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CASB BJ\CIWROUND 

On March 24, 1997, the Commission issued Order No. PSC·97-
032S·FOP·TI approving the transfer of Interexchange 
Telecommunications Certificate ~o. 3123 from Central Payphone 
Services , Inc. to InVision Telecom, Inc. (InVision or the company). 
In addition, InVision holda Pay Telephone Certificate No. 4133. 
InVision provides telecommunications services to inmate facilities. 

The Division of Consumer Affairs received several complaints 
from consumers who advised staff that their line was blocked, 
preventing collect calls from being completed from specific 
correctional facilities. Several consumers advised staff that they 
were cuotomero in good standing with the LEC. In every case, 
InVioion responded that due to an increasingly high level of 
uncollectible charges resulting from .fraudulent use of service (the 
taking of service without the ability or intention of paying), it 
had adopted a proactive, preventive approach by blocking collect 
calls ur.der certain circumstancee. 

InVision explained to staff that it exte.nds a $50 credit to 
each called telephone number. called parties may accept charges 
for collect calls up to that amount. When that amount is reached, 
the line is blocked so that no other calls can be accepted. tf a 
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• 
consumer wishes to exceed the $50 credit limit, a deposit is 
requJ.red up to an amount determined by the consumer on the level of 
charges he wishes to incur. The deposit, plus interest and less 
any past due cha rges , is refunded when no collect callill have been 
completed to the consumer's telephone number for 30 days. 

The company advised staff that consumers are notified of the 
blocking by an automat ed telephone call. The automated verbal 
notice advises the consumer to call InVision at a toll free number 
if the consumer wi shes to continue to receive collect inmate calls 
over InVision• s network. I : addition to the automated verbal 
notice, InVision provides the facilities it serves with brochures 
that explain i t s policies. The company went on to state that a 
five-day written notice as required by Rule 25-4 .113, Florida 
Administrative Code, i s "impractical in the inmate services 
environment. • 

Staff met with InVision and on its face did not initially 
believe the call -blocking practice would cause a problem. 
Therefore, staff agreed with the company to allow a trial. Dur ing 
the trial period, however, several complaints were filed with the 
Commission regarding In Vision • s call blocking. In investigating 
these complaints , staff determined that InVision's call block~ng 
practice did, in fact, violate Commission rules. Staff met with 
InVision again to attempt to convince the company to withdraw its 
tariff. Hawever, the company declined. 

Onder these circumstances, staff believes the following 
recommendations are appropriate. 
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QISCQSSION OP IS8QES 

• 
ISSQB 1 : Should the Convn.ission cancel InVision Telecom, Inc. •e 
tariff to block collect calls from confinement facilities because 
it is unla~ful, discriminatory, and not in compliance with Rulee 
25-24.471(4) (c), Florida Administrative Code, Application for 
Certificate and 25-24 .515 (17), Florida Administrative Code, Pay 
Telephone S~rvice? 

RBCOHMBNpAT'ION: Yes. (Isler) 

STAPP AHALXBI B: InVioion•s Original Sheet 15, Section 4.8.2, of 
its tariff .states: 

No advance deposits are required; 
p·rovided, however, that in the event that 
a billed party w.iahes to exceed any 
maximum credit amount that may be 
p.redeter~~~.ined by carrier, that billed 
party may do so by first posting a 
deposit i n an amount such that the level 
of credit sought is equal to 90 percent 
of the deposit amount. Carr.ier shall pay 
simple interest at a rate no less than 
the rate required for baaic telephone 
service deposits. Past due amounts may 
be deducted from deposits at final 
b.illing. carrier provides collect only 
calling to inmates of confinement 
facilities. Carrier ~~~ay block inmate 
calls to certain telephone nurr~ers when 
the amount charged to suc h telephone 
number (a) exceeds the cred.it limit or 90 
percent of the deposit posted, or (b) 
becomes past due. 

InVision advised staff that it provides specialized 
inmate call.ing systems and services to over 550 inmate facilities 
in 35 states. Prior to the effective date of the company's rxc 
certificate, the Commission began receiving complaints from 
consumers who advised staff that their line was blocked by InVision 
to prevent completed collect calls from specific confinement 
facilities. All consumers advised that the line was blocked 
without not: ice and without their authorization. In addition, 
several consumers advised staff that they were customers in good 
standing with the LSC. 
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• 
In each case, InVieion responded that it beli·eved it had 

no alternative except to block som\1 consumers lines from accepting 
collect calls from confinement facilities. At first, every called 
number may accept $50 of collect calls in a 30-day period. If the 
charges exceed $50 before ~e 30 days , InViaion will block that 
consumer's line. InVision stated that consumers are notified of 
this procedure by an automated telephone call, which provid.eo a 
toll free nu~~r for the called party to call InVision for 
information on how to continue receiving collect calls. 

In response to complaints, the company would temporarily 
remove the block. In some cases, however, the conoumer advised 
staff that the block was reinstated the next time their charges 
exceede:i $50. In one complaint the cuatomer, Robert Loeber, 
advised staff that his number was prevented from receiving calls 
from the Gadsden Correctional Institution. Mr. Loeber advised that 
the company said hie line was blocked because his bill was over 
$50. Mr. Loeber s tated that he d.oe.s not have a past due balance 
with the company and pays his bills as soon as he receives them. 
InVision removed the block for seven days and subsequently blocked 
his line t wice more in a very short period of time (May 8 and May 
14, 1997). Mr. Loeber finally said he paid the deposit to prevent 
InVision from blocking his line in the future. (Attachment Bl 

I :n May, staff received a copy of an April 24 , 1997, 
letter to Mr. James N. Biddy, Deputy ABsistaat Secretary for 
Administration, Department of corrections, from or. Tim Cole, 
Senior Pastor of the Grace Bible Church. Dr. Cole stat·ed that his 
congregation is caring for five children whose parents are 
incarcerated in Florida institutions. Or. Cole said he speaks with 
ooth parent.& at least twice a week. The Church· s line is blocked 
when its bill reaches $50 in charges. Dr. Cole stated that the 
line ie blocked without any notice or regard for hio pr ior payment 
history. (Attachment C) 

As a result of Dr. Cole's letter, on May 6. 1997, Mr. 
Biddy wrot e the warden of the Gadsden Correctional Institution, 
where the mother of the children is incarcerated. Mr. Biddy 
stated: 

The Department of Corrections has not 
allowed its inmate telephone vendors to 
requ: re deposits from billed parties 
based sole.ly on the volume of calls . We 
view this as unfair and adding another 
burden to the party that is already 
paying for the call. 
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Hr. Biddy asked the warden to meet with the vendor (InVieionl and 
request that this practice be di•continued. (Attachment D) 

