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FLORIDA PUBLIC SBRVICB COMMISSION 

Capital Circle Office Cente.r • 2540 Shuman! oak & •Jlevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

TO: 

PROM: 

R£: 

J\OBNDA: 

DBCBMBER 4 , 1997 

RECEIVED 
D~f: ~~ 1997 

FPSC • Rec;ooj5/Reporling 

DIRRC'.l'OR, DIVISION OP RECORDS AND REPORTING (BAYO) 

DIVISION OP COMMUliiCATIONS (ISLER) p~ ~?, 
DIVISION OF LBGAL SBRVICBS (CULPBPPRRlsV(fv-

DOCICBT NO. 971016-TP - INVISI ON TBLBOOM, INC. - RBVIBW 
OP IN'VISION TSLBCOM, INC.'S TARlPP TO BLOCX COLLBCT 
CALLS P'ROM CONPINBMBNT PACILITlBS 

DBCBMBBR 16, 1997 - REGULAR 1\GBNDJ\ - PROPOSBD AGENCY 
ACTION - INTBRBSTBD PBRSONS MAY PARTICIPATB 

CRITICAL DATBS: NONB 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 8: \PSC\CMU\WP\971016. RCM 

CASE 8ACJ(GROOND 

On March 24, 1997, the Commi ssion issued Order No. PSC-
97-0325-FOP-Tl approving tbe transfer of Interexchange 
Telecommunications Certificate No. 3123 froa Central Payphone 
Services, Inc. to lnVieion Telecom, Inc. (InVision or the 
com~any). In addition, InVision holds Pay Telephone Certificate 
No. 4133. InVision provides telecommunications services to 
inmate facilities. 

The Division of Conoumer Affairs received several compla int= 
from consumers who advised staff that their line was blocked, 
prev enting collect calls from being completed from apecific 
correctional facilities, Several consumero advised staff that 
they were customers in good standing wi th the LEC. In every 
caoe, InVision reoponded that due to an increasingly high level 
of uncoller. tible charges resulting from fraudulent uoe of service 
(the takir.3 of service without the ability o r intention of 
paying). it had adopted a proact.1ve, preventive appronch by 
blocking collect calla und~r cer~ain circumstances. 

InViaion explained to otaff that it extends a SSO credit to 
each called telephone number. Called parties may acc ept chargen 
for collect calls up to that amount. When that amount is 
reached, the line is blocked s o that no other calla can be 
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• 
accepted. If a consumer wishes to exceed the $50 credit limit, a 
deposit is required up to an amount determined by tho consumer on 
the level of charges he wiehea to incur. The deposit, plus 
interest and lese any past due chargee, is refunded when no 
collect calls have baen completed to the consumer's telephone 
number for 30 days. 

The company advised staff that consumers are notified of the 
blocki1.g by an automated telephone call. The automated verbal 
notice advisee the consumer to call InVision at a toll free 
number it the consumer wishes to continue to receive collect 
inmate calla over InVieion•s network. In addition to the 
automated verbal notice, InVieion provides the facilities it 
serves with b rochures that explain ita policies. The company 
went on to state that a five-day written notice as required by 
Rule 25-4 .113, Florida Administrative Code, ia "impractical in 
the inmate services environment.• 

Staff met wi th InVieion and on ita face did not initially 
believe the call -blocking practi~e would cause a problem. 
Therefore , staff agreed with the company to allow a trial. 
During eho erial period, howavar, several complaints were filed 
with the Commission regarding InVieion's call blocking. In 
investigating these complaints, staff determined that InVieion•e 
call blocking practice did, in fact, violate Commission rules. 
Staff met with InVieion again to attempt to convince the company 
to withdraw ita tariff . However, the company declined. 

InVieion requested and the Commission granted a deferral of 
this item from the September 23, 1997 Agenda Conference . 
InViaion had advised that since the inmate portion of i ts 
business was being sold to Talton Comm~nications, •there will be 
no need to address the Commission and no need for action by the 
Commission. • (Attachment A) Although the sale has been 
completed, as of this date, InViaion has not withdrawn its 
tariff. 

Under these circumstances, staff believes the following 
recommendations are appropriate. 
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PISCOSSION Of ISSQBS 

ISBQB 1: Should the Commiooion cancel InVioion Telecom, Inc.•o 
tariff to block collect calla from confinement facilitieo becauoe 
it io unlawful, discriminatory, and not i n compliance with Rules 
25·24.471(4) (c), Florida Admi nistrative Code, Application for 
Certificate and 25· 24.515 (17), Fl orida Administrative Code, Pay 
Telephone Service? 

RBOOMMBHDATION: Yeo . (Isler) 

stAPP ANALYSIS: InVision•s Original Sheet 15, Section 4 .8.2, 
(Attachment B) o f its tariff states: 

No advance deposita are required; 
provided, however, that in the event 
that a billed party wishes to exceed any 
maximum credit; amount that may be 
predetermined by Carrie1, that billed 
party may do eo by firat post ing a 
deposi t in an amount ouch that tho level 
of c r edit sought io equal to 90 pe rcent 
of the deposit amount. Carrier s hall 
pay simple intereat a t a rate no leeo 
than the rate required for baaic 
telephone aervice deposita. Past due 
amounts may be deducted from deposits at 
f inal billing. Carrier provides collect 
only calling to inmates of confinement 
facilities . Carrier may block inmate 
calla to certain telephone numbers when 
the amount charged to ouch telephone 
number (a) exceeds the credit limit or 
90 percent of the deposit poot ed, or !bl 
becomes past due. 

InVision advioed staff that it provides specialized 
inmato calling oyatema and aervi ceo to over 550 i11mat.e facilities 
in 35 otateo. Prior to the effective date of t he company•o IXC 
certificate, the Commiooion began receiving complaints from 
consumera who advised staff that their line was blocked by 
InViaion to prevent completed collec t calla from specific 
con f inem(nt facilities. All coneumcra advised that the line was 
blocked without notice and without their authorization . In 
addition, aeveral conaumere adviaed otaff that they were 
cua t omcra in good standing with the LEC. 
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In each case, InVision responded that it believed it 

had no alternative except to block some 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. lf the c harges exceed $50 before the 30 days. InVision 
will block that consumer's line. InVision stated that consumers 
are notified of this procedure by an automated telephone call, 
which provides a toll free number for the called party to call 
InVision for information on how to continue receiving collect 
culls. 

