
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Via Hand Delivery 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Ofiice of the Secretary 
445 12th Street, SW 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
1717 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
J21h Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

June 11 , 2014 

TEL: 202 659 6600 
FAX: 202 659 6699 
www.eckertscamans.com 

Brett Heather Frecdson 
Phone: 202-659..{)669 
bfrecdson@eckcrtsearnans.com 

Re: Commonwealth Telephone Company d/b/a Frontier Communications Commonwealth 
Telephone Company, et al. v. UGI Utilities - Electric Division 

File No. EB- I 4-MD-007 

Dear Secretary Dortch: 

Enclosed please find an original and four copies of a Motion for Leave to File and 
Motion to Hold Proceeding in Abeyance Pending Complainants' Compliance With 47 C.F.R. 
§ l. l 404(K) for filing with the Commission in the above-reference matter. Please date stamp the 
fifth copy of these documents as having been received by your office and return them to the 
courier in attendance. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ ri)weuiP\__. 
Brett Heather Freedson 

Counsel for UGI Utilities Electric Division 

BHF/lje 

En els. 

cc: Service List 



Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 

COMMONWEALTH TELEPHONE COMP ANY ) 
d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS ) 
COMMONWEAL TH TELEPHO:NE COMP ANY and ) 
CTSI, LLC d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS ) 
CTSI COMP ANY ) 

) 
Complainants, ) 

) 
v. ) file No. EB-15-MD-007 

) 
UGI UTILITIES, INC. - ELECTRIC DIVISION ) 

) 
Respondent. ) 

MOTION FOR LEA VE TO FILE 

UGI Utilities, Inc. ("UGI"), the Respondent in the above-referenced proceeding, hereby 

requests leave to submit the accompanying "Motion to Hold Proceeding in Abeyance Pending 

Complainants' Compliance with 47 C.F.R. § 1.1404(k)" ("Motion for Abeyance") to correct 

serious misstatements of fact in the initial Complaint filed in the instant proceeding and to call 

the Commission's attention to the failure of the Complainants to comply with the Commission's 

rules. 

J. As more fully articulated in the attached "Motion for Abeyance," the 

Complainants fai led to participate, in good faith, with executive-level discussions with the intent 

to resolve the issues currently in dispute between the parties prior to filing of their Complaint in 

this matter as required by 47 C.F.R § l.1404(k). 

2. Thus, good cause exists to permit the filing and consideration of the Motion for 

Abeyance because the Complainants' failure to comply with these significant pre-filing 

requirements frustrates the intent of the Commission's rules and runs cow1ter to long-established 



Commission policy. Moreover, this failure will likely result in the imposition of unnecessary 

additional costs with respect to both the parties and the Commission's staff. UGI therefore 

believes it is efficient and reasonable to address these issues in a preliminary motion and attempt 

both to conserve the Commission's and the parties' resources and effectuate the Commission's 

regulations and policy. 

For the foregoing reasons, UGI respectfully requests leave to file the attached Motion to 

IIold Proceeding in Abeyance Pending Complainants' Compliance with 47 C.F.R. § l.1404(k). 

Respectfully submitted, 

8nmJJ dtU.trulr-~ 
Charles A. Zdebski 
Brett Heather Freedson 
Robert J. Gastner 
ECKERT SEAMANS CHERIN & MELLOTT, LLC 
1717 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 1200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Phone: (202) 659-6605 
Fax: (202) 659-6699 

Counsel to UGI Utilities, inc. - Electric Division 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on June 11, 2014, I caused a copy of the foregoing Motion for Leave 
to File to be served on the following by hand delivery, Federal Express, or U.S. mail (as 
indicated): 

Joseph J. Starsick 
Associate General Counsel 
Frontier Communications 
1500 MacCorkJe Avenue, S.E. 
Charleston, West Virginia 25314 
(Via Federal Express & U.S. Mail) 

Christopher S. Ruther 
Claire J. Evans 
WILEY REIN LLP 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(Via Hand Delivery & U.S. Mail) 

David H. Solomon 
WILKINSON BARKER KNAUER, LLP 
2300 N Street, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20037 
(Via Hand Delivery & U.S. Mail) 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 12th Street, SW 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 

Lisa Griffin, Deputy Chief 
Enforcement Bureau 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 
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Michael Engel, Special Counsel 
Enforcement Bureau 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 