Rule 25-24.490, Customer Relatione; Rules Incorporated, 
Florida Administrative Code, incorporates Rule 25-4.113 (1) (f), 
Refusal or Discontinuance of Service by Company, Florida 
Administrative Code, and stateD that a company may refuse or 
diocontinue service •For nonpayment of billa for telephone sorv.ico, 
including the telecommunications access system surcharge referred 
to in Rule lS-4.160(3), provided chat suspension or termination of 
service shall not be made without s working daya• •Titten notice to 
tho cuatomer, except in extreme cases. The written notice shall be 
separate and apart from the regular monthly bill for service . • 

The COCIIp&lly' a tariff Cloee not specifically at ate that 
notice will be provided to consumers. In a Juno 26, 1997, letter 
to staff, however, Hr. Barry Selvidge, Vice President of Regulatory 
Affairs and General Counsel for InVieion, wrote that the company 
had: 

developed and util j zea a proprietary 
automated system to establish initial 
contact with the consumer as the credit 
limit is approached. The consumer 
receives tho following greeting: 'Hello, 
this is InVision Telecom, a correctional 
facility collect call phone provider. 
our telephone number is 1-888-77'• -9778. 
Please press 5 now for a recording. • 
When the consumer presses •s,• a message 
is played which directs the conoumer t o 
contact InViaion at ita t oll - free number 
if the party wishes t o continue to 
receive collect inmate calls over 
InVision's network. 

Hr. Selvidge went on to state that when the called party 
presses •s,• the cocnpany 'has tho equivalent of a return receipt, or 
proof that the customer received tho automated telephone notice. 
The company stated that in addition to the automated notice, 
InVieion provides the. correctional institutions with brochures, 
which are available to tho inmate a at tho facility admi niatrator• s 
discretion, a"!d the comp.~ny' a dopoait policy is printed on ita 
direct billa. It is staff's understanding that the firat bill ia 
from the LBC, eo the customer would probably exceed the $50 limit 
and re:eive at leaat one block before InVl•ion began direct 
billing. Baaed on this , InViaion believe a that it compliea with 
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the intent of Rule 25-4.113, by providing 'effective notice prior 
to any interruption of service.• (Attachment E) 

Staff called lnVision and spoke with Mr. ~am Vexler on 
August 14. M.r. Vexler advised that InVision • s ITAC computer 
s ystem <..alls a billed-to number when the customer's charges reach 
$3?. so. Since the cOIIiUmere uho conueeed the COmmiuion all 
stated that. they did not receive notice before their line wao 
blocked, st.aff asked if there were any circumstances where a 
consumer may not receive the automated notice. Mr. Vexler 
responded that if a consumer• s chargee reached the $50 level before 
a bill bad been rendered, that consumer may not receive the 
automated call. 

Staff disagrees that InVieion'e automated notice complies 
with the intent of the disconnect rule for several reasons. First, 
it is possible that a child could answer the phone when the 
automated call is made and no~ tell the adult of the family . 
Second, the consumer may not even have received a bill for the 
calls at the tim.e the call is made. Third, and perhaps moot 
important, the rule states that a five day written notice, separate 
and apart from the regular monthly bill, must be provided. 

Additionally, while the company does not believe its 
tariff is discriminatory because it •applies its policies 
consistently to all consumers,• staff disagrees. InVieion may be 
consistent in requiring a deposit from a consumer whose charges 
reach $50, but the company's practicu of requiring deposito from 
customers in good standing who have no choice in who handles the 
call is not a practice to which all other consumers are subjected. 
Therefore, it is staff's belief that InVision•s tariff clearly 
conflicts with Rule 25-4.1~3(1) (f), Florida Administrative Code. 

Rule 25-24.471(4) (c), Application for Certificate, 
Florida Administrative Code, states: 

Where only one interexchange carrier i s 
available in a confinement facility, that 
interexchange carrier shall provide for 
completion of all inmat e calls allowed by 
the confinement facility. 

Rule 25-2< . 515 (17), Pay Telephone Service, Florida 
Administrative Code, states: 

Providera serving confinement facilities 
shall provide for completion of all 
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inmate calls allowed by the confinement 
facility. 

These requirements are necessary because neither inmates 
nor the subscribers accepting the calls have a choice as to which 
company will handle the call. As a result, the cost of inmate 
calla are the highest allowed. 

companies 
filings. 

Staff would also like to point out 
(HCI and Sprint) recently withdrew 

that two other 
similar tariff 

In addition to the blocking concerns, staff is concerned 
that InVision is requiring deposits from customers at all. Rule 
25-24 .490(2) sta tes: 

An interexchange company may require a 
deposit as a condition of service and may 
collect advance paymeota for more than 
one month of service if it maint aina on 
file with the Commis,;ion a bond covering 
i t s current balance of deposits and 
advance payments (for more than one 
month's service) . A company may apply to 
the Commission for a waiver of the bond 
requirement by demonstrating that it 
possesses the financial resources and 
income to provide assurance of continued 
operation under its certificate over the 
long term. 

When InVision applied for the transfer of Central 
Payphone Services, Inc.'s IXC certificate, it advised that it ~ill 
not col lect depoe its. However, the company noted that "The 
applicant will not be collecting deposits from its customers but 
may collect deposits on behalf of its customers. The appli~ant 
i ntends to provide billing and collecting services for service 
provider s. • (Attachment F) 

I t is staff' a belief that if InVision is allowed to 
collect deposits from end users, then the company must file a bond 
and ~hange its t&riff to reflect that deposita are required. Even 
eo, however, staff is concerned that InViaion•s policy duplicates 
fraud control measures thAt LBCs undertake and should not be 
allow 1d. CUrrently, if a LBC baa a billing and collection contract 
with an IXC, then th( LEC takee the reaponsibility to require a 
deposit, send an interim toll bill, and/or disconnect service for 
nonpayment, if neceeeary. In a recent rule proceeding, staff 
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recommended disa.ssociating toll charges from local charges . 
However, the industry opposed the rule amendment. InVieion should 
not now be able to have it the other way, bloc.king toll when local 
and toll charges are current. 

On A11guot 22, 1997, InVision informed staff that the 
company has entered into an agreement with Talton Holdin.go, Inc. to 
sell the ~asets of its inmate phone division and is scheduled to 
close withln the next five weeks. The company advised that 
InVision•s IXC certificate and tariff will not be transferred to 
Talton. In addition, InVieion advised that since the Comm.ission 
r.as not received any further complaints from consumers, the cvmpany 
requested that staff reconsic:lar its schedule of this docket on the 
September 23 Agenda conference. However, since InVision is 
apparently cont inu.ing to operate under this tariff and because it 
is not guaranteed that the aale of InVision• s inmate se·rvices will 
be completed, or known how long the transition will take if the 
sale is completed, staff believes it is appropriate to bring 
InVision into compliance with the Commission's rules, its contract 
with the Department of Corrections, and t o go forward with this 
rec011111endation to prevent further complaints. Based on this, staff 
recommends that the Commission should cancel InVision's tariff to 
block collect calls from confinement facilities. 
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ISSQE 2: Should this docket be closed? 

