store-and-forward pay 

telephones have enabled inaate aervice providers to furnish quality 

calling service• for caller• and end uaers while Meting the unique 

security needs of the confine .. nt facility. This well-developed 

and proven technology provides reliable call c011pletion and billing 

functions without allowing inaatee accesa to the public telephone 

network, tbua reducing haraa ... nt and fraud. 

7. In addition, two siqnificant re9ulatory develo.-ents have 

effectively elt.inated the oriqinal basis for this dialinq 

.onopoly. Firat, in Order Bo. PSC-95-0203-FOF-TP, the C~isaion 

authorized ca.petition and preeubacription for intraLATA toll 

calls. Althouqh the Florida Supra .. Court issued a stay of this 

Order on October 12, 1995, that stay has nov been lifted. 

8. The second pivotal reCJulatory develo~nt vas that •• of 

July 1, 1995, competition for all local services vas mandated by 

the Florida Legielature effective January 1, 1996. The Leqislature 
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found that ca.petition in the local exchange .. rket ie in t.he 

public interest. 

9. InViaion does not intend to offer basic local exchange 

services and therefore does not seek certification aa Ml 

alternative local exchange co~ny. lnVision seeks only to expand 

ita existing authority to include the provision of 0+ local and 0+ 

intraLATA calla frora its pay telephones located in confineaent 

facilities in order to address the security and control concerns 

that are para.ount in the correctional environ.ent. 

10. The C~iaaion's approval of this waiver request is 

consistent with the legislative .. ndatea to avoid "unnecessary 

regulatory constraints" and to eliainate rules that "delay or 

iapair the transition to competition.• Sections 364.01(4)(e) and 

364.01(4)(f). 

WHEREFORE, InViaion respectfully requests that it be granted 

a waiver of the applicable rules and orders currently prohibiting 

it fro. providing and billing 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA calla .. de 

froa ita store-and-forward pay telephones located in confineraent 

facilities, and for such other relief aa .. y be appropriate. 

Respectfully au~itted, this the 29th day of March, 1996. 

BYI 

INC. 

Y B. BLVIDGB, Vice Prea1dent, 
Regulatory Affair• and General Counsel 
1150 Nort~adov Parkway, Suite 118 
Roawell, GA 30076 
(770) 442-7300 
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Sheriff Ted Glass 
levy County Sheriffs Office 

June 20, 1996 

-DIVISION OF COMMUNtl:ATtOS!\ 
WALTER D'HAESELEER 
DtRELTOR 
( 904) 4 I J.(.tJlll 

ke: Jnmate telephone service provided by lnVision Telecum, Inc. 

Dear Sheriff Glas.~: 

I understand from our conversation ahat the l..evy County Jail is experiencing :. 
problem due to a dtanie in the way that telephone service is being provided. I undcr~tand 
ahat In Vision Telecom. Inc. (In Vision), currently provides aclephonc service for inmate usc 
at the levy County Jail. Under Rule 25-24.515(7), Flurida Administrative Code, pay 
telephone providers such a.~ lnVision arc prohibited from handling operatur assisted local 
and intral..A TA toll calls. These calls are required to he routed to the local exchangt" 
cnmJJany (BciiSouth). 

lnVision re(ently filed a petition with the Commis.~ion, a.~king that it be granted a u 
exemption to Rule 2S·24.S1S(7) so that it could handle operator a.\Sisted h»eal and 
intral.ATA ails from confinement facilities (Docket No. 960407-TC). During the courllc 
of it!> investigation the Commission staff learned that lnVision was already handling thi .. 
traffic from several confinement facilities in Aorida. in apparent violation of the Rule. The 
company was instructed to irnJnediatcly beain routing the traffic to the ktc:al exchoan~~· 
company until staff c:ould take the matter before the Commission for a decision on whether 
the petition should be aranted. Sudl petitions can usually be brought before: the 
Commiu.ion without delay. However, in this case, staff wu delayed by having to open 
another docket (Doc:ket No. %0665-TC) to determine the appropriate compen.~tion th;st 
lnVision should pay to the local exchange companies for any los.-. of the revenues the 
companies experienced a\ a result of not handling the 0 + local and intra LATA traffic. 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OfflCE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD • TAUAHASSEE, FL J:!.l W·IIII:'\11 
An 1\lhrm•uvc l\aioft/ll4ual Oppon"ntl)' l~pk.,cr llllcnwti>-IMol c:tlS'fi\CI'(a f'S<' S'l l\ 11· 1'1 I. ' 
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Sh~riff Ted Qla~ 
l..cvy County Sheriffs Office 
Page 2 

