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VIA COURIER 

Mr. Jeff Derouen 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
21 1 Sower Boulevard 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

Mary K. Keyer AT&T Kentucky T 502-582-8219 
General Attorney 601 W. Chestnut Street F 502-582-1573 
Kentucky Legal Department Room 407 marv.keverOatt.com 

Louisville, KY 40203 

December 4,2009 

DEC 0 4 2009 
PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMMISSION 

Re: Petition of Communications Venture Corporation, 
d/b/a INdigital Telecom for Arbitration of Certain 
Terms and Conditions of Proposed Interconnection 
Agreement with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
d/b/a AT&T Kentucky, Pursuant to the Communications 
Act of 1934, as Amended by the Telecommunicates Act of 1996 
KPSC 2009-00438 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case are the original and five (5) 
copies of the Response of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Kentucky to 
INdigital Telecom’s Petition for Arbitration. 

Should you have any questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

cc: Party of Record 

758856 

http://marv.keverOatt.com


-. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on the following 

individual by mailing a copy thereof via U.S. Mail, this 4th day of December 2009. 

Edward T. Depp, Esq. 
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
1400 PNC Plaza 
500 W. Jefferson Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

Petition of Communications Venture ) 
Corporation, d/b/a INdigital Telecom ) 
for Arbitration of Certain Terms and ) 
Conditions of Proposed Interconnection ) Case No. 2009-000438 
Agreement with BellSouth ) 
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T ) 
Kentucky, Pursuant to the Communications ) 
Act of 1934, as Amended by the 1 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 1 

RESPONSE OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
D/B/A AT&T KENTUCKY TO INDIGITAL TELECOM’S 

PETITION FOR ARBITRATION 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a AT&T Kentucky (“AT&T Kentucky”), in 

accordance with Section 252 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (“the 

Act”), hereby responds to the Petition for Arbitration filed herein on November I O ,  2009, 

by Communications Venture Corporation, d/b/a INdigital Telzcom (“INdigital”). 

AT&T Kentucky will hereafter respond to each numbered paragraph of INdigital’s 

Petition, admitting or denying as appropriate. 

PARTIES 

1. AT&T Kentucky is without knowledge or information sufficient to admit or 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 1 of the Petition and, therefore, denies the same. 

2. AT&T Kentucky is without knowledge or information sufficient to admit or 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 2 of the Petition and, therefore, denies the same 

3. AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 3 of the Petition. 



4. AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 4 of the Petition] 

except for the last sentence, which states legal conclusions to which a response is not 

required . 

5. AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 5 of the Petition 

except those portions of the allegations delineating the named company of each AT&T 

representative identified therein. 

JURISDICTION 

6. The allegations in Paragraph 6 of the Petition state legal conclusions to 

which a response is not required. AT&T Kentucky further states that 47 U.S.C. § 

252(b) referred to in Paragraph 6 speaks for itself. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 7 of the Petition. 

AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 8 of the Petition. 

The allegations in Paragraph 9 of the Petition state a legal conclusion to 

which no response is required. AT&T Kentucky further states that the Kentucky statute 

referenced in Paragraph 9 speaks for itself. 

10. The allegations in Paragraph 10 of the Petition state a legal conclusion to 

which no response is required. AT&T Kentucky further states that the Kentucky statute 

referenced in Paragraph 9 speaks for itself. 

ARB ITRATl ON ISSUES 

11. AT&T Kentucky denies that all issues identified by INdigital in its Petition 

“remain subject to some discussion between it and AT&T Kentucky,” and is without 

knowledge or information sufficient to admit or deny the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 11 and, therefore] denies the same. 
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12. AT&T Kentucky denies the allegations in Parajraph 12 of the Petition and 

denies that INdigital has a right to amend, supplement or modify its Petition with 

additional issues that may arise during the course of negotiations. AT&T Kentucky 

offered an extension of the arbitration window to allow the Parties further time to 

negotiate but INdigital did not want to extend the window. 47 U.S.C. § 252(b)(4)(A) 

limits the Commission’s consideration to the issues set forth in the petition and in the 

response thereto. 

13. AT&T Kentucky admits the allegations in Paragraph 13 of the Petition, but 

states that there were some issues that were resolved between the Parties that are not 

reflected in Exhibit 1 as filed by INdigital in its Petition, and denies that alternate 

Attachments 5 or 5A, regarding INdigital’s 91 I service can be included in a Section 

251 (c)/252 interconnection agreement unless the Commission first finds that provisions 

regarding such services are properly included in such an agreement rather than in a 

commercial agreement. See response to Paragraph 15, below. 