• 
BB<Xlt!MBNDATIQH : Yes . If no person whose substantial interests are 
affect ed by the Commission's proposed agency action, f iles a 
protest within t wenty-one days, this docket should be closed. 

STAPP ANAI.X.SIS : I f no person whose substantial interests are 
af f ected, f ile s a timely request for a Section 120.57, Plorid11 
Statl::;ea hearing, no further action will be required and this 
docket should be closed . 
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ATTACHMENT A 
OQcket· 9'/1016-TP • 
September ll, 1997 .ECOM, . ~riginal Sheet 15 

Epsc Tarif f NQ . 1 • Int raatare 

4 .8. 2 Pay Tclcpbpnc Seryice proyi drra 

carrier - I nViaion Telecom, Inc . 
Pol i cy - No advance depo1it1 arc required: prov1dad , 

however, that in the event that a billed party 
wbhea to exceed a ny maximum credit amount 
that may be predetermined by Carrier . that 
billed party may do eo by tint poating a 
depoait in a n amount auch that the level o f 
credit aought ia equal to 90 percent o! the 
depoait amount. Carrier ahall pay aimple 
intereat a t a rate no leaa than the rate 
required for baaic tel ephone aervice dapoa1te. 
Paat due amount• may be deducted f rom dapoa ita 
at tinal billing . Carrier provide a collect 
only calling to inmates of confinement 
facil itiea . Carrier may block inmate cal la t o 
certain telephone number• when the amount 
charged t o auch t e l ephone number la l exceeda 
the credi t l (mi t or 90 percent of the depoait 
poated , or (b) bacomee paet due . 

4 . 9 Conteated Cha rge a . For conaideration o! a ny d iaputed 
charge, a Cuatomar muat aubmit in writing t o the Company. 
within thir ty (30) daya o f the date the bill i a i aaued , 
the call de t a il• and baeea for any requeated ad juatment . 
The Company will promptly inveatigate and advi .. the 
Cu•tomer ae to ita find ing• and d i epoe1 t l on . 

4 . 10 Returned Check Charge . A charge o f $10, or applica ble 
etate returned check charge, whichever ia more , may be 
applied it a check or draft preaented fo r payman~ o f 
aervice ia not accepted by the inatit ution on which it ia 
written. 

Iaaued: tanuary 13, 1997 

Barry E. Selvidge 
InViaion Telecom, Inc. 
1150 Northmeadow Parkway , Suite 118 
Roawell , GA 30076 

- 10 

APR ; t; t'i~z 



,._ LOEBER. ROB£KI c_.. INYISIQN l[l(CQ!1. INC . 

Addrn• 908 N KHICIH ST. ' ""· J[AHI [ RA' 1688$6 
(......_.. .. 
,.,_.. • 18!31 -7SZ·1899 

e1 '''"" PLMT C 1J Y 335§6 C...ty.Jiill ""' .. •~ IJSZl -588·8236 

~ -.Dw~--------------------------- .... 
~c.....__ ___________ _ 1 lltllod --....;N!l.,_ ____________________ _ 

.... .... 

Cu<ta--r said lnvlslon Telec01 has blocked his nu.ber so he cannot receive calls 
f~ The Gadsden Correctional F&cll i ty . He said when he caled the co.pany he 
was told It was because his bill was over $50. Cust01er s~ ld he does not have 1 

put due ballnce with the co.pany and pays the btlls as soon u he rece ives 
t~. Please Investigate this ~tter and provide a response by the date below. 
Include on ~at authority lnvlslon which Is certified as a payphone provide In 
Florida Is blocking long distance ull s. A report Is due by the d&te below. 

4-17 Cust01er called he said his service hid been blocked. I called lnvlslon to 
speak with Jeannie Ray. ~Ray Is out of the office until 4-21. I spoke wi th 
The,.sa Stroud who satd she would look Into the ~tter &nd call • back. 
Ms Stroud said she s110ke with Laura Floyd who satd the block will be reeoved for 
7 days until the ~tter can be resolved with the PSC. Ms. Stroud said Ms. Ray 
will call .. on Apr. Zl ~n she returned to the office. ~- Floyd called 
custo..r t o let hi• know the block would be reeoved. 
4-28 reply received 
5· 9 Mr. Loeber called he said his service had been blocked as of M&y 8. I told 
hi• our division of CMU was going to Investigate the .atter and I would convey 
his concerns to., supervisor. I spoke with Paa Johnson who said she would 
speak to Leroy Rasberry . 
1 called CC I at 3:30 spoke with lheres~ Stroud because Jeannie Ray was out for 
the day. She said she would contact lnvlslon regard ing the block. Ms. Stroud 
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CONSUMER REQUEST 
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~-.. 13-6100 
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DUE: 05/!!Z/97 
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tilled bad: later and said the block would be 1'80Yed over the weekend. She 
said~- Riy would call .e on Monday, Kay 12 . I called the custo.er and left a 
.. ss~ge on his voice -.11 regarding the block . 
5·12 Ks . Ray did not Cill. 
5-14 Kr. Loeber called he Sild his service hid been blocked again and he would 

pay the deposit In order to keep his service fro- being blocked. However he did 
not agree with the deposit requlreMnt and wu not. happy wllh the situation . I 
sent an e·•ill to P .. Johnson and Leroy Rasberry lnforalng the. of custo.er's 
Cill. 
5- Jg r11ft closed 
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A'ITACHMENT B 
Docke t 9710lf-TP 
September 11 . 1997 • • 

COMMUNI CATIONS 
CENTRAl ICE c E I v ED 

Il l APR 2 8 1997 
. 

April 22, 1997 

Ms . Ruth w. McHargue 
Florida Public Service Commiesion 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahaaeee , FL 32399-0850 

Re: Robert Loeber 
Requeet No. 1688561 

Dear He. HcBargue: 

CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
Copy via F 2 
Original via United States Hail 

This i :a in response to the Consumer Request filed by Hr. 
Loeber regarding eervices provided by InVieion Telecom, Inc. 
("InVieion") . Mr. Loeber complained that hie telephone number waa 
blocked from receiving additional collect inmate ca lla over 
InViaion'a network when chargee reac hed a certain level. 