Rosemary Cruavetta, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
(Via U.S. Mail) 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 
(Via U.S. Mail) 

~~ 
Robert J. Gastner 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 

COMMONWEAL TH TELEPHONE COMP ANY ) 
d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS ) 
COMMONWEALTH TELEPHONE COMPANY and ) 
CTSI, LLC d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS ) 
CTSI COMP ANY ) 

) 
Complainants, ) 

) 
v. ) File No. EB-15-MD-007 

) 
UGI UTILITIES, INC. - ELECTRJC DIVISION ) 

) 
Respondent. ) 

MOTION TO HOLD PROCEEDING IN ABEYANCE PENDING 
COMPLAINANTS' COMPLIANCE WITH 47 C.F.R. § 1.1404(1() 

Defendant, UGI Utilities, Inc. - Electric Division ("UGI"), by and through its attorneys, 

respectfully submits this Motion to Hold Proceeding in Abeyance Pending Complainants' 

Compliance with 4 7 C.F.R. § l.1404(k), and requests that the Bureau: (i) order Complainants to 

participate in good faith, executive-level discussions for resolution of the issues raised in their 

Complaint; and (ii) suspend the filing deadlines directed in the Notice of Complaint, pending 

Complainants' full satisfaction of the requirements of 47 C.F.R. § 1.1404(k). In support of this 

Motion, UGI states as follows: 

1. On May 14, 2014, Commonwealth Telephone Company, LLC d/b/a Frontier 

Communications Commonwealth Telephone Company ("Commonwealth") and CTSI, LLC d/b/a 

Frontier Communications CTSI Company ("CTSI") (together, "Frontier", or "Complainants") 

filed their Complaint in above-captioned proceeding. The Bureau issued its Notice of Complaint 

to UGI on May 28, 2014, and therein directed UGI to respond to the Complaint on or before June 



13, 2014. The Bureau thereafter granted a Consent Motion, providing UGI an extension of time 

to file its response to the Complaint until June 30, 2014. 

2. The Commission' s rules require, as a pre-condition to filing any pole attachment 

complrunt, that the complainant engage in executive-level discussions with the respondent, for the 

essential purpose of settling disputed issues without the need for intervention by the Bureau. 

Specifically, 47 C.F.R. § l.1404(k) provides: 

·n1c complaint should include a certification that the complainant 
has, in good faith, engaged or attempted to engage in executive­
level discussions with the respondent to resolve the pole 
attachment dispute. Executive-level discussions arc discussions 
among representatives of the parties who have sufficient authority 
to make binding decisions on behalf of the company they represent 
regarding the subject matter of the discussions. Such certification 
shall include a statement that, prior to the filing of the complaint, 
the complainant mailed a certified letter to the respondent outlining 
the allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated 
filing with the Commission, inviting a response within a 
reasonable period of time, and offering to hold executive-level 
discussions regarding the dispute. A refusal by a respondent to 
engage in the discussions contemplated by this rule shall constitute 
an unreasonable practice under section 224 of the Act. 

3. This obligation, adopted in the 201 1 Pole Attachment Order, is consistent with the 

Commission's longstanding policies favoring negotiated settlement of pole attachment disputes. 

See e.g. , Jn the Matter of Implementation of Section 224 of the Act (WC Docket No. 07-245), A 

National Broadband Plan for Our Future (GC Docket No. 09-51), Order and Further Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 10-84, 25 FCC Red 11864 (''2010 Pole Atlachment Order") at~ 107 

c· ... we encourage, support and fully expect that mutually beneficial exchanges will take place 

between utility and attachment entity ... [and) want to promote efforts by attachers and utilities to 

negotiate innovative and mutually beneficial solutions to contested contract issues."); Jn the 

Matter of Implementation of Section 703(e) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Amendment 
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of the Commissfon 's Rules and Policies Governing Pole Attachments (CS Docket No. 97-151), 

Report and Order, FCC 98-20, 13 FCC Red 6777 at ii 11 (" ... the Commission's role is limited to 

circumstances when the parties fail to resolve a dispute and ... negotiations between a utility and 

an attacher should continue to be the primary means by which pole attachment issues are 

resolved."); see also Fiber Tech. Networks, L.L.C v. Narragansett Elec. Co., et al., 23 FCC Red 

16970, ii 3 (2008); In re Knology, Inc. v. Georgia Power Co., 20 FCC Red 2424, ii 3 (2005); 

RCN Telecom Serv. 's of Philadelphia, Inc. v. Peco Energy Co., 19 FCC Red 2007, ii 3 (2004); In 

re Cavalier Tel., LLC v. Virginia Elec. and Power Co. dlbla Virginia Power, 17 FCC Red 24414, 

ii 22 (2002). 