14. AT&T Kentucky admits that INdigital attached as Exhibit 2 to its Petition an 

issues matrix as indicated in Paragraph 14 of the Petition and that AT&T Kentucky 

requested an extension of the arbitration window on November 6, 2009, in an effort to 

try to resolve further issues before filing for arbitration, and denies that Exhibit 2 

accurately reflects all of the issues and AT&T Kentucky’s positions regarding those 

issues. Accordingly, AT&T Kentucky submits its issues list for arbitration, attached 

hereto as Exhibit A,’ 

AT&T Kentucky has noted in its issues matrices, attached as Exhibit A hereto, each issue that is an 1 

“AT&T Kentucky Identified Issue” that was not included in INdigital’s issues matrices filed with its Petition. 
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15. AT&T Kentucky denies the allegations in Paragraph 15 of the Petition and 

states that AT&T Kentucky informed INdigital via email as early as February 26, 2009, a 

copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, that AT&T Kentucky did not agree that 

the 91 1 Attachment and Appendix proposed by INdigital was applicable for a Section 

251 (c) interconnection agreement, and informed INdigital that AT&T Kentucky would be 

glad to discuss a commercial agreement for such services if INdigital were interested. 

Several subsequent emails were exchanged between the Parties regarding this issue, 

including INdigital’s request on February 26, 2009, for AT&T Kentucky’s legal basis for 

its position, INdigital’s request on March 5, 2009, to review the commercial agreement 

without waiving its rights to argue that such services should be subject to Section 

251/252 negotiations, AT&T Kentucky’s response on March 6, 2009, outlining its legal 

basis, and INdigital’s acknowledgment on June I 1  , 2009, of AT&T Kentucky’s position. 

Copies of these emails are attached hereto as Exhibits C, D, E and F respectively. In 

September 2009, AT&T Kentucky’s negotiator Lori Colon ssnt to INdigital proposed 

alternate language for KY 91 1 services and an alternate 91 I appendix in a subsequent 

email. These documents were intended to be used only if AT&T Kentucky lost the 

threshold issue of whether these services are appropriate for a Section 2511252 

interconnection agreement. Before receiving any feed back on these alternate 

documents, ie . ,  before any “negotiation” occurred, Ms. Colon sent an email to INdigital 

on October 21 , 2009, attached hereto as Exhibit GI to make clear AT&T Kentucky’s 

position that this language is not appropriate for a Section 251 (c) interconnection 

agreement. It is AT&T Kentucky’s position that 91 1 services as proposed by INdigital 

are not appropriate for inclusion in a Section 251/252 interconnection agreement and 
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that t h e  alternate attachments are to be used only in the event the  Commission were to 

disagree with AT&T Kentucky on the threshold issue. AT&T has consistently taken and 

maintained this position not only in Kentucky but in other states across its 22-state 

region, as acknowledged by INdigital in its email dated June 11 2009. See Exhibit F. 

16. In response to the  allegations in Paragraph 16 of the  Petition, AT&T 

Kentucky states it received a copy of the  Petition on November 11 , 2009, via U.S. mail. 

17. AT&T Kentucky denies any and all allegations in the  Petition not otherwise 

admitted or denied. 

Prayer for Relief 

WHEREFORE, AT&T Kentucky respectfully requests: 

A. that the Commission find that INdigitai’s provision of 11 service should 

not be covered by a Section 251 (c)/252 interconnection agreement 

B. that the Commission arbitrate any remaining outstanding issues on which 

arbitration was properly requested between the  Parties; 

C. that the  Commission resolve each outstanding issue consistent with t h e  

position and proposed contract language of AT&T Kentucky; 

D. that the  Commission require the  Parties to exwute and file an 

interconnection agreement consistent with the  rulings of the  Commission on each 

arbitrated issue; and 

E. any and all other relief to which it may be entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

601 W. ‘Mestnut Street, Room 407 
Louisville, KY 40203 
Telephone: (502) 582-8219 
mar\/.kever@att.com 

J. Tyson Covey 
Mayer Brown LLP 
71 South Wacker Dr. 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Telephone: (312) 701-8600 
jcovev@,maverbrown .corn 

COUNSEL FOR BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. D/B/A AT&T 
KENTUCKY 