As background information, InViaion provide• :apecialized 
inmate calling eyatema and eervicea to over 550 confinement 
facilities ll.ocated in 35 atatee, including Florida. Purauant t o 
applicable tariff, and under parameter• eatabliahed by the facility 
adminiatration, inmates are permitted to place collect- only calla, 
the charges for which are billed either directly by InVieion or o n 
t he consumer'• local exchange company ("LEC" J telephone bill. 

Aa diacuaaed in filing• made with the Co=uUaaion in Docket No . 
97-0061, InViaion hae experienced a n increaeingly high level of 
uncollected chargee reaultinq from the f raudulent uee of ita 
service (i...Jt.., the taking of service without the ability or 
i ntention of paying). In reaponae , InVieion adopted e proactive, 
preventive approac h to the fraudul ent and reckleaa ''u"' of its 
aervice. 

InViaion'a fraud prevention program extend• a epecific amount 
of credit to a ny called telephone number, a....sz.,. , $50. Ca lled 
partie• may acc.,pt chargee for collec t inmate calla up to that 
amount, a nd thoae charge• ca.n be billed on the con•UJDer ' • LEC 
telephone bill, where available , with no deposit requi red . If a 
conaumer wishee to exceed that l imit, a depoeit ie requ~red , in a n 
amount determined by the conaumer a nd baaed on the level of chargee 
he or ahe wiehea to incur. The depoait ie refunded, plue intereat 
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Florida Public Service Commiaaion 
Page 2 
April 22, 1997 

• 
Loeb•r 1688561 

and l eae any paet due chargee, when no collect in.ate calla have 
been completed to the telephone nuaber for a period of 30 daya. 

Mr. Loeber aleo etated that he did not ove any a=ounte that 
are paet due. It ebould be noted that in addition to blocking 
telephone numbera for peat due amounta, number• are blocked when 
the credit li.ait u reached, ai.ailar to a credit l.iait on a 
coD~~Dercial credit card. That b, when the li.ait ie reached, 
additional chargee cannot be aado, regardleaa of whether a bill baa 
been rendered for the outet.anding c~Argea. It abould alco be noted 
that ahould InVieion block a telephone number, the only eervice 
affected ia for calla provided over InViaion • a network. Baaic 
local eervice and other long diatance aervicea are not effected. 

Notifying conauaera that their telephone number will be 
blocked ia important to InViaion . Becauae of aeveral factor a, 
inc luding the tranaient nature of the aervice and the apeed with 
which chargee typically accumulate, traditional 'notice' aa provided 
when t .here ia e continuing relationahip between e LEC and ita 
cuat omer ia impractical in the inaate aervicea environment . 

To addreaa tbia concern, InViaion developed and util i %ea a 
proprietary a utomated ayatem to eatabliah initial contact with the 
consumer aa the c redit limit ia approached . The conaumer receive• 
the fo llowing greeting: "Bello, thia ia InViaion Telecom, a 
correctional facility collect call phone provider. Our telephone 
number ia 1-888-777-9778. Pleaae preu 5 n<N for a recording . · 
When the oonaumer preaaea "5,' a meaeage ia played which di recta 
the consumer to contact InViaion at ita toll-free number if tho 
party wiahee t o continue to receive collect il\lll&te calla over 
InVision'a network. 

In addi tion to thia ver~l notice to tho conauaer, InVieion 
provide• the faci litiee it aervee with brochure• that expla.:.n 
InViaion • a policiea. The brochure• are -de available to t he 
inmatea and/or p«rtiea they wiah to call, at the diac retion of the 
fAcility a!imin~at;rator. InViaion • a depoait policy 1a a lao 
preprinted on the direct billa it rendera. 

In addition to providing InVi aion• a toll-tr .. Cuata.er Service 
number in the auta.ated announcement, the number ia printed on the 
brochures and direct billa, •nd it ia provided by facility 
peraonnel to conaumera. IaViaion' a Cuata.er Service departa.nt i a 
currently ataffed Monday through Friday from 8 a .m. - 8 p.m. EDT 
and on Saturday from 8 •·•· - 5 p.11. EDT. InVieion ie in the 
proceaa of increaaing ita Cuatomer Service availabil ity to provide 
asa i stance 24 houra a day, 7 daya a week, with a target date for 
implementation by Kay 1, 1997. 
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Florida Public Service Commiasion 
Page 3 
April 22, 1997 

• 
Loe,ber 1688561 

InViaion • a fraud proteation plan 'Waa implemented in Florida 
effective April 15, 1997, under authority granted in Docket No. 97-
0061. When lnViaion implement• ita dirac~ billing 'With depoait 
policies in a atate, it is the company•• policy to begin each 
billed-to number at zero, rather than beginning with the amount of 
chargee that have accrued aa of the iaplamentation date. This 
enablea lnViaion to notify called partie• before their numbers are 
blocked. OUr inveatigation into thia complaint reveals that Hr. 
Loebsr'a ch~rgea wero incorrectly calculated to i nclude chargee 
incurred prior to the imple~~~entation date. Thia baa now been 
coz:-z:-ected, and we apologize foz:- this inconvenience to Mr. Loeber. 

lnViaion truata that the foz:-agoing information is helpful to 
the Commisaion and Hr. Loeber, and appz:-eciatea the oppoz:-tuni ty t o 
z:-espond to tbia Request . 

Sincerely, 

INVISION TELECOM, INC. 

'--iail"nie R.ay1:::'ez:­
equlatoz;y Affaiz:-s 

cc : Barry E. Selvidge, Vice Pz:-eaident 
Requlatoz;y Affair• and General Counael 

Robez:-t E. Bowling, Vice Preaident 
Opez:-ationa and Genez:-al Manager, InViaion 

Norman B. Borton, Jz:-., Eaq. 
Meaaez:-, Capaz:-ello, Het z, Maida ' Self 

Robert Loeber 
908 N Kn~qht Stz:-eet 
Plant Cit y, PL 33566 
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. • ATTACHMENT C 
Docket 971016-TP ~ 
Sept~ ?er ~. 1997 • BIBLE 

CHURCH bulh upon Gocf1 Word . ~r0\41ng by God 'II' c•. 
anttred In lhe bght of God 1 Son. to the pr .. of H1> glory 

April 24, 1997 

Mr. Jim Biddy 
Deputy Director of Budget and Fi.nanu 
[)qlanment ofCorrcetions 
2601 Blaimone Road 
Tallahauee, FL 32399·:!SOO 

Dear Mr. Biddy: 

Warm Steetings to you 

Not long ago I gave te5timony before the Clemency Board in regards to a case our congregatton 

rs deeply interelled in J ahould have inquired then about the pon ibihty of apeaking v.1th you 
directly in view of the f'actthat I wu on your doorstep 8111 I didn't 

