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FLORIDA PUBLIC SBRVICB COMMISSION 
capital cirole Offioe ceat•r • 2540 Sbuaard oat Boulevard 

~allaba••••, Florida 32399-0150 
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tROVJ81011 OF O+ LOCAL UD 0+ IM'I'RALA'I'A CALLS FROM PAY 
'l'aL ... OIIBS LOCA'I'BD 1• COMFJ.BMBM'I' FACILITIES. 

05/07/tl - REGULAR ACIDDA - PROPOSED AGBIICY ACTION -
JM'I'BRB8'1'1D PERSONS MAY PAR'I'ICIPATB 

CRI'l'JCAL DA'l'UI •o•• 
8PBCJAL %M8'1'aUC'I'l0118: J:\PSC\CKU\WP\tiOt07.aaM 
PLACE '1'818 AGBMDA J'I'BK DIRBC'I'LY AF'I'BR DOCKET NO. 910492-TP 

CUB BACKGROUND 

Invision Telecom, Inc. (Invision) holds pa y telephone 
certificate no. 4311, with an effective regula tion date of Nove mbe r 
8, l995. Invision presently operates approximate ly 100 pay 
telephones in various confinement facilities throughout Flor ida . 
Invision•·s petition states that it i s the largest indepemJr·n t 
inmate service provider in the country, with a pproximat e ly ~.t.0o 
inma t e phones in 36 states . 

In Florida, Invision provides and bills automated o• inte r LATA 
calls via store-and-forward technology, resells sent-paid local and 
intrai.ATA calls placed from confinement fac ilities and prov ides 
debit cards for inmates to complete loca l a nd i ntraLATA toll ca l ls . 

on April 1, 1996, Invision filed a Petition for a waive r of 
those rules and policies currently prohibiting it from providing O• 
local and 0+ intraLATA calls from store - and-forward pay telephones 
located in confinement facilities (Attachment A). Th.i s 
recollllllendation address e s the Petition. 
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DI8CU88IOM or 188UII 

11101 11 Should the Commission grant InVision•s Petition for 
exemption from rule 25-24.515(7), F.A.C. to pe rmit provision of O• 
local and 0+ intra lata calls from pay telephones located in 
confi nement facilities? 

IJCOIIII"D"IOIII Yes. 

ITAJ'l 'DJ,UIIt Invision•s Petition sta t es it i s a Petition for 
Waiver of those rules and policies curre ntly prohibiting it from 
providing 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA ca lls from its s t or e - anti
forward pay tel•phone located in confinement facil ities . Becau r:~:> 

Rule 25-24.515(7) specifically requires 0+ intraLATA cal l s t o be 
routed to the local exchange company, staff believes Invi sion' :·: 
Petition should be considered as a reque s t for exemption f rom thi s 
rule for pay telephones located in confinement facilities . Staff 
has also removed the reference to s tore and forwa rd since we do not 
want our recommendation for approval of the Petition to preclude 
the use of other technology whic h may be equa l ly effective . 

HI STORY Of THE POLI CY 

The policy of reserving O+local and O+i ntraLATA calls for the 
serving local exchange company (LEC) ha s been i n effec t s ince pay 
telephone service first became competitive in Florida i n 198 5 . 
This policy was reaffirmed in Orders Nos . 16343, 20489, 21614, 
22243, and 24101. The policy evolved to address the needs of the 
public and the newly developing pay telephone a nd operator servi ce 
companies. Order 24101 stated "Our decision to reserve o- and O• 
intraLATA traffic to the LEC was based on two points. f i r st , this 
policy has been in effect since the o riginal decision in 1984, 
which was reaffiraed by Order No. 16343, i ssued July 14, 1986 . 
second, the o- policy is consistent with our support of a 
nationwide dialing plan." It is Staff' s be li ef that the r ationa le 
behind this policy also included r eas oning that LEC rate pa ye r s 
might be harmed if LECs tiUdde nly Jos t the revenue c ontributiom: 
they were accustomed to receiving from 0+ local and O+ intraLA'I'A 
traffic and reflected sensitivity t o c ustome r conf us ion surrounding 
dialing patterns. 