In response to complaints, the company would 
temporarily remove the block. In some cases, however, the 
consumer advised staff that the block was reinstated the next 
time their charges exceeded $50. In one complaint the customer, 
Robert Loeber, advised staff that his number was prevented from 
receiving calls from the Gadsden Correctional Institution. Mr. 
Uoeber advised that the company said his line was blocked because 
his bill was over $50. Mr. Uoeber stated that he does 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 twice more in a very s hort 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 C) 

In May, staff received a copy of an April 24, 1997, 
letter to Mr. James N. Biddy, Deputy Assistant Secretary eor 
Administration, Department of Corrections, from Dr. Tim Cole, 
Senior Pastor of the Grace Bible Church. Or. Cole stated that 
his congregation is caring for five children whose parents are 
incarcerated in Florida institutions. Dr. Cole said he speaks 
with both parents at least twice a week. The Church's line is 
blocked when its bill reaches $50 in charges. Dr. Cole stated 
that the line is blocked without any notice or regard for his 
prior payment history. (Attachment Dl 

As a result of Or. Cole's letter, on May 
fiddy wrote the warden of the Gadoden Correctional 
·•here the mother of the chi ldren is incarcerated. 
otated: 

The Department of Correctiono has not 
allowed its inmate telephone vendoro to 
require deposits from billed parties 
based oolely on the volu~e of calls. We 
view this as unfair and adding another 
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burden to the party that is already 
paying for the call. 

• 

Mr. Biddy asked the warden to meet with the vendor (lnVision) and 
request that this practice be discontinued. (Attachment E) 

Rule 25-24.490, Customer Relational Rules Incorporated, 
Florida Administrative Code, incorporates Rule 25-4.113(1) If), 
Refusal or Discontinuance of Service by Company, Florida 
Administrative Code, and states that a company may refuse or 
discontinue service •Por nonpayment of billa for telephone 
service, including the telecommunications access ayotc~ surcharge 
referred to in Rule 25-4 .160(31, provided that suspension or 
termination of service shall not be made without 5 working days' 
written notice to the customer, except in e xtreme cases. The 
written notice shall be separate and apart from the regu lar 
monthly bill for aervice.• 

The company•a tariff doea not specifically state that 
notice will be provided to conaum~ra. In a June 26, 1997, letter 
to staff, however, Mr. Barry Selvidge, Vice PresidenL of 
Regulatory Affairs and General Counsel for InVision, wrote that 
the company had: 

developed and utilizes a proprietary 
automated syatem to eatablish initial 
contact with the consumer as the credit 
limit is approached. The consumer 
receives the following greeting: 'Hello, 
this is InVision Telecom, a correctional 
facility collect call phone provider. 
Our telephone number is l-888-777-9778. 
Please press 5 now for a recording.• 
When the consumer presses •5,• a message 
is played which directs the consumer to 
contact InVision at its toll-free number 
i f the party wishes to continue to 
receive collect inmate calla over 
InVisloh'o network. 

Mr. Selvidge went on to state that when the called 
party presses •s,• the company has the equivalent of a return 
receipt, or proof that the austomer received the automated 
telephone notice. The company stated that in addition to the 
automated notice, InV iaion provides the correctional inotitutions 
with brochures, which are available to the inmateo at the 
facility administrator's diacretion, and the company's deposit 
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policy is printed on its direct bills. It is staff's 
understanding that the first bill is from the LEC, so the 
customer would probably exceed the $50 limit and receive at least 
one block before InVision begftn direct billing. Based on this, 
lnVision believes that it complies with the intent of Rule 25-
4 .113, by p:·oviding •effective notice prior to any interruption 
of service.• (Attachment F) 

Staff called InVision and spoke with Mr. Adam Vexler on 
August 14. Mr. Vexler advised that InVision's lTAC computer 
system calls a billed-to number when the customer's charges reach 
$37.50 . Since the consumers who contacted the Commission all 
stated that they did not receive notice before their line was 
blocked , staff asked if there were any circumstances where a 
consumer may not receive the automated notice. Mr. Vexler 
responded that if a consumer's charges reached the S50 level 
before a bill had been rendered, that consumer may not receive 
the automated call. 

Staff disagree& that InVision's automated notice 
complies with the intent of the disconnect rule for several 
reasons. First, it is possible that a c hild could nnower the 
phone when the automated call is made and not tell the adult of 
the family.. Second, the consumer may not even have received a 
bill for the calls at the time the call is made. Third, and 
perhaps most 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 ito 
tari ff is discriminatory because it •applies its policies 
consistently to all consumers,• staff disagrees. InVision may be 
consistent in requiring a deposit from a consumer whose charges 
reach $50, but the company's practice o f requiring deposits from 
customers in good s tanding who have no choice in who bandles the 
call is not a practice to which all other consumers are 
subjected. Therefore, it io staff's belief that lnVision•s 
tariff clearly conflicts with Rule 25 · 4. 113(1) (fl, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

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

~hero only ont interexchange carrier is 
available in a confinement facility, 
chat interexchange carrier ahall provide 
for completion of all inma~n callo 
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allowed by the confinement facilit y . 

Rule 25·-24 .515(17), Pay Telephone Service, Florida 
Administrative Code , states: 

Provider s serving confinement facilities 
s hall provide for completion of all 
inmate cal ls allowed by the confinement 
faci lity . 

These requirements are necessary because neither 
inmates nor the subscribers accepting t:he calls have a choice a s 
to which company will handle the call. As a result, t:he cost of 
inmat:e calls are t:he highest a l l o wed . 

Staff would a lso like t:o point out that two other 
companies (MCI and Sprint ) recently withdrew similar tariff 
fili ngs. 

In addition t o the blocking concerns, staff is 
concerned that InVision is requiring deposits from customers at 
all. Rule 25-24.4 90(2) states: 

An interexchange company may require a 
deposit as a condition of service and 
may collect advance payments for more 
tha.n one month of service if 1 t 
maintains on file with the Commission a 
bond cove ring its 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 
a ssurance of continued operation under 
its certificate over the long term. 

When InViaion applied for tho transfer of Central 
Payphone Services, Inc. ' s IXC certificate, it advised that it 
will not collect deposits. However, the company noted that •The 
applicar. " wil l not be collect ing deposits from its customers but 
may collect deposits on behalf of its customers. The appli c ant 
intends to provide billL1g and collecting services for service 
providers.• (Attachment 0) 

It is staff'o belief that if tnVision is allowed to 

- 7 -



.. .. • 
DOCKET NO. 971016-TP 
DECEMBER 4, 1997 

• 
collect deposito from end users, then the company must file a 
bond a nd change its tariff to reflect that deposits are required. 
Even so, however, staff is concerned that InVioion'o policy 
duplicates fraud control measures that LECs undertake and should 
not be allowed. currently, if a LEC has a billing and collection 
contract wtth an I XC, then the L2C takeo the responsibility to 
require a deposit, send an interim toll bill, and/or disconnect 
service for nonpayment, if necessary. In a recent rule 
proceeding, staff recommended disassociating toll charges from 
local charges. However, the industry opposed the rule amendment. 
InVision should not now be able to have it the other way, 
blocking toll when local and toll charges are current. 

On August 22, 1997, InVision informed staff that the 
company has entered into an Agreement with Talton Holdings, Inc. 
to sell the assets of its int\Ste phone division and is echeduled 
to close within the next five weeks. The company advieed that 
InVision'o lXC certificate and tariff will not be traneferred to 
Talton. In addition, InVision ad\ised that since the Commission 
has not received any further complaints from coneumers , the 
company requested that staff reconsider ito schedule of this 
docket on the September 23 Agenda Conference. However , oince 
InVision apparently continued to operate under thio tariff and 
because it was not guaranteed th.at the sale of InVision • o inmate 
services would be completed, or known how long the transition 
would take if the sale was completed, staff believed it was 
appropriate to bring InVision into compliance with the 
Commission's rules, its contract with the Dapartment of 
Corrections, and to go forward with this recommendation to 
prevent further complaints. 