In any case, here are my concerns about a related matter 

Our congregation is deeply invol\'ed In a ministry to a family whose father and mother are 

currently incarcerated in Florida State Penitentiaries These two ptople have left behind five brnh 

children whom we are caring for. In addition to I!WlY other dimensions of suppon, I apeak by 

phone with both inmates 11 least twice a week for purposes of spiritual guidance and 

encouragement 

Here's the cNx of our concern. The mother, Incarcerated at Uadsden Correctional lnsmutron. rs 
constantly prohibited from phoning us because the telephone carrier·· lnvision Telecom·· .. Jocks 
the phone coMectio., 

The reason, per conversation with pcrsoMel from the telephone curler, is tltat when our bill 
reaches an amount of SSO (per month), the phone is automatieally bloclccd.•This is done without 

any previous contact with us or without rega.rd to any previous telephone credit payment hi11ory 

This poll• y Is both fruJtrating and unfair l am thankful Florida Power doesn't oper"e by the 

same poJ:cy . ... 
The telephone company'• policy demands that we send them a S200 deposil in the c-ent that v.e 
reach the SSO cut-ofT lirnh In other words, they would hkc ua (the real cuuorncr) to finance their 

operation r m wondering whAt amount ofthue "depoJit lUnda" arc shared by the Gadsden 
Institution. 
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• • 
For your inC' ormation, we have encountered no difficulty with this iuue u it rdates co the 
ilutitution where the husb&nd iJ incarcctated 

We need and uk for your usistanc:c and lnter\'CIItion to untie this 1:0mmuniution k:not 

Thank you for liJtening. 

Sineerdy, 

d~~ 
Dr. Tw Cole 
Senior PUior 

. 17 • 



) .. 
TMENT of 

CORRECTIONS 

May 6, 1997 

Ms. Jant Orizu.rd, Wvden 
Gadsden Cortcctional lnstiMio.n 
Post Offiu Box 390 
Quincy, Florica 323S3-0390 

Dear Wardm <iritzard: 

• 
~e-n 1 

I.AV.ION CHILLS 
Soettwy 
HAR.RY K S~OLETARY, JR. 

Tht anachtd lener from Dr. Tim Cole was smt to me oonuming the restrictions that 

Jnvision Telecom is placing on hlah \'Oiume oollect eaiiJ originating from Gadsden 
Corttctional lnstirution. 

The Depanment of Comttions has not allowed iu lnmatt ttltphone \'endors to rtquirc 
deposits from billed panies based solely on the volume of calls. We view thi ~ ai unfa1r 
and odding another burden to the party that is already paring for tht call. 

We request that you surface this iuue "ith your inmate telephone service provider and 
detmnine \\hcther this practict \\ill be discontinutd 

Thank )OU for your ancntion to this mancr. 

Sincerely, 

~B~~ 
James N Biddy 
Deputy AssistMt Secrtwy for Administration 

.INBfmt 
Anachment 
cc: Dr. Tim Co'e. Senior Pastor 

Alan Taylor, PSC 

- 18 -
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ATTACHMENT E ~ 
Docket 971016-TP 
september 11, 1997 

June 26, 1997 

COMMUN ICATI ON) 
CINTRAI . - . 

I . .. ' ' . 1·r7 • • J 

Copy via Facaimlle 
Original via Airborne Bxpreas 

Hr. Alan Taylor, Chief 
Bureau of Service Evaluation 
Division of COliiiiiUnicationa 
Florida Public Service Comm.iaaion 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahaeaee, PL 32399- 0850 

Re : InVieion Teleco., Inc. 
Direct Billing with Deposit Policies 

Dear Kr . Taylors 

Thia ie in follow up t o the meeting Robert Bowling, 
Jeanie Ray, Doo Borton and I hod vi th Rick Mo101, Martha 
Brown and Beth Culpepper on June 11, and my eubaequent 
telephone convereation with you on June 18, regardi ng the 
above matter. Aa you know, InVieion baa worked very closely 
with the CODaiuion Staff aince our initial 111eeting in 
November 1996, and we einoerttly appreciate the time and 
attention you and other Staff -=en have afforded our 
company with regard to this crucial iaaue. 

INTRODUCTION AHD QACKGROUND 

InVieion facea a aignificant and growing fraud proble~ . 
primarily fro111 uncollectlble chargee owed for collect inmate 
calla, that baa l nc reaaed approximately 13.5 percent from 
July 1994 through January 1997, to an a verage of about 25 
percent. One reaaon for thia increaae ia the LECa' evolving 
ability to aaaeaa unpaid chargee back to the carrier of the 
calla, rather than allocating unpaid charge• among all 
carri ers ·of operator .aaaiated calla, lncluding non-inmate 
call ,, 

Another major ftctor impacting collection of chargee ia 
the e111ergence of local competition . Reault ing proble111a 
include billed-to numben confiraed aa bil'lable by LIDB 
later being rejected by the incumbent LBC bec aueo the 
number• were actually served by an unidentified competitive 
LBC. Often, even if the COIIIpOtitive LBC ie identif.ied, it 

1110 Nc>odvnaJow ""'"-•r • • - 19 - ••tl. c:;..,JI' .IOO' o 
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• 
does not offer billing and collection of other carriers • 
charges. For example, competitive LBCs aay offer one d~y or 
one week ' A worth of prepaid looal aervice. However, if the 
telephone number ia cleared through LIDB, collect call• can 
be completed, with no poaaibility of collecting the charges. 

The reality InViaion faces ia that existing billing and 
colleC'tion a.ethodologiea and regulatory policiea, deeigned 
for traditional residential and buaineaa telephone services, 
are absolutely ineffective in today' s inm4te calling 
aorvioea environment. InVieion believes that disputed 
charges a.re often written off by the LBC operator , contrary 
to the billing agreement between InViaion' s billing agent 
and the LBC. Bven if looal service ie eventually 
d iaconnected for nonpayment of InViBion • • cha rges, 
substa.ntial additional charges can accrue before 
diaconnection becauae inmatea use tho telephones frequently. 

In addition, when InVision bills cha.rgoa through tho 
LBC, it dloes not learn that chargee are unpaid for 6 months 
to 2 years after it has provided the aervice. Attao~nt 1 
details thh femarkabl'y lengthy proceu . In tho period 
between tho t1.me InViaion provide• aervice and it learns 
that charges are not paid, InViaion doaa not have access to 
the LBCs ' proprietary customer payment records. Since 
InVision servos primarily local confinement facil ities , 
where the average incarceration period ia approximately 72 
hours, when InVision receives a chargeback for unpaid 
amounts, the inmate has long since been released and the 
telephone number may no longer belong to the party who 
failed to pay the charges. 