This poli c y was cons idered again in Uoc ke t No . 930330 - 'I'P, 
Investigation into IntraLATA Pres ubscription. Order PSC-95-0203-
FOF-TP, issued February 13, 1995, found that .intra LATA 
presubscription was in t he publ ic interes t. This meant that 
interexchange carriers (IXCs) would be al lowed t o compete with I.F.C:: 
for intraLATA, but not local, 0+ and 1 ~ traffi c t or the firs t t i me . 
Large LECs were ordered to implement i ntraLATA presubscription 
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throughout their service areas by Dece mbe r J l, 1997. Small l.ECs 
would be allowed to delay implementation until a bona fide request 
was received. The Commission denied Motions for Reconsideration 
filed by General Telephone Company of Florida (GTEFL) and southern 
Bell. GTEFL then filed a Notice of Appe al and a Motion for Stay o r 
the Commission Order with the Florida :;upremc Court. The Flof'id·• 
Supreme Court issued a stay of Order PSC-95- 0203-FOF-TP. The s t ay 
was lifted on March 11, 1996. 

Even more significant is the florida Legi s lature's amendment 
to Chapter 364 which allows other entities to offer loca 1 exchanq• · 
s ervices and instructs this Commission t o enc ourage competiti on 
through flexible regulatory trea tme nt . !i ince .January 1, 1996, 
Alternative Local Exchange Companies (ALECB ) have been authori z,..d 
to provide all of the same local :.:cr·vi ce:j , plus 1 • ·•nd t1• 

intraLATA, as incumbent LECS. 

Presently, Rule 25-24. 515(7 ), Fl o rida Admini s trative Cod• · 
requires all 1+ and O+ intraLATA call s to be r outed t o the Lt-:l' . 

CHANGING TUt:_tOl~ J CY 1-'QlLCQ.tH' J Nt-:Mt:NT t'AC ll..l'J' I F:S 

· For security reasons , pay t e l ephones in confineme nt 
facilities generally only allow collec t l oca 1 and l ong di s tance• 
calls to be made. Commission Rule 25- 24. !:; 15 (15) exe mpts pit y 
stations located in confinement fac iliti es from certa in noti ce a nd 
access requirements. for example, pay s t a t.ions locate d in 
confinement facilities a re allowed to bl ock access to other l onq 
distance carriers to minimize the abi 1 ity ot inmates t o hr~''t: 
contact with a live operator. 

InVision has asked the Commiss i on to a ll ow it t o ha ndl e ilnd 
bill both 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA a t its pay t e lephones loc •• t r·d 

in confine•ent facilities. In its petition (Attachment A1 • 

tnVision points to the s tatutory amendme nts opening local servi c~ 
to competition, the lifting of t he St a y on intra l.i,T/1 
presubscription, and the company' s c .tpability to handl e :-;uch 
traffic as reasons the Commission need no longer reserve such 
traffic for the LEC. The petition al so s tates that the store a nd 
forward technology InVi s ion pres ently uses to handle and bi 11 
interLATA calls in confine me nt f ac i I iti (>S wi 11 provide the same 
benefits to the institutions , the company, and the e nd-user i f 
employed for local and intraLATA ca ll s . These bene fits are : 
elimination of operator abus e by inmates, r educ tion of fraudu lent 
calling, and rates that will not e xceed t ho:;e c !"oa rge d by t he 
s erving LEC for the same c a ll. 
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'l'he Commis sion has already vo ted t o a l low intra LATA 
competition via presubscription in Docket No . 9 30 330-TP. The 
Commission should 9rant InVision an e xe mpti o n from thi s rul e so 
that it may handle 0+ local and 0+ intra LA1'A traf fi c in confine me nt 
fac i lities. 

Staff believes the public wi 11 not be ha rme d if JnVis i on i s 
allowed to handle and bill 0+ loc al a nd l ntr<•LATA ca lls placed f r om 
confinement facilities. InVision wi 11 no t c harge more than the 
incumbent LEC for these calls, a ccording to a letter s taff h a s 
received from the couns el for JnV is i o n . The c o nfi nement f acj li ty 
will not be harmed a s allowing InVision to h a ndle l oca l a nd 
intraLATA traffic on a 0+ collec t basis mea n s th~ i nma t es wi J J not 
have contact with a live operator. JnVi s i on wi ll not be ha r med as 
it will receive more r e ve nue . Eve n the Lt:c ma y r ece ive a be n e fi t 
by reducing the chances for the inma t e t o ma ke f r a udul e n t C<ll b ; or 
harass live operators . 