On September 17, 1997, the company requested deferral 
of staff's recommendation because its inmate services would be 
oold by October l, 1997. The deferral was granted. Since tbat 
time, staff has been in contact with InVision nnd Talton 
Communications. Talton was mail·ed an JXC application; however, 
the complete application has not yet been returned. In addition, 
staf f has had several telephone conversations with InVision about 
withdrawing its tariff. InVision informed staff on November 26, 
1997, that Talton had not decide4 how it would proceed with the 
tariff language. InVi sion otated that it could not withdraw the 
tarif: due to the provisiono of its sale agreement. Based on 
this, otaff recommends that the Commission should cancel 
InVision•s tariff to I lock collect calls from confinement 
facilities. 

- 8 -
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ISSQB 2: Should this docket be closed? 

• 

~TION: Yea. If no peraon whose substantial interests 
are a ffected by the Commission's propo&ed agency action. files a 
protest within twenty-one days, t his docket should ~ closed. 
(~tlpepper) 

SIAPP AHALXSIS: If no person whose substantial interest& are 
affec~ed, f1les a timely requcet for a Section 120.57, Florida 
Statutes hearing, no further action will be required and this 
docket should be closed . 

- 9 -



' At.tat:hment A 
Docket. No. 971016 -TP 
oecember 4, 1997 • • 

\. .-.W 0'"1CI:I 

M~ss~a. CAPAR~LLO & S~L 

~ ~r• -o---o« u-~ ' ""' ' '"00 
-ot t O'lnC:C 10• . , . 

TeJ ' ' &4.111 &. f&.O&ID4. OI OOI•I•l'fl 

September 17. 1997 

II.Y HAND Dt:r.!YERY 
The Honorsble Julia Johnson 
Chainnan. Florida Public Scrvict Commiuion 
Third Floor. Gunkr Bulldina 
Florida Public Scrvict Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak 81\-d.. 
Tallahau«, Florida 32399..08SO 

Rt: Doc:ket No. 971016-TC 

Dc11r Cha.innan Johnson: 

On bthalf of In VIsion Ttlecom.lnc. this is to rcqi!Clt that !he Commusion ddcr Item 36 on 
the Sept. 2Jrd AIJeoda until the October 7 Agenda. AJ explained herein. it may not bt nccessory for 
the Commission to ac:t on this maner. 

Item 36 i~ a ""ommcndation of Sta!T t.ba.t the Commission C&DCel a ponion of lnVtston's 
tariff which addresses calls from confinement facilities. As you might expect, In Vision docs not 
ogree with the recommendation and pl&nJ to od~ss the Commission on this item. H:owevcr. 
In Vision has entcml into an qreement with Talton Holdinas. Inc. to sell the Inmate phone division 
Wld that closlna is cumntly scheduled for Oc1ober I. 1997. When the closing is completc. lhe wiff 
section at issue will be withdtawn and will no lonacr bt in effect. The pracucal effect of the "lc IS 
that the tariff issue loddtesscd by the Sta!T becomes moot. This information is contAtncd 1n the 
llllllchcd lener da.ted Auaust 22, 1997. This lener is referenced in the recommendation. but at the 
time the rccommendlltion wu prc~d. there --._, not a specific closlna date. 

In Vision believes that dcfcm.l of t.be i~em would bt the most efficient usc of time owl 
~~u !liven these unique cii'C'IItilll&llCCS. If the item is deferred and the closina takes place. there 
will bt no need to address the Commission and no need for ecdon by the Commission. Should there 
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December 4 , 1997 

The Honorable Julia Johnson 
September 17. 1997 
Paae 2 

• 
be Ill! W'lc.xpccted chanae in the ctoslna date. the Commission "'-ould then have the opportW'Iity to 
3Ct on the item Dl the next scheduled confcrencc. 

For these reasons. In Vision would ask thai the Commission defer thb uc:m one A&enda. 

NHH:amb 
EnciOSilrc$ 
cc: Barry E. SciVId&e. Esq. 

Mr. Bill Tal bon 
Ms. Paula Isler 
Beth Culpepper. Esq. 
Ms. Mary Bane 
Rob V11n.diver, Esq. 
Mr. Alan Taylor 
Mr. Riclt Moses 

Sin«rcly, 

~ 
Norman H. Horton. Jr. 

. ll . 



At t achment B 
Docket No. 971016 -TP ~ 
December 4, 1997 _COM, INC. 

rpsc Tariff Ng 1 • Xntr••,•t• 

4 . 8 . 2 pay Tclcphgne Seryice prgyidtra 

cerrior - InVieion Telecom, Inc. 

riginal Shan 15 

POHsv • No advance dapolitl an required; provided. 
however, that in the event that a billed party 
wiehal t o exceed any maximum credit amount 
that may be predetermined by carrier, that 
billed party may do eo by tirat posting a 
depoeit in an amount euch that the laval of 
c r edit eought 11 equal t o 90 parc·ent of tho 
depolit amount . Carrier ehall pay eimple 
intareet at a rate no lee• than the rate 
required for baaic telephone ••rvice dapoeite . 
Paet due amount• may be deducted from dapoeite 
at final billing . Carrier provicl .. collect 
only calling to inmate• of confinement 
facilitiee . Carrier may block inmate call• to 
certain telephone number• when the amount 
charged to euch telephone number ta l exceed• 
the credit limit or 90 percent of the depo11t 
poeted, o r (bl become• paet due. 

4 . 9 Conteeted Chargee . Fo r conlideration of any dilputad 
charge , a CUetocner muet aubmit in writing to the Company, 
within thirty ( 301 daye of the data the bill 1• iaaued . 
t he call deta il• and baeae for any raqueetad ad juet ment . 
The Company will prCMnptly inveetigate and adviae the 
CUato=er ae to ita finding• and diepoaition. 

4 .10 Returned Check Charge. A charge of $10, or •ppl icable 
etate returned check charge, whichever ie mor~. may be 
applied if a check o r draft preaented for pa~ent of 
eervice 11 not accepted by the inetitution on which it 1• 
written 

Ieauad : January 13, 1991 

Barry E. Selvidge 
InVieion TalecCMn, Inc . 
1150 Northmeadow Parkway, Suite 118 
Roawall, GA 30076 

- 12 -
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-"· 908 H KNIGHT ST. au~. J£MI£ RAY 168856 

t~·· ,.,.,.._ 1 !8!ll-1SZ· 1899 

ct IYilll' PLN(J C IIY 3356§ c..y.J!.llJ. 
c.. .. 
•~ !35Zl · S8§·8236 

~ ~~-----------------------------
.... 