In view of the unabating increase in unpaid charges, 
In Vision was forced to develop an innovative solution . Th• 
first facet was to take reaponaibility for billing ito own 
chargee, eo that the co~~~pany could be aware of ita unpaid 
charges in a timely .anner. The oecond facet wee to secure 
payment of chargee above a certain level with a deposit. To 
determine that level, InViaion a.nalyzed an average II\Onth • a 
call recorda, which ahowed that nationwide, approx~tely 8 
percent of billed-to numbers ("BTNs") exceeded $50 i n a 30-
day period. Remarlc4bly, tha t r elatively small percentage 
accounted for almost 52 percent of InViaion's r evenues. The 
correlating .Florida-specific numbers showed that 8. 7 percent 
of B'l'IU lncurr•d char fU equll to or qruur than sso per 
month, and that 8.7 percent of BTNs constituted 47.1 percent 
of InVi aion'a revenuea. 
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• 
Baaed on thia analyaia, InViaion concluded that by 

requiring a deposit for accounts higher than $50, a large 
portion of ita revenue• would be protected while only a 
small port.ion of conaumer11 vould be affected. The consumer 
decidea the amount of depoait, baaed on the amount of 
chargee be or she wiahea to incur over a 30-day period. 
When the <e"onaumer reach•• tbe •credit limit, • or if chargee 
become p~arJt due, InViaion blocks additional inmate calla 
until pay.ent i• received. Payment of chargee or depoait• 
can be made by peraonal cbeck, a.oney order or by using 
Weatern Union Quick Collect, available at grocery atorea and 
other chain atorea nationwide. Weekly billing ia aho 
available. Ironically, becauae of the high riak of 
nonpayment, InViaion waa unable to aecure agreements 
allowing it to accept credit card payments. 

Theae depoaita are true intereat-bearing eecurity 
deposita, not a prepayment th~t haa to be continually 
repleniahed. When no calla are charged to a BTN for 30 
days, the depoeit ia automatic ally triqgered for refund. 
The deposit, plus intereat and lese any peat due amounta, 1• 
refunded within 30 day• of the expiration of the 30-day •no­
call" period. 

In addition to allowing the conaumer to determine hia 
or her own deposit amount, InViaion'a approach provides 
other conaumer benefita. It enable• partie• accepting 
collect inmate calla to underatand their charge• ·•• they 
accrue, eo that there is no aurpriae when the bill ia 
received. Addi tionally, InViaion • • di rect billing all owe 
coneumere to keep their baaic local telephone and long 
diatance eervicea, oven if chargoa owed to InVieion are not 
paid. 

SPECIFIC I SSU!!S 

InVi eion ia awa.re of tbe Commiaaion Staff • • conc ern a 
raiaed in Docket No. 97-00166-TI, "HCI Telecommunication• -
Petition for Exemption from Rule a 25-4. 113, 25-24 . 4 71 and 
25-24.515 and for ~uthorization to Diacontinue Servi ce 
without N'otice and to Require Advance Payment for Service 
from Certain Cuato-ra, • •• diecuaaed in the Staff 
Memorandum dated April 24, 1997, and viahao to addreea thoae 
apeeifio eonearnt wi th ratpaet t o I nVi tion ' l poliel ••· Thi 
following diaoueaion ia intended to eddreaa theae iaauea 
from a polioioa and procedure a viewpoint, and doe• not 
addreaa tbe Ca.aiaaion Staff'a concern• regarding the legal 
atructure of MCI'a filinga. 
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NOTICE OF PISCONTINUANCE Of SBRVIC£ 

Notifying con8~ers that their telephone number will bo 
blocked it important to InVition. BeQOUie of tho trontiont 
nature of the 8ezvice and the speed with which chargee 
typically accumula te, traditional •' notice ' ' a a provided 
when ther e i8 a continuing rolationah!p between a LBC and 
ita cu8tomer ia impractical in tho inaate eorvico8 
environme:nt. In addition, 8inc e calla are billed through a 
third- par·ty billing agent 8uch a a OAN or ZPDI, the 
custo1110r'• billing na1110 and addreu ("BHA") i8 not provided 
a8 part of t .he billing and collection 8orvice . Al tho ugh BNA 
may be obtained fr0111 an inculllbent LBC under a tariffed 
offering, it ha8 been InVi8ion ' 8 experience that the 
pricing, lack of timely re8pon8o and inaccuracy of 
information malta thie 8ervice infea8ible. 

To addre88 the notice ieaue, InVi8ion developed and 
utili:es 4 proprietary automated 8Y8tem to eetablieh initial 
contact wit.h tho con a Wiler a8 the credit limit ie approached, 
The consumer receivee the following greeting: "Bello, thie 
i s InVi8ion Teleco111, a correctional fac ility collect call 
phone provider . Our telephone number b 1-888-777-9778. 
Pleoee press 5 now f or a recording . • When the coneumer 
pre8eee •s,• a Jlle88age i8 played which direc t8 tho consumer 
t o contact InVbion at ita toll-free number if the p.uty 
wieho8 to continuo to receive collect inmate calla ove r 
InVieion's network. 

Thi8 verbal notice ie, a t a mi nimum, a8 effective ae 
written notice, which may or IMY not reach the addree8ee, 
who may or may not be tho party accepting c alle. Khen the 
coneumer pre8ees · s,• InVieion haa the equivalent of a 
return re'Ceipt. 

In addit ion to verbal notice to the coneumer, lnVi eion 
provides the facilitiee it 8ervee with brochure• that 
explain InVi8ion'8 polioiee. The brochure• a re made 
available to the inmate a and/or parties they v i eh to c all, 
at the d iecreti.on o f the facility admir.ietrator. InViaion' a 
depoai t policy ia al8o preprinted on tho direct billa it 
ronder8. InVi8ion • 8 t '11-froe Cuetomer Service nUIIIIber ia 
o.nnounced in the automated notice, printed on InVi 8ion • 8 
brochure• and direct billl, and i t 1a provided by fac ility 
peraonnol to con8u.er8. 
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InVieion's notice procedures comply with the intent of 

Section 25-•-113, Florida ftdpinhtratiye Coc1e by providing 
effective notice prior to any interruption of service. 

t;;OMPL!TION OP UJ. AUTBOBIZ!p CAI.JJj 

By direct billing for its own services, InVision is 
able to meet the stated objective of Section 25-2 •• 515(17), 
Florida Administrative Codes cocpletion of collect calls 
from inaates to a~~ points in Florida, even if there is no 
billing aogreement with the called party • e LBC. 