4. Although the Complaint includes Complainants' certification of compliance with 

its obligations under 4 7 C.F.R. § 1.1404(k), Complainants embellish, and grossly mischaracterize 

their efforts to engage in meaningful dispute resolution discussions before resorting to the formal 

complaint process. Therefore, the Bureau should not review the merits of the Complaint unless 

and until such time as Complainants fulfill their legal obligation to participate in executive-level 

discussions, in good faith, and with the intention of reaching a mutually beneficial resolution. 

5. Complainants' allegations against UGI date back to Complainants' request to re-

negotiate, based on the 2011 Pole Attachment Order, the rates, terms and conditions set forth in 

the January 1, 1931 joint use agreement between UGI and Commonwealth. Compl. ii 11. 

Responding to this request, UGI provided to Complainants proposed draft agreements (for each 

of Commonwealth, and CTSI), intended to serve as the starting point for the parties' ongoing 

discussions. See Letter from Paul J. Szykroan dated February 10, 2012, attached to Compl. as 

Ex. 8. UGI also provided to Complainants documentation of the Telecom Rate applicable to 

CTSI, including its rate calculation, pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § l.1409(e), fommla inputs, and all 

3 



supporting pole data Id. Although Complainants engaged UGI in rate-related discussions, at no 

time did Complainants make any attempt to negotiate the terms and conditions of attachment 

proposed by UGI. Quite simply, Complainants ignored the proposed agreements tendered by 

UGI. 

6. Significantly, UGI and Commonwealth, and UGI and CTSI, respectively, continue 

to operate pursuant to their existing joint use, and pole license agreements, and neither UGl, nor 

Commonwealth has terminated the January 1, 1931 joint use agreement or taken any action 

regarding the pole license agreements. See Affidavit of Paul J. Szykman, attached hereto as Ex. 1 

("Szykman Affidavit"). To date, Commonwealth and CTSI continue to maintain attachments on 

UGl's poles. Id. However, beginning for calendar year 2012, both Commonwealth and CTSI 

refused to make full payment of those pole attachment fees due under their respective joint use 

and license agreements. Id. 

7. On November 21, 2013, UGI sent Complainants a written demand for full payment 

of the pole attachment fee amounts owed to UGI, pursuant to Complainants' respective joint use, 

and license agreements, within thirty (30) days. UGI also indicated to Complainants its intent to 

pursue legal remedies, in the event that past due pole attachment fee amounts remained unpaid. 

See Letter from Brett Freedson dated November 21, 2013 attached hereto as Ex. 2. 

8. UGI received no response of any kind to its demand, and therefore, on February 

12, 2014, filed suit against Complainants in Pennsylvania state court (Court of Common Pleas, 

Dauphin Co., Penn., Case No. 2014-CV-1236). See Szykman Affidavit. The Complaint alleged 

breach of contract by Commonwealth, and CTSI, respectively, and unjust enrichment, and 

requested damages in the amounts equal to Comp1ainants' unpaid pole attachment fees for 

calendar years 2012 and 2013, as calculated at the rate set forth in the parties' agreements. Id. 
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9. The response to UGI's Pennsylvania Complaint was originally due on or about 

March 10, 2014. Complainants requested two (2) extensions of time to respond to the Complaint. 

Complainants' repeated justification for their requests was their intent to negotiate a resolution of 

the issues presented in UGl's Pennsylvania Complaint before incurring the expense of drafting 

and filing a formal response with the court. See Szykman Affidavit. UGI granted Complainants 

an initial extension of time of thirty (30) days, and subsequently, granted an additional two (2) 

weeks, as needed to accommodate the Apri l 16, 2014 meeting date proposed by Complainants. 

See Id; see also Letter from Kevin Skjodal dated March 11, 2014, attached hereto as Ex. 3 

("Skjodal Letter"). 