'-c.. .. ~.-__________________________ _ 
llell .. ._."";"');··----------

Custa.er said lnYislon Teleco. has blocked his nUiber so he c&AnOl receive calls 
lroe the Gadsden Correctional Facility . He said ~~heft he caled the COIIP&ny he 
was told It was !because his bill was onr $50. Custa.er uld he does not hne a 
past due baiUKe w1UI Ule cOIIPifty ud pays the bll Is as soon IS he receives 
tba. Pleue ln:nstlgate this utter &nd provide a response by the date below. 
Include on what 111Uiorlty lnvlslon IIIIIch Is urtlfttd IS a paypbone provide In 
Florida ts blocking long dhtMCe calls . A report Is due by the date below. 

::; 1· 11 Custc.er c•11ed be said Ills service had bHn blocked. I called lnvlslon to 
sp .. k with Je&Mie R~. lb ~ Is out of the office until 1· 21. I spoke with 
Theresa Stroud lllllo said U. -ld look Into the •tter &lid ca11 • back. 
Its Strolld said sM spoke with Laura Floyd .t.o said the block will be raovtd for 
1 dQs uetll the utter ua be resolved with the PSC. lb. Stroud said lb. by 
will call • on Apr. 21 *- she returned to the office. Ms. Floyd ca11ed 
cvst-r to Itt ht• ~ the blo:k -ld be raoved. 
4· 28 reply received 
5· 9 Mr. Loeber called he said Ills service had been blocked as of KiY 8. I told 
hi• our division of CMU was going to Investigate the .alter and I would convey 
his concerns to •1 supervisor. I spoke wi th e .. Johnson who said she would 
speak to leroy Rasberry . 
1 called CCI at 3:30 spoke with Theresa Stroud because Jeannie Bay vas oul for 
the day. She said she would contact lnvlslon regarding the block. Ms . Stroud 
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,... .. 

called b1ck later and said the block would be re.oved over the weekend . She 
said Ms . RilJ would call •• on MondilJ, Kay 12. I called the ~ust~r ilnd left il 

.. ss~ge on his voice .. 11 reg1rdlng the bl ock. 
S-12 Ks . RilJ did not call. 

S-14 1tr. Loeber ulled he said his service had been blocke<! ~~In in4 !It would 
pay the deposit 1A of'Wr to ltHp his service froe being bloded . ~ver he did 
DOt liCI,... with the deposit rtq~~lre.nt and wu not happy wit.h the sl tultlon. I 
stilt an e-.. 11 to P• Johnson and leroy Rasberry lnfon~lng lhttl of cu st~r·s 

call. 

5-19 File closed 

FOIIIUJID TO 011 FOR REYIEV. 

•-• eo. J.l688!!2!!.iS!S!6~!------
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Actachment C 
Docket No. 971016 - TP 
December 4, 1997 

.April 22, 1997 

• 
COMMUNICATIONS 

CENTRAl . - ~ 

• 
·~ E c E I v ED 

APR 2 i3 1997 

Copy via F 2 
Original via United Statee Mail 

He. Ruth If,. Kc:Ba.rque 
Florida Public Service Co=U .. ion 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Talla.ha .. ee, PL 32399-0850 

Re: Robert Loeber 
Requeet No. 1688561 

Dear Me. McBarque: 

Tbie ie in reeponee to the Coneumer Requeet filed by Hr. 
Loeber regarding eervicee provided by InVieion Telecom, Inc. 
("InVieion"J. H.r . Loeber complained that hie telephone number wae 
blocked from receiving additional collect inmate cel le over 
IDViaion •• ft6tWOrk when chargee reached a certain level • 

.Ae background inforaation, InVieion provide• epeciali:red 
inmate calling eyeteme and .. rvicee to over 550 confinement 
facilitiee located in 35 etatee, including Florida. Pureuant to 
applicable tariff, and under parameter• eetabliehed by the facility 
adminietration, imlatee are peraitted to place collect-only calle, 
the charqee for whi.ch are billed either directly by InVieion or on 
the coneumer'e local excbanqe company ("LBC") telephone bill. 

M diecu .. ed in filinqe 111ade with the COIIIII.i .. ion in Docket No . 
97-0061, InVieion hae experienced an increaeinqly high level of 
uncollected chargee reeultinq from the fraudulent uee of ite 
eervice (i.....a.&., the takinq of .. rvice without the ability or 
intention of paying). In reeponee, InVieion adopted a proactive, 
preventive approach to the fraudulent and reckle.. u.. of it• 
eervice. 

InVieio.n • e fraud prevention proqraa extend• a epeoific UIOunt 
of credit to any called telephone nwabtlr, ~. $.50. Called 
partie• lll&lf accept obargfle for collect imute calle up to that 
amount, a nd tboee obarCJeu can be billed on the coaeuaer • • LEC 
telephone bill, where available, with no depoeit required. If a 
coneumer viehee to exceed that liait, a depoeit ie required, in an 
&IIIOunt determined by the ooneuaer and baeed on the level of chargee 
he or ehe wiehee to incur. The depoeit ie refunded, plue intereet 
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end leee any paet due cherqea, when no collect inaat• cella have 
been completed to the t•lephone nuaber for a period of 30 deya. 

Kr . Loeber aleo ate ted that be did not owa a.ny a.mounte that 
are put du.e. It ebould ba noted tbat in addition to blocking 
talaphono nw.bara for paat due a.ounta, nwabara are blocked when 
the credit li.llit ia reached, eiailar to a credit liait on a 
cOIIIIMrcial credit card. That ia, when the liait ie reached, 
additional cbarqee cannot ba aade, r.;ardl .. e of vbether a bill he• 
been rendered for the c.-utetandin!J 'cbarqaa. It ahould alao ba noted 
that ahould lnViaion block a telephone nuaber, the only aarvice 
affected ia for calla provided over lnViaion • • network. &.lie 
local aervice and otbar long diatance eervicee are not affected. 

Notifying conau.en that their telephone nuaber will ba 
blocked ia iaporta.nt t o lnViaion. a.eauae of aeveral h ctore , 
including the traneient nature of the aervice and the apeed with 
which chargee typically accumulate, traditional •notice· •• provided 
when there ie a continuing reletionabip between a L!C end ita 
cuatomer ie impractical in t he inaate aervicee environment . 

To addreee tbie concern, InViaion developed and utilize• a 
proprietary automated ayat- to eatablbh initial contact with the 
conaumer ae the credit li.llit ia approached. The coneuaer receive• 
the f ollowing ~aetingt "Bello, thie ie lnVbion Telecom, a 
correctional facility collect cell phone provider. OUr t•lephone 
number ia 1-888- 777-9778. Pleeee preee 5 nov for a recording. • 
When the conaumer pr••••• ·s , · a .. aaege ie played which direct• 
the conau.mer to c ontact InViaion at ita toll-free nuaber i f the 
party wiehee to continue to receive collect iru:~ate calla over 
lnViaion• a network. 

In add!tion to thie ver~al notice to tbe coneu.mer, I nViaion 
provide• the facilitiae it eervee with brochure• tlnat explain 
InViaion' • ·policiee. The brochure• are .. de availabl e to tne 
inmate• and/or partie• they viah to c ell , at the diacretion of the 
facility adminiatrator. InVieion •e depoait policy i• alao 
preprinted on the direct billa it rendere . 

