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March 2 1 ,  2006 

Ms. Kira Scott, Esquire 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Ms. Scott: 

This letter is in response to your inquiry concerning the discrepancy between Section 
53.1, I of the SprintFDN Interconnection Agreement filed on March 15,2006 and the 
Commission’s Order No. PSC-06-0027-FOF-TP, issued on January 10,2006 
(“Arbitration Order”). The words “or other rates” in that section were specifically 
rejected by the Commission in the Arbitration Order at pages 25 and 26, and were not the 
subject of a request for reconsideration by either party. 

In researching the basis for the discrepancy with the Sprint negotiator who prepared the 
agreement, it appears this was an oversight. The negotiator was working from the most 
recent draft of the agreement that was filed with the testimony of Sprint’s witness Givner 
(Hearing Exhibit No. 1 9 ,  which included the words “or other rates” as suggested by 
FDN but rejected by the Commission, as well as other FDN language that the 
Commission agreed should be included in the final agreement. In the haste to prepare the 
revised agreement reflecting the Commission’s Arbitration Order (and, additionally, the 
Order on Reconsideration) in time to meet the deadline for filing, Sprint overlooked 
deleting these words from Section 53.1.1, although Sprint’s intent was to reflect the 
language of the Arbitration Order in section 53.1.1 (consistent with the companion 
section 53.1.2). The inclusion of this language contrary to the Arbitration Order was 
never discussed by the parties in preparing the final agreement. 

Sprint recognizes that both parties signed the agreement with the inclusion of the noted 
language, which could be considered to reflect the parties’ “mutual agreement.’’ While 
Sprint cannot speak to the intent of FDN, Sprint represents that, on its part, it did not 
intend to deviate from the language of the Arbitration Order in preparing the document. 
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March 21,2006 
Page 2 
Ms. Kira Scott 

I hope this clarifies your question as to whether the deviation from the Arbitration Order 
was by mutual agreement of the parties. If you have any questions, or need additional 
information, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Susan S .  Masterton 

Cc: Parties, pursuant to the attached Certificate of Service 
Steve Givner, Sprint 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 041464-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by U.S. 
and electronic mail on this 21" day of  March, 2006 to the following: 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Kira Scott 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Catherine Beard Bob Casey/ Beth Sal& 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Cole, Raywid & Braverman 
Michael C. Sloan, Counsel 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

FDN Communications 
Mr. Matthew Feil 
2301 Lucien Way, Suite 200 
Maitland, FL 32751-7025 

I?, 
Susan S .  Masterton 