10. Based on its communications with Complainants, UGI believed that the parties' 

April 16, 2014 meeting would involve a proposal for settlement by Complainants, and as needed, 

further discussions of the breach of contract allegations raised in UGI's Pennsylvania Complaint. 

See Szykman Affidavit. However, on or about April 10, 2014, Complainants directed to UGI a 

summation of unrelated challenges to UGI's Telecom Rate calculation, including more than 170 

pages of attachments. See Letter from Cynthia A. Cormany dated April 10, 2014, attached hereto 

as Ex. 4 ("Cormany Letter"). UGI received the same, via certified U.S. mail, on April 14, 2014 -

less than two (2) days prior to the parties' scheduled April 16, 2014 meeting. Id. Furthermore, 

Complainants did not confirm the identities of executives attending the meeting until the evening 

of April 15, 2014. Complainants did not indicate, in the April I 0, 2014 letter or otherwise, that the 

parties' scheduled meeting was intended to serve as pre-complaint, executive-level discussions, in 

accordance with 47 C.F.R. § l.1404(k). See Cormany Letter. 

11. Contrary to Complainants' assertion, UGI's counsel responded to Complainants' 

April 10, 2014 letter on the same day it was received, requesting that the scheduled discussions 
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adhere to the parties' previously agreed upon scope, and suggesting that the additional issues 

raised by Complainants be addressed at a separate meeting for that purpose. See Skjodal Letter. 

UGI has never received a written response from the Complainants with respect to this proposal 

for further negotiations focused on the substance of the allegations in the Complaint now 

pending before the Bureau. See Szykman Affidavit. 

12. At the April 16, 2014 meeting, Complainants made no good-faith effort to resolve 

the parties' dispute. Instead, Complainants simply repeated the position they had taken long ago, 

when they engaged in self-help and sho1t paid UGI's invoices to them - ultimately revealing their 

proposed resolution as being partial payment amounts remitted to dale. Id. 

13. UGI therefore requests that the Bureau hold the instant proceeding in abeyance 

until such time as the Complainants schedule, and participate with in good faith, executive-level 

discussions with the intent to resolve the issues currently in dispute. 

14. The goal of 47 C.F.R. § 1.1404(k) is to encourage private settlement of pole-

attaehment disputes without the need for the Commission's involvement. 

15. Allowing parties, such as the Complainants here, to proceed without a good-faith 

attempt to negotiate, frustrates the intent of this very basic requirement and will likely result in 

the imposition of unnecessary additional costs with respect to both the parties and the 

Commission's staff. 

16. Moreover, it should be noted that the Bureau has previously granted requests to 

hold sirilllar proceedings in abeyance. Frontier West Virginia Inc. v. Appalachian Power Co., et 

al., 29 FCC Red 1314, n. 6 (2014) (noting that the Bureau had held a pole-attachment complaint 

proceeding in abeyance pending the resolution of a related matter filed with the Public Service 

Commission of West Virginia). 
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WHEREFORE, UGI respectfully requests that the Bureau expeditiously grant tills 

motion, and: (i) order Complainants to participate in good faith, executive-level discussions for 

resolution of the issues raised in their Complaint; and (ii) suspend the filing deadlines directed in 

the Notice of Complaint, pending Complainants' full satisfaction of the requirements of 47 

C.F.R. § l.1404(k); and (iii) grant any other relief that it deems just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Charles A. Zdebski ( czdebski@eckertseamans.com) 
Brett Heather Freedson (bfreedson@eckertseamans.com) 
Robert J. Gastner (rgastner@eckertseamans.com) 

ECKERT SEAMANS CHERIN & MELLOTT, LLC 
1717 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
(Tel) 202.659.6605 
(Fax) 202.659.6699 
czdebslci@eckertseamans.com 

Counsel to UGI Utilities, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on June 11, 2014, I caused a copy of the foregoing Motion to Hold 
Proceeding in Abeyance Pending Complainants' Compliance with 47 C.F.R. § 1.1404(k) to be 
served on the following by hand delivery, Federal Express, or U.S. mail (as indicated): 

Joseph J. Starsick 
Associate General Counsel 
Frontier Communications 
1500 MacCorkle Avenue, S.E. 
Charleston, West Virginia 25314 
(Via Federal Express & U.S. Mail) 

Christopher S. I-Iuther 
Claire J. Evans 
WILEY REIN LLP 
1 77 6 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(Via Hand Delivery & U.S. Mail) 