In atfdition to providinq InViaion' • toll-free Cuat~r Service 
nu.mber in the autc.eted announo ... nt, tbe nuaber ie/rinted on the 
brochure• and direct billa, and it ie p~:ovide by tac:iU.ty 
pereonnal to coneu.ere. lnVieion'e Cuet~r Service depart.ant i • 
currently ataffed Monday throuqb Friday fra. 8 a.a. - 8 p.a. EDT 
and on Saturday fr011 8 a.a. - 5 p .a. aOT. lnVieion ia in the 
proceaa of iner ... ing ita CUatomar Service availability to provide 
aeei etance 2• boare a dey, 7 daye a -•k, with a t arget date for 
implementation by Kay 1 , 1997 . 
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InViaion' a fraud protection plan vaa i..pleJNnted in !'lorida 
effective April 15, 1997, under authority qranted in Docket Ho. 97-
0061 . When InViaion !.pl.a.nte ita dlr•et billinq vith depoait 
policiea in a atate, it ie the c:C~a~p&ny'a policy to beqin each 
billed-to nw.bar at zero, rather than beginning vith the ..aunt of 
chargee that have accrued •• of the J..pl-ntation date. Thia 
enable• InVieion to notify called partiee before their number• are 
blocked . Our inveatiqation into thia complaint reveala that Kr. 
Loeber• • ch~:t·qee vero incorrectly calculated to include char<J•• 
incurred prior to the impla-ntation date . Thie bee nov been 
corrected, and ve apoloqize for thia inconvenience to Kr. Loeber. 

InViaicn truata that the fore9oinq information ia helpful to 
the Commiaaion and Kr . Loeber, and appreciate• the opportunity to 
reapond to thia Requeat. 

Sincerely, 

INVISION TBL!COH, INC. 

<---na ... nie ~y~er 
equlatory Affair• 

cc : Barry B. Solvidqe, Vice Preaident 
Roqulatory Affair• and General Coun•el 

Robert B. Bovlinq, Vice Preaident 
Operation• and General Kanaqer, InViaion 

Norman B. Borton, Jr., !aq. 
Keaaer, Caparello, Katz , Kaida ' Self 

Robert Loeber 
908 N ~niqht Street 
Plant City, PL 33566 
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CHURCH bu1h upon Gocl'1 Word. grO\o\ing by God"s gr.c:•. 

Ctnl•rtd In the light ol God I Son. 10 the pt&IM ol 

April 24, 1997 

Mr. fun Biddy 
Depury Director ofBudaet and Finanu 
Oqwtmcnt of Corrections 
2601 Blaimone Road 
Tallahusee, FL J2399·2SOO 

Dear Mr. Biddy: 

Warm srce1ings to you. 

Not long ago l i!Jivc tntimony before the Clemency Board in rcptds to a ease our (Ongregation 
Is deeply interested in. I should have inquired then about the possibility of sp41alcina with you 
directly in view of the fact that I was on your doorstep But I clldn't. 

In any cue, here are my (Oncems about a rdaled l!\ltter 

Our (Onareaation is deeply involved in a ministry to a family whose father and mother are 
currently inc:arurated in Aorida State Penitentiaries These two people haYelcft behind five binh 
~hildren whom we arc caring for. In addition to many other dimeruions of support, I speak by 
phone with both inmates at least twice a week for purposes of spiritual guidance and 
encouraaement. 

Here's the crwc of ovr (Oncern. The mother,lntaruratC'd at Oadsdcn Correcdon&J Jnnirunon. •s 
con.stantly prohibited from phonlna u1 beuuse the telephone urrier- lnvlsion Telecom·· blocks 
the phone coMe:c~ion. 

The reason, per ·Conversation with persoMd from the telephone urrier, is tjlat when our bill 
reaches ar amount ofSSO (per month), the phone is automatically bloclted~ This Is done without 
any previous contact with us or without reprd to any previous telephone credit payment history 
This policy is both frustmina and unfair I am thanld'ul Aoricla Power doesn't operate by the 
same policy. 

' 
The telephone company's policy demands that- send them a S200 depo1h in the event that v.e 
reach the SSO cut-oft'limit. In other words, they WO\IId like us (the real tullomer) to finance their 
operation. rm wonderina whAt amount of these "depollt l'und1" are shared by the Gadsden 
Institution 
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For your infonnation, we have encountered no diftic:ulty with this issue u it relates to the 
instiNtion where the husband IJ inc:areeralect 

We need and ask {or your usiaaoce and intervention to untie this communic:&tion knot . 

Thank you for listenillg. 

Sinc:erely, 

d~~ 
Dr. Tim Cole 
Senior Pastor 
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May6,1997 

Ms. Jane Grizza::i, Warden 
Gadsden Corm:tionallnstitution 
Post Office Box 390 
Quincy, Florida 32353.0390 

Dear Warden Grizzard: 

• 
Oo>miOI 
LAWTON CHILES __,. 
HARRY K Sflo;OLETARY. JR 

The anached letter from Dr. Tim Cole was sent to me conccmlna the restrictions that 
lnvision Telecom i1 placina on hiah volume collect caliJ orlainatina from Gadsden 
Corr«tional Institution. 

The Depanment of Coi'Tections has not allowed its IMIItc telephone vendor110 require 
deposits from billed panics based solely on the volume of calla. We view lhis u unfair 
and add ina another burden to the party that is already payina for the tall. 

We requeS1 that you swface this issue ,.,;th your inmate telephone service provider and 
determine whether this practice v.ill be discontinued. 

Thank you for your anention to this maner. 

Sincerely, 

~B~ 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Administration 

JNB/mt 
Anaclunent 
cc: Dr. Tir- Cole, Senior Pastor 

Alan laylor, PSC 
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COMMUNICATIONS 
CINTkAl . ~ ' 

Copr via Paceiaile 
Original via A rborne !xpreaa 

Bureau of Service !Valuation 
Diviaion of C~nicationa 
Florida Public Service Coa.iaaion 
2540 Shw.ard Oak Boulevard 
TPllahaaaee, PL 323~9-0850 

Rea InViaion Telec011, Inc. 
Direct Billing vi~ Depoait Policiea 

Dear Hr. Taylora 

Thia ia in follow up to the -•tinq Robert ~QWUng , 
Jeanie Ray 1 Doc Horton and I had vith Rick Hoeea, Martha 
Brovn and Beth Culpepper on June 11, and ay el1baequent 
telephone convereation with you on June 18, regarding the 
above .atter. Aa you know, InVieion baa worked very cloaely 
vith the C~eeion Staff aince our initial aeeting in 
November 1996, and ve aincerely appreciate the ti.. and 
attention you and other Staff -.hera have afforded our 
company vitb regard to tbie crucial iaaue. 

IHTRODUCTIQN AND BACKGBOUHQ 

InViaion facea a eigniticant and growing fraud problea, 
priaerily froa uncollectible chargee owed for collect in.ate 
calla, that haa increaaed approd.aately 13.5 percent from 
July 1996 through January 1997, to an average oi about 25 
percent. One reaaon for tbia increaae ia the LICe' evolving 
ability to aaaeaa unpaid charqea back to the carrier of the 
c t.lla, rather than allocating unpaid chargee among all 
carriere of operator eaaiated cella, including non-in.ate 
calla. 