75231 3 
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From: COLON, LORI (ATTASIAIT) 
Sent: 
To: Depp,Tip 
cc: Brent Cummings; Turbes, Michael 
Subject: 
Attachments: REDLINE- INdigital - AT&T ICA- (Att. 5- 911).DOC 

Thursday, February 26,2009 7:lO PM 

RE: INdigital Telecom ICA: GTC 

AT&T does not agree that the attached 91 1 AttachmenVAppendix should be included or is applicable for a 251 Agreement 
as redlined by INdigital. If INdigital is interested in a commercial agreement in relation to the attached redline AT&T would 
be glad to discuss that further with INdigital. Please let me know. Thanks. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illlnols 

lc2683@att.com 
847-248-2093 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of AT&T Inc. and/or its affiliates, are confidential, and are Intended solely for the use of the Individual 
or entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. I f  you are not one of the named recipients or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message in 
error, please notify the sender at 312-335.7411 and delete this message immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination, fowatding, 
printing or copying of this e-mall is strictly prohibited. 

---- -.- 
From: COLON, LON (ATTASIAIT) 
Sent: Thursday, February 26,2009 5:58 PM 
To: 'Depp,Tip' 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M (Legal) 
Subject: INdigital Telecom ICA; GTC 

Tip, 

Please find attached AT8T's response on the GTC. Please let me know your availability for tomorrow and next week 
and I will get some time scheduled to discuss. Thank you. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 
847-248-2093 

m i s  e-mail and any files transmitted wim it are the property of AT&T Inc. and/or its affiliates, are confidential, and are intended solely for the use of the 
individual or entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. I f  you are not one of the named recipientf or othenvise have reason to believe that you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender at 312-335-7411 and delete this message immediately fmm your computer. Any Other use, 
retention, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

mailto:lc2683@att.com
mailto:lc2683@att.com


Exhibit 6 Page 1 of 2 

From: Depp,Tip [tip.depp@dinslaw.com] 
Sent: 
To: COLON. LORI (ATTASIAIT) 

Cc: Brent Cummings; Turbes, Michael 

Subject: RE: INdigital Telecom ICA; GTC 

Thursday, February 26,2009 924 PM 

Lori, 

Can you or your legal counsel (who I think is copied here) provide me with your legal authority for the proposition that the 
proposed 91 1 attachment is not appropriate for a 251 ICA? We're ging to need to take a look at that. Thanks. 

-Tip 

-----Original Message----- 
From: COLON, LORI (AlTASIAIT) [mailto:lc2683@att.com] 
Sent: Thu 2/26/2009 7:09 PM 
To: Depp,Tip 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M Gegal) 
Subject: RE: INdigital Telecom ICA, GTC 

Tip, 

AT&T does not agree that the attached 9 1 1 AttachmendAppendix should be 
included or is applicable for a 251 Agreement as redlined by INdigital. 
If JNdigital is interested in a commercial agreement in relation to the 
attached redline AT&T would be glad to discuss that further with 
INdigital. Please let me know. Thanks. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of AT&T 
Inc. andor its affiliates, are confidential, and are intended solely 
for the use of the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is 
addressed. If YOU are not one of the named recipients or otherwise have 
reason to believe that you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender at 3 12-335-741 1 and delete this message immediately 
ftom your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination, 
forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

847-248-2093 

From: COLON, LORI (AlTASIAIT) 
Sent: Thursday, February 26,2009 5 5 8  PM 
To: 'Depp,Tip' 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M (Legal) 

mailto:lc2683@att.com
mailto:lc2683@att.com


Exhibit C Page 2 of 2 

Subject: INdigital Telecom ICA; GTC 

Please find attached AT&Ts response on the GTC. Please let me 
know your availability for tomorrow and next week and I will get some 
time scheduled to discuss. Thank you. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property 

847-248-2093 

of AT&T Inc. andor its affiliates, are confidential, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is 
addressed. If you are not one of the named recipients or otherwise have 
reason to believe that you have received this message in emr,  please 
notify the sender at 3 12-335-741 1 and delete this message immediately 
from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination, 
forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

NOT1cE: This electronic mail transmission from the law firm of Dinsmore & Shohl may constitute an attorney- 
client communication that is privileged at law. It is not intended for transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized 
persons. If you have received this electronic mail transmission in error, please delete it from your system without 
copying it, and notify the sender by reply e-mail, so that our address record can be corrected. 

mailto:lc2683@att.com


Exhibit 
From: Depp,Tip [tip.depp@dinslaw.com] 
Sent: 
To: COLON,.LORl (ATTASIAIT) 
Cc: Brent Cummings 
Subject: INdigitaI Telecom; 91 1 Agmt. 