David H. Solomon 
WILKINSON BARKER KNAUER, LLP 
2300 N Street, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20037 
(Via Hand Delivery & U.S. Mail) 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 12th Street, SW 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 

Lisa Griffin, Deputy Chief 
Enforcement Bureau 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 
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Michael Engel, Special Counsel 
Enforcement Bureau 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
(Via Hand Delivery) 

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
(Via U.S. Mail) 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 
(Via U.S. Mail) 

Robert J. Gastner 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 

COMMONWEAL TH TELEPHONE COMPANY ) 
d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS ) 
COMMONWEAL TH TELEPHONE COMP ANY and ) 
CTSI, LLC d/b/a FRONTIER COMMUN1CA TIONS ) 
CTSI COMP ANY ) 

) 
Complainants, ) 

) 
v. ) File No. EB-15-MD-007 

) 
UGI UTILITIES, INC. - ELECTRIC DIVISION ) 

) 
Respondent. ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF PAUL J. SZYKMAN 

COMMONWEAL TH OF PENNSYLVANIA) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF BERKS ) 

I, PAUL J. SZYKMAN, being sworn, depose and say: 

Exhibit 1 

1. I am the Vice President - Rates for UGI Utilities, Inc. ("UGI"). I am executing 

this Affidavit in respons.e to certain allegations set forth in the Pole Artacl:unent Complaint filed 

against UGI, on May 12, 2014, by Commonwealth Telephone Company d/b/a Frontier 

Coaununications Commonwealth Telephone Company ("Commonwealth") and CTSI, LLC 

d/b/a Frontier Communications CTST Telephone Company (together, the "Complainants"). I 

know the following of my own personal knowledge and, if called as a witness in this action, I 

could and would testify competently to these facts under oath. 

2. ln my role as Vice-President - Rates, I am responsible for the rate and regulatory 

affair activities for both UGI's electric distribution company, as well as UGI's three narural gas 



djstribution companies, specifically including rate development activities related to base 

distribution rates, energy cost recovery, FERC transmission rates, and other mechanisms. 

3. UGI .is a Pennsylvania corporation with its principal place of business located at 

2525 North 12th Street, Suite 360, Reading, Pennsylvania 19612. UGI is a public utility, owning 

and controlling facilities used to distribute electric power and natural gas to retail customers 

within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of Maryland. 

4. I have reviewed the allegations made in the Motion to Hold Proceeding in 

Abeyance Pending Complainants' CompJiance with 47 C.F.R. § l .1404(k) filed in thls matter, as 

well as the exhibits appended thereto, and affirm that they are true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief 

5. Except with respect to Compla.inants' non-payment of annual pole attachment fees, 

UGI and Commonwealth, and UGI and CTSI, respectively, continue to operate pursuant to their 

existingjoint use, and pole license agreements with UGI. 

6. Neitber UGI or Commonwealth terminated the parties' January 1, 1931 joint use 

agreement. Neither UGI or CTSI has terminated the pole license agreements. To date, 

Commonwealth and CTSI continue to maintain attachments on UGl's poles. 

7. Beginning for calendar year 2012, both Commonwealth and CTSI refused to make 

full payment of the annual pole attachment fees due under their respective joint use, and license 

agreements. 

8. On February 12, 2014, UGI filed suit against Compla.inants in Pennsylvania state 

court (Court of Common Pleas, Dauphin County, Pennsylvania, Case No. 2014-CV-1236), for 

the collection of unpaid pole attachment fees due under Complainant's respective agreements 

with UGI. The Pennsylvania Complaint alleged breach of contract by Commonwealth, and 
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CTSI, respectively, and unjust enrichment, and requested damages relief in the amounts equal to 

Complainants' unpaid pole attachment fees for calendar years 2012 and 2013, as calculated at 

the rate set forth in the parties' agreements. 

9. The Complainants requested two extensions to respond to UGI's Pennsylvania 

Complaint. UGI granted these requests based on representations of Complainants' legal counsel 

that Complainants desired to negotiate a resolution of the issues before the Pennsylvania court 

before incurring the expense of drafting and filing a formal response in that. matter. 

10. Legal counsel for UGI and Complainants agreed to meet on April I 6, 2014, for the 

specific purpose of discussing the issues raised in UGI's Pennsylvania Complaint. 