Another aajor factor !.pacting collection of chargee ia 
the •-rgence of local co.petition. Reaultinq problema 
inolude billed- to nuebera confiraed •• billable by LIDB 
later being rejected by the incuabent LIC bec•u•e the 
nulllbere -re actually aerved by an unidentified ca.petitive 
LIC. Often, even if the coapetitive LIC ia identified, it 
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doee not offer billing and collection of other carriere • 
chargee. For example, coapetltive L!Ce may offer one d~y or 
one week'• worth of prepaid local eervice. Bovevar, if the 
telephone nwaber ie c leared through LIDS, collect calla can 
be c0111pl.eted, with no po .. ibility of collecting the' chargee. 

The1 reality InVieion facea ie that exiatinq billing and 
col1ectlon -thodologie• and regulatory policiea, deaigned 
for traditional reaidential and bueinaae telephone aervicee, 
are abaolutely ineffective in today • a illlll&te calling 
aervicee enviroi\ID8nt. InVieion believe a that d.ieputed 
charqee are often vritten off by the LBC operator, contrary 
to the lbillinq agreement betveen InVieion • • billlnq aqent 
and the L!C . Bven if local aervice ia eventually 
diaconnected for nonpayment of InViaion•a cbarqee, 
aubetantial a.dditiona~ charge• can accrue before 
diacon.nection becauae iiiJIIatea uae the telephone• fr·equently. 

In addition, when InViel.on bill• charqea thl:'ough the 
LBC, it doea not learn t .hat chargee are unpaid for 6 month• 
to 2 year• after it baa provided the aervice. Attacbaent 1 
detaill tbie raurkably lengthy proc .. 1. In the period 
between the time InViaion provide• aervioe and it learn• 
that cha.rqea are not paid, InViaion doea not have .ace••• to 
the L!Ca • proprietary cue to-r payment recorda.. Sinco 
InViaion aervee primarily local confinement facil itiea, 
where tbe averaqe inc arceration period ia approximately 72 
houra, vhen InViaion receive• a charqeback for unpaid 
111110Unta, the inmato hae lonq aince been releaaed. and the 
telephon•e number ~~ay no longer belonq to the party who 
failed to pay the cbarqea. 

In view of the unabatinq increaae in unpaid c harqea, 
InViaion waa forced to develop an innovative aolutlon . The 
firat fa.cet waa to t.ake reeponeibility for billing ita ovn 
chargee, eo that the o0111pany could be aware of ita unpaid 
chargee in a timely manner. The aecond facet waa ~o aacure 
payment of chargee above a certain level with a depoait. To 
determine that level, InViaion analyzed an average month ' • 
call recorda, which ahowed that nationwide, approximately 8 
percent ·Of billed-to nwabere ( "8'l'Na") exceeded $50 in a 30-
day period. Reaazltably, that relatively amall percentaqe 
account.ed for elmo at 52 percent of InViaion' • revenue•. The 
oorrelflting l"lorida•apcoitio nullben ahowed that 8.1 percent 
of B'l'Na incurred chargee egua~ to or greater than $50 per 
month, a11d that 8.7 percent of 8'1111 conatituted 47.l percent 
of InViaion'a revenuea. 
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• 
Baaed on thia analyaia, InViaion concluded that by 

requiring a depoait for account• higher than $50, a large 
portion of ita revenue• vould be protected while only a 
•-11 portion of conau.Qra would be affected. The conau.er 
decide• the &IIOUnt of dapoait, beaed on the &IIOUnt of 
cbarg~• be o r abe wiahea to incur over a 30-day period. 
When the conau.er reachea the •credit liait,• or if chargee 
beca.e paat due, I.nVhion bloclca additional i~t• calla 
until pay.ent ia received. Pay.ent of chargee or depoaita 
can be -d• by peraonal cheolc, 110ney order or by uaing 
Weatern Union Quick Collect, available at grocery atorea and 
other chain atorea nationwide. Weekly billing ie a leo 
available. Ironically, becauae of the high rialc of 
nonpayment, InViaion waa unable to aecure agreement• 
alloving it to accept credit c.xd pay.enta . 

Th••• depoaita are true intereat-bearing aeourity 
depoaita, not a prepay.ent ~hat baa to be continually 
repleniahed. When no calla are charged to a BTN for 30 
daya, the depoait ie autOIII&tic ally triggered for refund. 
The depoe it, plua in tare at and 1••• a,nl paat due &IIIOunta, i• 
refunded within 30 daya of th• expirat on of the 30-day •no­
call" period. 

In addition to alloving the conaumer to deteraine hie 
or her ovn depoait amount, InViaion•a approach provide• 
oth•r cor.au.er benefit•. It enable• partie• accepting 
collect inaate calla to \lnderatand their chargee aa they 
accrue, ao that there ia no aurpriee when the bill ia 
received. Additionally, InViaion•a direct billing allow• 
conaumera to keep their baaic local telephone and long 
diatance aervioea, even if chargee oved to InViaion are not 
paid. 

SPECifiC ISSIJIS 

InViaion ie aware of the Co-lea ion Staff • a concern• 
raiaed in Docket No. 97-00166-TI, "HCI Teleoa.aunioationa -
Petition for l!xe~q~tion fr0111 llulaa 25-6.113, 25-26.471 and 
25-2<1.515 and for Authorization to Dhcontinue Service 
with~ut Notice and to Require Advance Pay.ent for Service 
froza Certain Cuat~ra, • •• dhcu .. ed in the Staff 
Memorandum dated Apr1l 24, 1997 , and wiahea to addr••• tho•• 
apecifio conoerna with reapeot to InViaion'a polloi••· The 
follovlng diacuaeion 1• intended to addreea th••• iaauea 
fr011 a policiea and procedure• viewpoint, and doea not 
addr••• the Ca.aiaaion Staff'• ooncerna regarding tha legal 
atructure of HCI'a filinga. 
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HQTICI OP D!SCOHTIHUAHCZ or SERVICE 

H~tifying conaumera that their telephone nuaber vill be 
blocked il Laport&nt to InViaion. Becauae of the tran~~ent 
nature of tbe aervice and the apeeci vitb vhich cbarg•• 
typically accumulate, traditional ' 'notice•• aa provided 
vhen tbere ia a contlnuing relationahip between a LZC and 
i ·ta cuatoMr ia impractical in tbe inmate aervicea 
e .nviroruunt. In addition, aince calla are billed through a 
t .hird-party billing agent euch ae OAN or ZPDI, t 'he 
cuatomer'e billing n~ and addreae C"BNA") ia not provided 
ae part of the billing and collection eervice. Although BRA 
-y be obtained froa an lncuabent L!C under a tariffed 
otferlng, it bae been InVieion 'e experience that tbe 
pricing, l ack of tlmely r eeponee and inaccuracy of 
information make thia eervice infeaelble. 