InVioion also notee that unlike the system described in 
tho April 2•, 1997 Staff KamorandWII, which operates on an 
"allowed" or •authorized" number baaia, InViaion•s ayateme 
operate on a "disallowed number• baaia. Rather than 
blocking any telephone number that is not pre-approved, 
InVision blocks only those telephone numbers it is 
specifically requested to block, at the request of the 
facility, other law enforcement agencies or the called 
party. :In addition, InVision•a system allows the called 
party to block hie or her own number fro111 future iiUIIAte 
calh by pre88ing 3 on the dialpad, aa instructed by the 
automated announce1110nt at the beginning of each collect 
inmate call. 

MCIPIBNTS OP IHKATB CALLS HOULD BE 
SUBJECT TO !!HREASONABLE PBBJUDICB 

InVision • s policies are applied to all consu1110rs in a 
non-discriminatory ~~~~~nner. The Staff He1110randum mentions 
the concern that evan subscribers in good standing with t t e 
LBC would be blocked when chargee reach a certain lovel. 
Because tho LBCa classify their custo.er payment histories 
as confidential and proprietary, they will not confir111 to 
InVision whether a L!C servic e subscriber has a satisfactory 
credit biatory. Thu1 lnVilion appliea ita pol.lcioa 
consistently to all consumers. 

HQNOPOLX BNyiROHK!HT 

The Ke~~~orandum raises several concerns regarding the 
1110nopoliatio nature of inaate calling servicoa . One concern 
is that :freud control -••urea should not be iJnplamentad 
without notice in a monopoly environment. InViaion'e notice 
provisions as di.acusaed earlier afford anyone whose nWiber 
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lllight be blocked the opportunity to IIIAintain uninterrupted 
service . 

The Memorandum further auggeata that there ia no longer 
a concern about providing inmates with ecce.. to a llternate 
carriere becauae of inatrument implemented fraud control. 
In InViaion • • illlll4te calling ayateaa, and in all inmate 
callins ayatema vitb which InViaion ia faailiar, it ia 
neceaaary for the provider to control the c all from the time 
the receiver goee offhook until the c all enda. The 
speciali zed features that provide aecurity contr ols for the 
facility and reduce fraud abuae of the telephone network 
and haraaement of the public are no l onger in place once the 
call leaves the inmate calling provider's network. 

In ita diacuaaion of the .anopoly envi ronment in which 
calla can be preecreened, the Memorandum offer• t 'he high 
commiuion ratea recently bid by certain facilities-baaed 
carriere .aa evidence that inmattJ calling eervicee are vary 
lucrative, even if laced with fraud. Because i~U~~ate calling 
service ia the only aervice lnViaion providea, it ia unable 
to eubaidize ita operations with revenues from other aervice 
offeri nga ,, nor doea lnViaion enjoy the econollliea of ec e le of 
the facillitiea-baaed carrier•. At the aa.me time, rate a 
charged by InViaion for inmate c alla a.r e c apped by the 
Public Service Commiaaion at atendard payphone collect call 
rate a. Accordi.ngly, the commiaaion rate a cited in the 
Ke.morandum are much higher a pproximately 80 percont 
hi gher - - than lnVilion • a aver age Florida c0111111iaeion r ate. 
Furthermore, a a ahovn by the ateady incr eaae of ba.d debt, 
thie level of uncollectible chargee vaa not a known or 
anticipated "rialt o f the buainoaa" when tho coopan.y began 
provid.ing inmate calling nrvicea in February of 1994. 

POLICIES DUPLICAtE LBC PRQCEPUBES 

Becauae o f the nwaber of LBC territoriea i n wh.ich 
I nViaion providea .. rvice in the 3S atatea in which it 
operates, it ia infeaaible for InViaion to have direct 
billing agreement• with the LBCc. When InViaion•a c hargee 
a re billed through the LBC, thoae account• are not p~rchaeed 
by the ::.BC. InVidon paya a third-party billing .agent a 
aervic:e fee that inc:luttea the LBC' • billing feea . The 
billing agent and LBC are paid to bill the c hargee, 
regardleae of whether they are collected. The c:oll l ection 
romediea available under a d irect agreement a.re not 
applic able to InViaion, nor ie there pr ivity between the LBC 
and IoVia.ion that would enable the LBC to collect depoaita 
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or advance pa}"'IMMnta on InV~aion • a beha~f, aaaum.lng they 
would agree to do ao. 

Moreover, aa previously stated, it ia eaaential for 
InVision to be able to bill for ita own aervicea because 
traditional LBC billing and collection procedures and 
regulation:~ vera never intended to addreaa tba transient 
nature and other unique aspects of inmate calling aervicea, 
particularly at the local facility level which InViaion 
primarily oervea. 

CONCLuSION 

InVieion baa demonstrated that ita direct billing with 
deposit requirement policy is a reasonable solution for all 
concerned that will allow InViaion to continue to provide 
quality inmate calling aervicea in the atate of Plorida. 
Nevertheleaa, as diecueeed in the June 11, 1997 -eting with 
Staff, lnVieion is willing to make reasonable modifioationa 
to ita policies. InViaion appreo~atel tha Comalsaion Staff's 
conaideJ;a1!;J.on, And 11 rudy and willinq to addreu any 
additional ieauea not covered in thie overview. 

Sincerely, 

INC . 

Barry E. Selvidge, Vic e President, 
Regulatory Affairs a nd General Counsel 

Attachments 

cc: Robert E. Bowling, Vice President, 
Operations and General Manager, InVieion 

Jeanie Ray, Manager, Regulatory Affai rs 

Noraan B. Borton, Jr. , 8aq. 
Moaaer, Caparello ' Self 

Rick Koaea, Bngt nesring Supervisor 
Certification aad Compllanca, Public Service Collllllisaion 

Martha Brown, 8aq. and 
Beth Culpepper, Bsq. 
Legal Services, Publ ic Service Co=mieaion 
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At:taclment 1 
~18eliae of a LIC Cbargeback 

01/01/96 Inmate calla C!lHeg PM"ty coll!!Ct ovor InVhion · 11 
network, creating a call record 

Prom Number + To Number + Date + Time + Duration 

InViaion downloade batches of call recorda fro111 the 
facilities i t aervea every 24 hours. 

Call reo::orde are rated and formatted to meet billing 
company, e.g., I POI • a, specifications and uploaded to 
ZPDI twice weekly. 

From Number + To Number + Date + Time + Duration + 
Cberve• 

ZPDI formate InViaion•a call recorda to meet the Called 
Party • a LBC • a apecificationa, batches them with call 
recorda from other carriere, and forwards to LBC within 
48 boura, where electronic interface ia available. 

Cell record• are eold to the LBC with recouree. The 
LEC pays ZPDI for the call• to be billed and in turn, 
ZPDI pay• InVidon. {~PI>:t ond tl!l! IJ!C an po.l.d on a 
per-meeaage billed baeie, and thoee fee• are deducted 
from InViaion'• remittance.) 