Thursday, March 05,2009 5:33 PM 

Lori, 

We don't want to waive any of our rights or arguments with respect to whether the 91 1 attachment is appropriate 
for 251(c) interconnection, but we would nevertheless like to take a look at the proposed, alternative commercial 
agreement. Will you please send us a drafl? 

Thanks! 

-Tip 

Edward T. Depp 
Dinsmore & Shohl LLP 
1400 PNC Plaza 
500 W. Jefferson St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 
Direct Dial: 502-540-2347 
Cell: 502-599-5731 
Fax: 502-585-2207 
tip.depp@dinslaw.com 
www.dinslaw.com 

".Cr... 

NOT/CE: This electronic mail transmission from the law firm of Dinsmore & Shohl may constitute an attorney- 
client communication that is privileged at law. It is not intended for transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized 
persons. If you have received this electronic mail transmission in error, please delete it from your system without 
copying it, and notify the sender by reply e-mail, so that our address record can be corrected. 

mailto:tip.depp@dinslaw.com
http://www.dinslaw.com


Exhibit E Page 1 of 3 

From: COL.ON, LORI (ATTASIAIT) 
Sent: 
To: 'Depp,Tip' 
Cc: 'Brent Cummings'; Turbes, Michael 
Subject: RE: INdigital Telecom ICA; GTC 

Friday, March 06,2009 11:32 AM 

Tip, 
In response to your request for legal authority supporting AT&T's assertion that INdigital's proposed revisions to 
the 91 1 attachment are not appropriate for a Section 251 (c) ICA, note that the 91 1 service that INdigital proposes 
to provide does not meet the definition of "telephone exchange service" as set forth in 47 U.S.C. 153(47) because 
the service will not provide the ability both to originate and terminate calls. Accordingly, AT&T is not required to 
provide interconnection pursuant to the provisions set forth in Section 251 (c). 
For your reference, I attached a copy of a recent Final Order by the Florida Public Service Commission 
concluding that Section 251 (c) was not applicable to 91 1 services that were substantially similar to those 
proposed by INdigital. 
AT&T remains willing to negotiate a commercial agreement for INdigital's 91 1 services. We look forward to 
hearing from INdigital regarding such negotiations. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 

Agreements Manager 

AT&T Wholesale 

AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 

847-248-2093 

This e-mall and any files transmitted with it are the property of AT&T Inc. and/or its affiliates, are confidential, and are intended %lely for the use OF 
the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. If  you are not one of the named redplents or otherwise have reason to believe that you 
have received this message In error, please notify the sender at 312-335-7411 and delete this message immediately from your computer. Any other 
use, retention, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail IS strictly prohlbited. 

From: Depp,Tip [mailto:tip.depp@dinslaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26,2009 8:24 PM 
To: COLON, LORI (ASTASIAIT) 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M (Legal) 
Subject: RE: INdigital Te lmm 104; GTC 

Lori, 

Can YOU or your legal counsel (who I think is copied here) provide me with your legal authority for the proposition 
that the proposed 9 1 1  attachment is not appropriate for a 251 ICA? We're ging to need to take a look at that. Thanks. 

-Tip 

-----Original Message---- 

mailto:lc2683@att.com
mailto:tip.depp@dinslaw.com


Exhibit E 
From: COLON, LORI (ATI'ASIAIT) [mailto:lc2683(iiatt.com] 
Sent: Thu 2/26/2009 7:09 PM 
To: Depp,Tip 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M (Legal) 
Subject: RE: INdigital Telecom ICA; GTC 

Tip, 

AT&T does not agree that the attached 9 11 Attachment/Appendh should be 
included or is applicable for a 251 Agreement as redlined by INdigital. 
If Mdigital is interested in a commercial agreement in relation to the 
attached redline AT&T would be glad to discuss that further with 
INdigital. Please let me know. Thanks. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 
847-248-2093 

This e-mail and any fdes transmitted with it are the property of AT&T 
Inc. and/or its af€iliates, are confdential, and are intended solely 
for the use of the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is 
addressed. If you are not one of the named recipients or otherwise have 
reason to believe that you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender at 3 12-335-741 1 and delete this message immediately 
from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination, 
forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

From: COLON, LORI (ATTASIAIT) 
Sent: Thursday, February 26,2009 5:58 PM 
To: 'Depp,Tip' 
Cc: Brent Cummings; TURBES, MICHAEL M (Legal) 
Subject: INdigital Telecom IC& GTC 

Tip, 

Please find attached AT&Ts response on the GTC. Please let me 
know your availability for tomonow and next week and I will get some 
time scheduled to discuss. Thank you. 