To addreee tbe notice ieeue, InVieion developed and 
utilize• e proprietary automated ayat .. t o eatabli ah i nitial 
contact with the conaumer •• the credit limit ia epp»oac hed. 
The coneuur recelvea the following greeting1 "Bello, thie 
ie InViaion Teleco~a, a correctional facility collect call 
phone provider. our telephone nuaber h 1-888-777-9778. 
Pleaae preea S nov for a recording. • When the conaumer 
pre•••• •s,• a meaaage ie played vhich direct• the conaumer 
to contact InVhion at ita t oll-free nuaber if the party 
wiahea to continue to receive collect i.naate calla over 
InViaion'a network. 

Thia verbal not ice i a, a t a ~aini~aum, a• effective •• 
written noti ce, which may or ~~~ay not reach the addre .... a, 
who may or may not be the party accepting calla. When the 
conaumer preeeee •s,• InVieion hae the equi valent of a 
return receipt . 

In addition to verbal notice to the conauaer, InViaion 
providee the faeilitiea it ••rv•• with brochure• that 
exrlain InVieion ' • polloi••· The brochure• are aade 
available to the inaatea and/or partie• they wiah to call, 
at the diacretion ct the facility adainiatrator. InViaion•a 
depoeit policy ie eleo preprinted on the direct billa it 
render a . InVhion • a toll-free Cuat~r Service nUIIIbar i• 
announced in the autOID&ted notice, printed on InViaion •a 
brochure• and direct billa, and it i• provided by facil ity 
paraonnel to conauaera. 

- ?4 • 
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IoViaion'a notice procaduraa coaply with the intent of 

Section 25-4- 113, Florida !dplnhtratha Coda by providing 
effectiv• notice prior to any interruption of aarvica. 

COt(pLITIQN OP !!,! , AtrfHORII!D pt I,S 

By direct billing for ita ovn aervicu, InVhion h 
abl• to .. et the atated objective of Section 25- 24 . 515(17), 
Plori1:a Mpl nhtratiye Cod11 coepletion of collect calla 
from naatea to all pointa in Plorida, even if t h•re ia no 
billing agree-at vitb tbe called party' a L!C. 

InViaion alao notea that unlike the ayat- deacrihed in 
the April 24, 1997 Staff Ke..arandWI, which operataa on an 
•alloved• or •authorized" nu.aber baaia, InViaion • • ayataaa 
operata on a "diaalloved nu.aber• baaia. Rather than 
blocking any talapbona nu.aber that h not pre-approved, 
InViaion blocka only thoaa telephone nuabera it ia 
apecifically raquaatad to block, at the raqueat of the 
facility, other law enforcement aganciea or th• called 
party. In addition, In Via ion' a ayataa all ova the called 
party to block bia or bar ovn nu.aber froa future inmate 
c alla by prauing 3 on the dialpad, aa inatructad by the 
auto.atad announcement at the beginning of each collect 
inaate call. 

BECIPIQTS OP INMATE CALL§ WOULD BB 
SUDJEC]' TO llHJ\USOHMLB PMJVDICII 

InViaion'a policiaa are applied to all conawaara in a 
non-diacrWnatory aannar . The Staff Kemorandua -ntion:­
the conc•rn that evan aubacribera in good etanding with the 
LBC would be blocked when chargee reach a certain laval. 
Baoauaa the l.ECa claaaU:· their cuetomar par-nt biatoriea 
a a confidential and propJ:iatary, they will no t c ontira to 
InViaion vhathar a LBC aarvice aubacribar baa a aatiafactory 
credit hie tory. Tbua InViaion appliea ita polic iaa 
conaioteotly to all cona~U~era . 

lt!)JtOPOLX BNVIRONHJ!JIT 

The Ke..arandua raiaaa aevaral concern• regarding the 
monopoli•tic natuJ:a of inaata oallinq aarvioaa. On• concern 
ia that fraud control -••urea ahould not be iaplamantad 
without notice in a ..anopoly anviroaa.nt. InViaion•a notice 
proviaiooa •• diacuaaed a&J:liar afford anyone whoaa number 
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might be blocked the opportunity to maintain uninterrupted 
aervice. 

The Memorandum further auggeata that there ia no longer 
a concern about providinq inmate• with aaoeee to alternate 
carriere becauae of inatrument UlpleiiMinted fraud control. 
In TnVieion • • inlllate calling eyet ... , and in al.l inmate 
calling eyeteae with which InVieion ie familiar, it ie 
neceeeary for the provider to control the call from the time 
the receiver goee cffhook until the call ende. The 
epeciali:ed feature• that provide eeourity control• for the 
facility and reduce fraud, . abuae of the telephone network 
and haraea .. nt of the public are no longer in place once the 
call leavee the inmate calling provider•• network. 

In ita diecueeion of the monopoly environment in which 
calla can be preacreened, the He110rendum offere the high 
cOllllllluion ratee recently bi.: by certain facilitiee-baeed 
carriere ae evidence that inmate calling eervicea are very 
lucrative, even if laced with fraud . Beceuae inmate calling 
aervice ie the only aervice InViaion providea, it ia unable 
to aubeic:lize ita operation• with revenuea from other eervice 
offeringe, nor doe• IaVieion enjoy the ecc n0111iee of acale of 
the fecilitiee-beeed carriere. At the aame time , ratea 
charged by InVieion for inmate calla are capped by the 
Public Service COlllmiaaion at atandard payphone collect call 
ratea. Accordingly, the co.mieeion ratee cited i n the 
MemorandUIII are .uch higher -- approximately 80 percent 
higher - ·- than InViaion • a average Flori da co.mleeion rate. 
Furthermore, ae ehown by the eteady increaae o f bad debt, 
thie level of uncollectible chargee wae not a known or 
anticipated •rielt of the bueineaa• when the company began 
providing inmate calling aervicea in February of 1994. 

PQLICIES DUPLICAtE L!C PRQCEDURgS 

Booauee of the number of L!C territoriee in whic h 
InViaion provide• aervioe in the 35 eta tea in which 1 t 
operatea, it ie infeaeible f or InViaion to have d i rect 
billing aqree-nta with the L!!Ce. When InVieion • • chargee 
are bil led through the L!!C, thoee account• are not purohaeed 
by the L!C. InVieion paye a third-party billing agent a 
aerviou fee that inclodee the L!!C'e billing feee. The 
billing agent and L!C are paid to bill the chargee, 
regardleee of whether they are collected. The collection 
remadiee available under a direct agreeiiMint are not 
applicable to InVieion, nor i a there privity between the LEC 
and InVieion that would enable the L!!C to collect depoeit• 
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• 
or advance pa}"'MMnta on InViaion' • behalf, aaauaing they 
would agree to do ao. 

Hor•over, oa pravioualr atated, it h e .. ential for 
InVidon to be able to bil for ita ovn .. rvioea beoau .. 
traditio:tal L!C billing and collection procedur.. and 
regulation• ware never intended to addreaa the tranaient 
natura and other unique aapec ta of inaate calling •ervicea, 
particularly at the local facility level which InVhion 
primarily aervea. 