The LBC billa the Called Party, on a separate billing 
page included with the regular monthly telephone bill, 
i n the next billing cycle. Depending on the Called 
Party's billing cycle, thie can talte 30 to 60 daye. 

From Number + To Number + Date + Time + Dura tion + 
Chargee + Tax•• + LBC Rating end Tax Code• 

03/01/96 Called Party Receives Monthly Telephone Bill 

Called Party paye noth.ing. 

04/01/96 Called Party Receivee 2nd Bill 

Called Party ~~~akee pertial payment, which the LBC 
ap ?lie a to bade aervice portion of bill. The LBC 
c•..rriea the outetanding balance for the relllllinder of 
i t. a c hargee, InVieion •a and other carriere" charge a, 
forward to the ne:ct bill. At thie point, chargee are 
traoked by L!C11 ae balances rather than 1peciflc call 
recorda. 
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05/01/96 Called Party Receivea lrd Bill 

Called Party paya not hing. L!C givea 30-day notice to 
called Party tbat aervice will be diaconnected if 
payment ia not aade with1n 30 daya. 

07/01/96 Called Party•a Service ie Dhconnected 

Cbargea go into a holding period, uaually 90 doya , in 
caae the Called Party viabea to re-eatabliah eervice. 

10/01/96 Unpaid chargee are claaaified oa bad debt. 

LEC betchea InViaion ' a unpaid chargea with other 
car~iera • unpaid ohorgea and chargee thoae amounta back 
to IPOI and other billing companiea. 

11/01/96 ZPDI receivea charge backa from the L!C . 

If: unpaid obargea are non-apecific, SPDI receivea the 
dollar amount being charged back, which it then 
allocatee among all COliiPaniee it billa for through thot 
LB:C. 

If~ unpaid c hargee are ANI-apecific, ZPDI receive a the 
dollar amount being charged back, the billed to numbe r 
and a.n eatimate of the 1110nth in which the calla were 
originally billed by the LBC. ZPDI aearchea ita 
databaee by billed t o number to determine originating 
ANI. ZPDI can then charge the carrier that provided 
the aervice . 

Depending on when the charge back occur a i n ZPDI • a 
r econciliation proceee, it ia about 3 1110ntba before 
ZPDI deduct a the uncollected chargee from InViaion • a 
then current remittance. 

02/01/97 InVieion receivea charge bsclc for unpaid chargee, 
includ1ng tboee for call provided J anuary 1, 1996. 

Time apana ua~d above are average a, and can total from 6 
1110ntha to 2 yeara. During tbia time, InViaion doea not know 
whether char gee billed for aervicea it provide• are paid becauae 
it baa no accea a to the telephone co111peny • a pr oprietary billing 
recorda. Fven when InVi~ion receivea the origina ting and 
termina ting t~I with the charged back amount, it ia unlikely that 
unpai d amount a can be collected aa the inmate baa typically been 
releaaed. 

In V181on Teleeom, I.nc. 1 - 27 - 2 



ATTACHMENT F 
Docket 97101<6 -TP 
Sept ember 11 , 1997 • • 

•• prPPrx a •• 

CDSTOKEB DEPOSt;TS AND ADVANCE PAXKEHTS 

A atat..ment ot hov tbe Cowaiaaion can be aaaured ot the 
aecurity ot the ewatoaer•• depoaiu and advance payaanta uy be 
raaponded to in one of ~be follovinq vaya (applicant plaaaa check 
one): 

piiLlAX OlliCIA£1 

~· applio&Dt will Dot collect dapoeite nor 
will it oolleot paraanta for aert'ioa aora tban 
Olla aoath iD a4,....oa. *.!it!t Note. 

~· applioaat will fila vith . the r.~aaioD and 
uiAtaiD a avaty !»cad iA an aaoWlt equal to 
tlle cnuraat baluoe of 4epoaita u4 .• d,....oa 
payaanta iD axe••• of one aoatb. (aoD4 auat 
aooo.p&af application.) 

' Siqnatura 

Barry E. Solv1da• 

Data 

Vi~• Pre1ident - Reaulatory Affair• and General Counaol 
tny1etnn Tel•ena Inc 4'!0) '143 7,0 

Title e aph·ona o. 

"Note: The applicant will not be collecting deposits from its 
customers but lilly collect deposits a1 behalf of its C\liStomrs. 
The applicant intends to provide billing 1111d collect in 11 
services for service providen. 

FORH PSC/CKO 31 (11/95) 
Required by COliiDiaaion Rl.lla Noa. 25-24.471, 25-24.473, and 25-
24.480 (2). 10 
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....,._.0~1~1-f!!__t~~!!!_m_tlU,_ 
fPTA •• •..... --........__, 

~FPTA o::D--... - --
Augun 1 ~. 1991 

-----VIA r&c•Dil1Jl···~-

Blanca s. Bay6, Director 
Divia ion ot Recorda and Reporting 

Florida Publ ic Service Commiaaion 

2540 Shumaxd Oak Blvd. 
Tollah•••ee, Florida 32399-0850 

..... f'PS( .... 

• 

Re : Docket No. 971008-TC Docket No. 911016-TP 

Dear Ha. aay6: 

The Florida Public Tclacomaunicationa Aooociat~on, Inc. 

requeat3 that 1t be included on the .. iling liat a o an ~ntere3ted 

entity in each of the above-referenced dockets. Pleaa c addcou 

all cor respondence aa tollov• : 

Angela 8 . Green, General Counsel 

Florida Public Telocommunications Aasociotion. Inc. 

125 South Gad1den Street, Suite 200 

Tallaheaaee, Florida 32301 

Thank you tor your a,niatance wi th thu matter . 

~·,··::~ 
~·c.~:::; 

naoo-.,lt .. l u t . ... 

i!OOI 



• • MESSER, C APABELLO & SELF 
.-. JI'Raf"(SSM)HA~ AS$0CIA'f'JQfc 

Ms. Bl= Boyo. Director 
Division of Records and Rcpo.rting 
Florida Public Sctvice Commission 
2540 Shumosd Oak Blvd. 
Tallllbossee, Florida 32399..0850 

August 13. 1997 

97 
I 

r. ~l::L.ciVt:O 
AUG 18 1997 

FPSC • AecordSIRePQ~rlug 

Re: Docket No. 971016-TC ·Review oflnVision's TariiTto Block Collect Colis from 
Confmemcnt Facilities 

Dear Ms. Bnyo: 

Please ndd this fum to the mailing list for Docket No. 971016-TC direclirng all plelldinas. 
ord~rs. notices, or other motcrillls to the undersigned. 

TIIBnk you for your IISSiJtnncc in !his mnuer. 

NHH/o.mb 
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