11. On or about April 10, 2014, Complainants directed correspondence to me raising 

new issues for discussion at the parties' upcoming meeting. Specifically, Complainants' Jetter of 

April 10, 2014 re-hashed communications between Complainants and UGI dating back over two 

years, relating to the parties' discussion of Complainants' partial pole attachment fee payments 

to UGI, purporting to reflect the regulated Telecom Rate. This Jetter did not even make mention 

of the contract-based claims that were raised in UGI's Pennsylvania Complaint, and further, did 

not include any offer of settlement for UGI to consider in advance of the April 16, 2014 meeting. 

Complainants appended to the letter more than 170 pages of documents. 

12. Complainants' letter of April IO, 2014 was mailed less than one week before the 

parties' scheduled meeting. The letter also was transmitted via email, at 5:58 PM on April 10, 

2014, to another individual within UGI, who was not identified among the individuals to appear 

at the parties' meeting. I did not receive the mailed copy of the letter until April 14, 2014-less 

than two days prior to UGI' s scheduled meeting with Complainants. 
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13. At the April 16, 2014 meeting, Complainants made no good-faith effort to resolve 

the parties' dispute. Instead, Complainants' simply repeated the position they had taken long 

ago, when tl1ey engaged in self-help and sh()rt paid UGI's invoices to them - ultimately revealing 

their proposed resolution as being ilie partial payment amounts remitted to date. 

14. Notwithstanding UGI's response to Complainants' letter of April 10, 2014, UGI 

has not received any written correspondence from Complainants requesting further discussion of 

the substance of the allegations rai'sed in the Complaint now pending before the Enforcement 

Bureau. 

-/(,,, 
Sworn to before me this jQ__ day of June, 2014 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
/l()(dmsl Seal 

Kall'lleen A. Ha-tma11, Notary Putihc 
t1u1i.lenl')er~ T.~c., Se~~ 

My Commcu.QI ~.t?res My 11, 2D 1J 
H£HllClt, PE/jNSYlWJl!A ASSOc:IA'l]OH Of NOTARIES 
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ATTORN'EYS AT LAW 

Eckert Seamons Cherin&: Mclloll, LLC 
1717 J'ciwylvania Avenue, N.W. 
!~Floor 
WushiDgloo, D.C. 20006 

November 21, 2013 

Ms. Joan E. Huffine 
Section Manager - Network Engineering 
Centralized Joint Use Team 
Frontier Conununications 
8001 West Jefferson Boulevard 
Fort Wayne, IN 46804 

Exhibit 2 

1Il. 202 659 6600 
FAX. 202 659 6699 
www.cckertseamans.com 

Bretl Heather Frccd>'On 
Phone: 2112-659-6669 
bfrccdson@eclc:utseamMS.com 

Re: Final Notice and Demand For Payment of Past Due PoJc Attachment Rental Fees 

Dear Ms. Huffine: 

On behalf of UGI Utilities, Inc. -Electdc Division ("UGI"), this letter constilutes final notice of 
past due annual pole attachment rental fees owed by Commonwealth Telephone Company, LLC 
d/b/a Frontier Communications Commonwealth Telephone Company and CTSI, LLC d/b/a 
Frontier Communications CTSI Company (together, ''Frontier"), for calendar years 2012 and 
2013, in the total amount of $373,316.06.1 Appended hereto, for Frontier's convenience, is the 
complete detail of the fee amounts invoiced by UGI, the fee amounts paid by Frontier, and the 
fee amounts past due as of the date of this notice. The detail also includes the minimum amounts 
for whlch Frontier is responsible, as calculated in accordance with the parties' current Joint Use 
Agreement, at the agreed-upon rate of $18. 70 per poJe.2 In its 2011 Pole Attachment Order, the 
FCC presumed that rates, terms, and conditions found wjthin longstanding joint use agreements 
are just and reasonable, or otherwise, that incumbent LECs, such as Frontier, are well positioned 
to renegotiate their existing joint use arrangements.3 Therefore, unless and until the parties' Joint 
Use Agreement is amended to incorporate different pricing terms, the annual rate of $18. 70 per 
pole must be applied both by Frontier and UGI.4 Significantly, Frontier bas continued to invoice 