There seems to be no compe 11 i nq r eason t o cant i nue the 
prohibition against pay telepho ne providers in conf i nement 
fac ilities handlin9 local and intraLATA ca ll s o n a collect bas b : 
sinc e Florida Statutes have been amended t o p e rmit competition f or 
local telephone servic e and the Commi ss i on has been ins truc t e d t o 
encourage such competition. Sectio n 364 .01 (4) (e) , Florida St atute:: 
ins tructs the Commission to "Encourage a 1 l pro vide r s a t 
t4'l ccommunications services to introduce ne w or e xpe rime nta l 
tele c ommunicati o n s nervi ces free o f unnecessary r e gul ato r y 
restraints." Section 364. 01(4)((), t' l o d d,, r.t ••t ut4'n instruct~ ttw 
Commission to "Eliminate any ru les and /or r equl .t t i o n :; wld c;h wi I I 
d e lay or impair the trans i tio n t o compe t i ti on." 

Allowing InVision to h a ndle loca l and i ntraLATA o~ cal l s fro ; 
c onfinement facilities will fac ilita t e compet i tion as the company 
will be able to more e ffec t i ve ly compete with t he LEC t o r thos~ 

sites where the traffic is predominate ly l ocal and intra LATh. 
InVi s i o n is capable of pro v i ding 0+ l ocal a nd 0 + i ntra LA'l'A ser vi r; r· 
i mme dia tely a s the t echnology i s a lready in pl<1ce wi thin t he P·• , 
telephone. Staff beli e ves tnVi s i on' ::; pet i ti o n t o handl e o~ l e e rs. 
and intraLATA calls from confine me nt t.:tc.: i I iti o!; :;h oul d be g rant~J . 

JIIUI 21 Should local exchange compa n i es be ordered to bi ll o. 
loc al and 0+ intraLATA ca lls plac ed from confinement f ac ilities and 
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handled by InVision when billing f o r s ue t. ca ll s i s requested 
through a valid billing and collection agreement? 

IICQIIIIQ&JIQII Yes . 

IJAI'P MILJIIII LECs should be require d to bi 11 s uc h calls when 
requested through a valid billing and col lection agreement. LECs 
will lose the revenues they would have earned from the confinement 
facilities served by InVision. tlowever, LECs will s till receive 
so=e monetary benefit from the call s if the billing and collecti on 
agreement calls for them to be paid on a per ca ll basis for the 
number of calls billed and collected. 

188UI Jl Should this docket be c losed? 

IICQIIIIDAJIOII Yes, this docket s hould be c losed unless n 
person whose interests are substantially a ffec ted by the 
Commission's d~cision files a protest within 2 1 days of the 
issuance of the Proposed Agency Ac tion Order. 

ITAI7 AIIILUIII Whether the Commission a dopt:: o r r ejec t: : 
Staff's recommendations in iss ues 1 and 7. , its dcc i ~:ion will resu l t 
in a Proposed Agency Action Order. Thi s d ocket s h o uld be c l u ::•··J 
unless a person whose interests are substant ia lly affec ted by tt.t· 
Commission's decision files a protes t withi n 2 1 d ays of t h•· 
issuance of the Propos ed Agency Ac ti on Orde r. 
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• 
In re: ) 

) 
Petition of • 
InVision Telecoa, Inc. ) 
~t~o~r_W~aAiv~e~r _______________ ) 

Filed: April 1, 1996 

PETITION FOR WAIVER 

Pursuant to Rule 25-24.505(3), Florida 

Administrative Code, InVision Teleca., Inc. ("InVision") petitions 

the Florida Public Service Ca..iaaion (the "Ca.aiaaion") for a 

waiver of those rules and policies currently prohibiting InViaion 

from providing 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA calla fro. ita store-and

forward pay telephones located in confine..,nt facilities within the 

state of Florida. In support of ita Petition, InViaion states: 

Identity of Petitioner 

1. Petitioner's ca.plete n ... and address are: 

InViaion Telecoa, Inc. 
1150 Ho~t~adow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