CQNCLUSIQH 

InViaion baa deDOnatrated that ita direct billing with 
depoait requir ... nt policy ia a reaaonable aolution for all 
concerned that vill allow l nVidon to continue to provide 
qua lity inmate calling aervicea in the a tate of Florida. 
Naverthaleaa, &I diacueeed in the June 11, 1997 meeting with 
Staff, InVieion ia willing to make reaeonable modification• 
to ita policiee. InVieion appreciate• the Commiaaion b~aff'a 
conaideration, and ie ready and willing to adc1reea any 
additional iaauea not covered in thi• overview. 

Sincerely, 

INC. 

Barry E. Selvidge, Vice Preeident, 
Regulatory Affair• and General Couneel 

Attachlnenta 

cc s Robert B. Bowling, Vice Preaident, 
Operation• and General Kanagar, InViaion 

Jeanie Ray, Manager, Re9ulatory Affaire 

Norman a. Borton, Jr., Beq. 
Haaaer, Caparello ' Self 

Rick Hoeea, Bngineering Superviaor 
Certification and Coapliance, Public Service Coa.iaeion 

Martha Brown, Baq. and 
Beth Culpepper, !aq. 
Legal Servicea , Public Service Comaiaaion 
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AttacJ.eDt 1 
Tt.eliDe of a LIC Cbarveback 

01/01/96 Inmate eall1 Called Party eollect over InViaion'a 
n•twork, creating a call record 

Prom Number + To Nu.ber + Date + Time y Duration 

ItnViaion downloada batchaa of call recorda from the 
facilitiea it aarvaa every 24 houra. 

Call recorda are rated and formatted to ~~~eet billing 
company, •·9· , ZPOI • a, apecificationa and uploaded to 
ZPDI tvice weakly . 

Prom Number + To Number + Data + Time + Duration + 
Chargee 

ZPDI foraata InVieion'a call recorda to meet the Called 
Party' a LEC' a apecifioationa, batchaa them with call 
r•corda from other carriera, and forward& to LEC within 
4111 hour a, where el-3ctronic interface ia available . 

Call recorda are aold to the LEC with racouraa . The 
Ll!C paya ZPDI for the calla to be billed and in tu~ .. . 
!PDI pay a IoViaion. ( ZPDI and t he LBC are' paid on a 
per-meaaaga billed baaia, and tboae feea are deducted 
from InViaion•a remittance . ) 

The LEC billa the Called Party, on a aaparata billing 
page included with the regular ~nthly telephone bill, 
itn the next billing cycle. Depending on the Clllled 
Party • a billing cycle, thia can taka 30 to 6<0 day a. 

Fr0111 Number + To Number + Date + T.Lme + Duration + 
Charge• + Taxea + LEC Rating and Tax Codea 

03/01/96 Called Party Racaivea Monthly Telephone Bill 

Called Party pay a nothing. 

04/01/96 Called Party Recaivea 2nd Bill 

Called Party mekco partial pe}"'IMMnt, which the LEC 
appliaa to baaio aarvica portion of bill. The LEC 
c arriaa the outatanding balance for the remainder of 
ita cbargaa, InViaion • a and ot.her carriere • chargee, 
forward t u th1 naxt bill. At thia point, chargee are 
trac ked by L!Ca ae balance& rather than epacific call 
recorda. 
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0~/01/96 Called Party Receivea Jrd Bill 

Called Party paya nothing. LBC qivaa 30-day notice to 
Called Party that aervice will be diaconnacted if 
payment ia not aada within 30 daya. 

07/01/96 Called Party'• Service ia Diaconneeted 

Charge• go into a holdin9 period, uaually 90 daya, in 
cue the Called Party via baa to ra-aatablhh aarvica. 

10/01/96 Unpaid charge• are o1aeaified aa bad debt. 

LBC batchea InViaion'a unpaid obargaa with other 
carriera' unpaid chargee and chargee thoae amount• back 
to I POI and oth.ar billing Cotlp&tliea. 

11 / 01/96 ZPDI receivea charge b~cka froa the LBC. 

If unpaid chargee are non-apecific, ZPDI rec aivea the 
dollar aaount being charged back, vhich it than 
allocate• a.ong all companiaa it billa for through that 
LBC. 

If unpaid charge• are ANI-apecifio, ZPDI r eceive• the 
dollar aaount being charged back, the billed to nWIIber 
and an eatiaate of the 1110nth in vbich the calla vera 
originally billed by the LBC. lPDI aaarchaa i ta 
dat~ae by billed to nuaber to dataraina originatir.c; 
ANI . ZPDI can than charge the carrier that provided 
the aarvice. 

Dependin9 on vhan the charge back occura in ZPDI • a 
neonciliation proee .. , it ia about J aont111 befou 
ZPDI deduct a the uncollected charge a fr0111 InViaion • a 
than current remittance. 

02/01/97 InViaion receive• charge back for unpaid chargee, 
including tho .. f or call provided January 1, 1996. 

Tl.m. apana uaad above are avaragaa, and can total fr0111 6 
1110ntha to 2 year a. During thia tt.a, InViaion doe a not know 
whether charge• billed for aarvicaa it provide• are paid bac auaa 
it haa no accaaa t o the telephone company•• proprietary billing 
recorda . Bvan when InViaion receive• the originating and 
tarainatiny ANI vith the ctarged back aaount, it ia unlikely that 
unpaid amounta can be coll~ted aa the inaata baa typically bean 
releaaed . 

lnVWon T~ Inc. I - .<!9 - 2 
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•• UPDPII I •• 

CJlSTQW QEPOS!TS pm AD'fAHCE PA'Om!TS 

A atatuent of hcv tha Coai .. ion c an be a .. urad of the 
aecurity of the watoaer •a dapoaita and advance pa)'llanta uy be 
reaponded to in one of the follovinq vaye (applicant pleaae c~ac~ 
one) : 

( ) 

pt!LifX OlfiCtALr 

~be applioaat will aot collect 4epoaita nor 
will it ooUaot pa,....ta tor aerdoe aore tii&D 
oaa aontll 1D &d'laaoa . "See Sene. 

~· applioaat will fila witll .tlle Coaiaaion u4 
aaiataia a auratJ IMiad 1a u uowat equal to 
tile CNrrnt t..luoa of dapoai.ta u4 a4.,..oa 
p&fll .. ta ia u:oe .. or oae aoDtll. caon• auat 
aoooapuJ a,plioatioa.) 

' Siqnature 

&arry £. Selv1da• 

Date 

V1ce Prea1dent - a.aulatory Affaire end Cene ral Couaae l 
Toyte f gn Telecnp ta r ..C';.G) ' 6~ )aQG 

Title iaiephon• NO. 

"Note : The applicant Ifill not be c:ollectillll deposits from its 
eu.stomel'$ but lillY collect deposits on behalf of its customen. 
The applicant intends to provide billinll .,d c:ollectina 
se7Vices for service providers. 

FORM PIC/CKU ll (ll/t5) 
Required by Coaaiaaion Rule Koa. 25-24 .471, 25-24.473, and 25-
24.410(2). 10 
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