We will make every effort to bring this matter before the Commission for a vote a!o 
soon as possible. Meanwhile, should you bave any questions, plea~ contact me at 904/413· 
6~Q4. 

cc: Michael Billmcier, LEO 
Docket File 960407· TC 

Sincerely, 

W.::::: I , _____ _ 

Klthrya Dyal Lewil 
Regulatory Analyst 
Bureau of Service Evaluation 
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April 17, 1996 

Ma. ICat:hy t..vi.a 
Florida Public Service Ca.aiaaion 
Room 110, laeley 8u1ld1ng 
25•0 Shu .. rd Oak Buildint 
Tallahaa ... , PL 32319•0150 

Ilea Docket llo. 960,07-'l'C 
,.tition for .. iver 
Inviaion T•leca-· Inc. 

Dear Ma. Lewiaa 

A8 we diacuaaecf by telephone thi• -.orning, we are pleaaed to 
provide t:be following lnfo~tion r-.ardih9 lnViaion•e Florida 
inaate pay telephonee. lnViaion currentli operate• approai .. tely 
5300 in.ate pay t:elephon•• in 35 atatea, neluding 215 in.ete 
phone• in Florida. 

InViaioa•a pay telephone• located in Florida confin ... nt 
facilitioa provide 0+ collect outqoin9 only callint !or in.atea. 
calla are iniliated fra. the pay telephone by takint the hand••t 
offbook and dialing the telephone n~r on the phon•'• •tandard 
touchtone keypad. After acc .. nlft9 to dete~ne the validity of 
the dialed nu.ber, the caller'• na .. i• aolicit:ed by voice pra.pt 
and te~~pQrarily atored iD tbe eyetea. It ie then plaied to the 
called party in the collect call ennoanc ... nt. Poeit ve 
acceptance by the called party 1• required before the call ia 
connected. 

At the option of the confine .. nt facility adainiatration, a 
t.i .. lt.it can be placed on calla. other •pecial ••feguard 
feature• provided at the diacretion of the facility 
ad.ini•trat.ion include blocking certain telephone nu~r•, ~. 
nulllber• of victt..., w.lt:nea ... , judt••• and liaitift9 the hour• 
durift9 Which pay telephone .. rvlce 1• available. 

With reapect to rat••• •hould lnViaion'a Petition be 
qrant.ed, the rate• char9ed for loc•l and intraLA~A call• would 
not exceed rate• charted by the •ervint local eachant• ca.pany 
for tbe .... call. 

11t.ll Noou .... ...., P&~law•y • Swt• Ill • RoeweU. a-. .. l007& 

e,;.,..,•l Off"'• 'r.l 1100 fifo1.·0774 • 'l'fU 4U·'I300 • Vu 'riO 4U•'/ ll9 • S..v"* 100 M6-IJU4 
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Ma. Kathy Levie 
Page TWo 
Apri.l 17, 1996 

We appreciate your •••i•tance in proceaaing our Petition. 
Should you need any additional info~tion, pleeee f .. l free to 
contact Barry or .. at 1-I00-652-077 •• 

Sincerely, 

CCI Barry E. Selvidte, Vice Preaident, 
Retulatory Affair• and General Counael 

Robert E. Bowling, Vice Preaident, 
Operation• aDd General Manager, InViaion 
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