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DIVISION OF LtGAL SERVICES (8. K&ATING!l~ PERAI~ . 
DIVISION OF AUDITING AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS (LESTER) 

RE: DOCKET NO. 971016-TP- REVIEW OF INVISION TELECOM, INC.'S 
TARIFF TO BLOCK ,COLLECT CAI.LS FRCJ4 CONFINEMENT f'J\CILITIES. 

DOCKET NO. 971430-TI - REQUEST FOR APPROV.IU. Of' TRANSFER Of' 
INTEJU:XCHANG£ TELECCJOnJNIC..TIONS CE:.RTif'lCAT£ NO. 3123 FRCJ4 
INVISION T£LECCJ4, INC. TO T.IU.TON INVISION, INC. 

AGENDA: 08/04/98 - REGULAR AGENDA - PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION -
INTERESTED PERSONS MAY PARTICIPATE 

CRITICAL OATIS: NONE 

SPECIAL INSTRUC'l'ICIHS: NONE 

FILE NAME AND LOCA'l'ICIH : S: \PSC\01U\WP\97J 016. RCH 

InVision Telecom, Inc., holds interexchange telecommunications 
(IXCI certificate number 3123 and pay telephone certificate number 
4133. Start opened Docket No. 971016-TP on Auqus t 7, 1991, t o 
review InViaion's tariff due to staff receiving several complaints 
from consumers who advised that their line was bloc ked by lnVision, 
preventing collect calla from being completed from specific 
correct' onal facilities. Staff filed recommendations on September 
7, 1997 and December 4, 1997, however, deferrals were granted by 
the CoiMiisaion at the company's reques t to attempl t o reso lve 
staff's con cerns . 

On October 29, 1997, staff received c request for approval or 
transfer of InVision'a IXC certificate t o Talton Invision, Inc. 
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The request did not include a tariff or the C• • ti!icate Transfer 
Statement, both ot which wore eventually received. Starr nas nad 
nUIIIerous contacts with InVision and Talton representatives. On 
July 14, 1998, staff received a letter from Talton adviainq that il 
bad removed the otfendinq lanquaqe from its tari ff and would 
address the call blocking throuqh its contracts with the individual 
correctional facilities. 

Based on the above, staff recommends the followinq. 
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DOCKET NOS. 9710l~P, 971430-TI 
DATE: JULY 23, 1998 

QISCYSSIQH OF ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Should the Commission approve the trans fer of 
interoxchanqe telecommunications certificate number 3123 fro= 
InVision Telecom, Inc. to Talton Invision, Inc.? 

R£CXH1EHPMiotf: Yes. (I sler) 

STAfF ANALYSIS: On October 29, 1997, Docket Number 971 430-TI was 
established. InVision requested that its IXC certi ficate number 
3123 be t:ansferred to Talton Invision, Inc . (Talton). The 
company' s application packet tailed to include a ta riff and the 
Certiticate Transfer Statement. The C,ettificate Tr11nsfer Statement 
was received on February 4, 1998. 

Prior to r eceiving the company' s application for a transfer, 
on August 7, 1997, staff had opened a docket (number 971016-TP) to 
review InVision' s policy oC blocking collect calls from confinement 
facilities. Since staff had not received Talton' s tariff in the 
t r ans!cr of cert ificate docket a~d we were reviewing InVision's 
tariff in the other, staff believed it best to handle both dockets 
in a single recommendation. 

On November 26, 1997 , the Division of Audi ting and Financial 
Analysis advised staff that Talton appears to moot the financial 
capability standard o f Section 364.337, Florida Statutes. Since 
all tariff and t ransfer issues are resolved, it is staff ' s 
recommendation that the Commission should approve lhe transfer oC 
InVfsion Telecom, Inc.'s IXC certiticate number 3123 to Tlllton 
Invision, Inc . 
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IBSYE 2 : Should the Co=aieeion require InVieion Telecom, Inc . to 

modify its tar i t t to block inco~ing calls from confinement 

tacili ties? 

RECOHMENpATIOH: No. If the Co111111ission approves staff ' s 

recommendation in Issue 1, InVision will operate under the Talton 

tar iff. The Talton tariff does not include the incoming call 

blocking language that o r iginally concer ned start and was the 

source ot numer ous complaints. Therefore, thoro is no need to 

modify the InVision taritt. (Isler) 

StAFf ANALXBIB : Stat! received several complaints !rom consumer s 

who advised that their line was blocked, preventing collect calls 

!rom being completed ! rom specific correctional facilities . All 

consumers advised that the line was blocked without notice and 

without their authorization. In addi t ion, several consumers 

advised sta!t that they were customers in good atandl~g with the 

local e xchange company. 

In each case, InVision responded that it believed it had no 

alternative except t o block soma consumers ' linea !rom accepting 

collect c alla fro111 contine111ont facilities. There!ore, InVision 

inplemented the following policy. Every called nwnber could accept 

sso of collect calla in a 30-day per iod. It the char9ee exceeded 

$50 before the 30 days, lnVieion would block that consumer ' s line. 

InVision s tated that consumers wore notified of this procedure by 

an aut0111ated telephone call, which p r ovided a toll free number Cor 

the called party to call InVisio'l !or information on how to 

continue rec eiving collect calla. 

Rule 25-24.471 (4) (c) , Florida Administrative Code, Application 

for Certificate, states: 

Where onl y one inter exchange carrier is available in a 
confinement facility, that i ntoroxchango car rier shall 
provide !or completion o f a ll inmate calls allowed by the 
con finement !acility. 

Since the blocks were applied t o subscribers in ~ood standing 

with the LEC, staff believes rnVis ion• a blocking policy was a 

violation of the rule. AJJ a rc:~ult or discussions wiLh aLaf t, 

Talton Invlaion will address ita need to block certain calls wi th 

the vario•.s inmate facilities and re1110ve its o ffending tarirt. 

Therefore, it is our reco"Uiondation thaL InVieion Telecom, Inc. 
ohould no t bo r equirod to m.>dify it11 t11rl rc to block lncorllinq calla 

from confinement tacilltlea . 
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DATE: JULY 23, 1998 

ISSYE 3: Should these dockets be closed? 

BEQQMMENPATIQH: Yes. (Keatinq; K. Penal 

• 
STAFF AHALXSIS: These dockets should be closed if no person, whose 
interests are substantially affected by the proposed action, Eiles 
a protest within the 21 day protest period. 
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