Lori Colon 
Lead Interconnection 
Agreements Manager 
AT&T Wholesale 
AT&T Illinois 

lc2683@att.com 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property 

847-248-2093 

of AT&T Inc. and/or its affiliates, are confidential, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity ta whom this e-mail is 

Page 2 of 3 

mailto:lc2683(iiatt.com
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xhibiit E Page 3 of 3 

addressed. If you are not one of the named recipients or otherwise have 
reason to believe that you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender at 312-335-741 1 and delete this message immediately 
fiom your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination, 
forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission from the law firm of Dinsmore 8, Shohl may constitute an 
attorney-client communication that is privileged at law. It is not intended for transmission to, or receipt by, 
any unauthorized persons. If you have received this electronic mail transmission in enor, please delete it 
from your system without copying it, and notify the sender by reply e-mail, so that our address record can 
be corrected. 



xhibit F 
From: Depp,Tip [edepp@DINSLAW.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 11,2009 8:27 PM 
To: Turbes, Michael 
Cc: Depp,Tip; COLON, LORI (ATTASIAIT); Brent Cummings 
Subject: Re: Commercial NDA - INdigital 

Thanks, Michael. 

We understand AT&T's position regarding 91 1 and the 251/252 issue. We are also aware of the 
differing results different state commissions have reached on that issue. We are evaluating that issue 
now, and I expect to be able to provide ow thoughts/mmments on the 91 1 commercial agreements to 
Mr. Latawiec tomorrow. Once we have his responses, we should be able to make a more informed 
decision regarding the 9 1 1 issue. 

In the meantime, Attachment 5 remains in dispute. 

Thanks! 

-Tip 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Attach men ts : 

COLON, LORI (ATTASIAIT) 
Wednesday, October 21,2009 8:20 PM 
Depp,Tip; Brent Cummings 
Turbes, Michael 
INDigitals DPLs - 91 I 

082509 INDIGITAL ATT 5 91 1 DPL.doc; 093009 ATT 5 91 1 DPL.doc; 101 309 ATT 5 91 1 
NIM DPL.doc 

Tip, 
Brent, 

In reviewing documents for the upcoming arbitration, it appears that I did not restate AT&T Kentucky’s position when I 
provided to you via email Appendix 91 1 on September 30,2009 and Appendix 91 1 NIM on October 12,2009. Based on 
our email exchanges between September 21 and now, I am afraid I may have inadvertently created some confusion as to 
the purpose of those documents and wanted to make sure we were on the same page as you indicated in your email to 
me dated October 15,2009. AT&T Kentucky’s position, which has not changed, is that this language is not appropriate for 
a Section 251 (c) interconnection agreement. The language was intended to be provided to INdigital in the event that 
AT&T Kentucky were to lose the issue concerning the definition of “telephone exchange service” as set forth in 47 U.S.C. 
153(47), and not as a replacement for the language in AT&T Kentucky’s 251(c) interconnection agreement. Therefore, in 
the event the Kentucky Commission decides in favor of AT&T Kentucky regarding the definition of “telephone exchange 
service,” the language in the attached, Attachment 5 - 91 llE911 DPL dated August 25,2009, would be AT&T Kentucky’s 
proposed language. If, however, the Kentucky Commission renders a decision in favor of INdigital on this same issue, the 
language in Appendix 91 1 and Appendix 91 I NIM referenced above and sent to you on September 30 and October 12, 
2009, respectively, and inserted into the attached DPLs entitled A n - 5  - 91 1 /E91 t dated 9/30/09, and ATT 91 1 NIM dated 
1011 3/09, would be AT&T Kentucky‘s proposed language. 

Sorry for any confusion my previous emails may have created. If you have any questions, please let me know. 

582509 INDIGITAL 093009 ATT 5 911 101309 A l l  5 911 
DPLdoc (153 ... NIM DPL.doc (... ATT 5 911 DP ... 

1 