InVision Teleca., Inc. is a Georqia corporation, duly 

authorized to do business in the state of Florida. InVision is a 

wholly-owned subsidiary of C~nications Central Inc., a publicly 

traded corporation whose stock is traded on the Nasdaq National 

Market Systea under the ticker syabol "CCIX." 
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2. InViaion is the largest independent in.ate service 

provider in the country, with approximately 5400 inaate phones in 

36 states. Pursuant to Commission Order No. PSC-95-1277-FOF-TC 

issued October 17, 1995 in Docket No. 950997-TC, InVision provides 

pay telephone services from confinement facilities located in the 

state of Florida. 

3. All ~otices, pleadings, orders or other documents 

regarding this docket should be directed to: 

Barry E. Selvidge, Vice President, 
Regulatory Affairs and General Counsel 
InVision Telecom, Inc. 
1150 North.aadow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 
Telephone: 770-442-7300 
Facsimile: 770-442-7321 

Relief Reaueated 

4. Pursuant to Rule 25-24.505(3), InVision seeks 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. 2U01 issued February 14, 1991. 

Specifically, InViaion seeks authority to provide and bill for 0+ 

local and 0+ intraLATA calla placed by inaatea of confinement 

facilities through InViaion•s pay telephones, using store-and-

forward technology. 

ltckground 

5. InViaion currently provides and billa autoaated 0+ 

intrastate Florida calla via store-and-forward technology on an 

interLATA baaia, and provides such calls on a local, intraLATA and 

inter~TA baaia in each of the other 35 atatea in which it provides 
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in.ate pay telephone aervice. In Florida, InVision is currently 

authorized to reeell sent-paid local and intraLATA calla and to 

provide debit cards for iruutee of correctional facilitiee for 

local and intraLATA toll callinq services. However, the Co-ieeion 

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

local and 0+ intraLATA calla froa any and all pay telephones. 

Petitioner respectfully statea that technoloqical advances •nd 

requlatory chanqee have rendered continuation of this dialinq 

monopoly inappropriate for pay telephones in confine .. nt 

facilities. 

6. Technoloqical advances in store-and-forward pay 

telephones have enabled in .. te service providers to furnish quality 

callinCJ service• for caller• and end uaers while eeetinq the unique 

security need• of the confine.ent facility. This well-developed 

and proven technoloqy provide• reliable call completion and billinq 

function• without allowinq inmates acceaa to the public telephone 

network, thus reducinq haraee .. nt and fraud. 

7. In addition, two aiqnificant requlatory developa~Snte have 

effectively eliainated the oriqinal baeia for tbia dialinq 

monopoly. Firat, in Order No. PSC-95-0203-FOF-TP, the C~iaaion 

authorized co.petition and preeubecription for intraLATA toll 

calla. Although the Florida Supre .. Court iaeued a stay of this 

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

8. The second pivotal regulatory develo~nt was that aa of 

July 1, 1995, ca.petition for all local services was mandated .by 

the Florida Legialature effective January 1, 1996. The Leqialature 
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found that coapetition in the local exchange market is in the 

public interest. 

9. InVision does not intend to offer basic local exchange 

services and therefore does not seek certification as an 

alternative local exchange co~pany. InVision seeks only to expand 

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

intraLATA calla from ita pay telephones located in confinement 

facilities in order to address the security and control concerns 

that are paraaount in the correctional environ.ent. 

10. The C~ission•s app.roval of this waiver request in 

consistent with the legislative mandates to avoid "unnecessary 

reCJulatory constraints" and to eli•inate rules that "delay or. 

impair the transition to co~tition." Sections 364.01(4)(e) and 

364.01(4)(f). 

WHERBPORB, InVision respectfully requests that it be granted 

a waiver of the applicable rules and orders currently prohibiting 

it from providing and billing 0+ local and 0+ intraLATA calls made 

from its store-and-forward pay telephones located in confine .. nt 

facilities, and for such other relief as may be appropriate. 

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

BY: 
RY E. ELVIDGE, V ce Prea1dent, 

Regulatory Affairs and General Counsel 
1150 Nort~adow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roswell, GA 30076 
(170) 442-7300 
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