Jn accordi\OCC with the parties' Joint Use Agreement, this amount has been calculated applying an annual rate of 
$18.70 per pole. 
Agreement on Attachments between Commonwealth Telephone Compaoy and Luzerne County Gas and Electric 
Cocporation, dated January 1, 1931, as amended, in relevaot part. Supplemental Agreement, dated December 10, 
2001 ("Joint Uso Agreement''). 
In the Malter oflmplementation of Section 224 of the Act (WC Docket No. 07-245), A National Broadband Plan 
for Our Future (GC Docket No. 09-51), Report and Order and Order on Reconsideration, 26 FCC Red 5240, 
FCC 11-50 (rel. Apr. 7, 201 l) at ~216 ("2011 Pole Attachmeot Order"). 
See Email from Charles A. Zdebski, counsel to UGI Utilities, lnc. to Joan E. Huffine, Frontier Communications 
(Feb. 28, 2013). 

-



Ms. JoanE. Huffine 
Novembcc21, 2013 
Page2 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

UGI at lhe annual rate of $18.70 per pole, for attachments by UGI to Frontier's poles, and at Lhe 
same ti.me, bas demanded that UGI reduce the reciprocal attachment rate invoiced to Frontier by 
fifty percent (50%).5 

· 

UGI has accepted Frontier's request to renegotiate the pole attachment rates, terms, and 
conditions applicable to Commonwealth Telephone Company and CTSI, respectively,6 and for 
that purpose, has provided to Frontier copies of its proposed Joint Use Agreement and Master 
Facilities License Agreement.7 UGI also bas discJosed to Frontier its Telecom Rate, as 
calculated in accordance with 47 C.F.R. § 1.1 409( e )(2), and has provided Frontier complete 
documentation of its Telecom Rate calculation, formula inputs, and supPorting data. Frontier, 
however, bas demonstrated willingness to engage only piece.meal challenges to the pole: 
attachment rate proposed by UGI, and has not yet even considered the terms and conditions of 
attachment that UGI currently offers to other entities. Nothing in the 2011 Pole Attachment 
Order entitles Frontier to the substantial pole attachment rate reductions ordered by the FCC for 
jurisdictional attachers, while continuing to maintain the unique benefits of its Joint Use 
Agreement. 

Simply put, Frontier owes UGI the attaclunent rate specified by the unambiguous terms of the 
parties' Joint Use Agreement and related course of performance and dealing. UGI looks forward 
to receiving Frontier's full payment of the amount of $373,316.06 no later than thirty (30) days 
following the date of this notice, or December 23, 2013. In the event Frontier's payment is not 
received by UGI within such thirty (30) day time period, UGI shall pursue remedies available at 
law or in equity. 

s 

Sincerely, 

s f\,U:-{ <tj.J /lOY. o'J'iJl\_.,, 
Brett Heather Freedson 

Counsel to UGI Utilities, Inc. 

See, e.g., Bill No. PAFL045400213, dated February 6, 2013. 
For avoidance of doubt, it is UGI's position that Commonwealth Telephone Company is au incumbent LEC, and 
therefore fa !1.Q! entitled to pole attachment rates calculated· in accordance with 47 U.S.C. § 224(e). 
The Joint Use Agreement and Master Facilities License Agreement proposed to Frontier retlect the standard pole 
attachment rates, Lerms and conditions offered by UGI, respeclively, to all IL.EC !llld CLEC attachers. 
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Wiley Rein LLP 
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Exhibit 3 

TEL 717 237 6000 
EAJC 717 237 6019 
www.cckcrtscamans.com 

Kevin M Skjoldal 
717.237.6039 
kskjoldal@eckCl1Seamans.com 

Re: UGI Utilities, Inc. - Electric Division v. Commonwealth Telephone Company, 
LLC, dlbla Frontier Commimications Telephone Company and CTSI, LLC d/b/a 
Frontier Communications CTSI Company 
Dauphin County Court of Common Pleas, Docket No. 20 l 4-CV-1236 

*** FOR SETTLEMENT DISCUSSION PURPOSES O~ Y *** 

Dear Mr. Ruther: 

UGI Utilities, Inc. - Electric Division (''UGP') is in receipt of the letter dated April 10, 2014, that 
was sent to Paul Szykman by Cynthia M. Cormany on behalf of Commonwealth Telephone 
Company LLC ("Commonwealth'') and CTSI, LLC ("CTSI") (together "Frontier''). We will · 
provide a written response to the substantive allegations set forth therein as soon as possible. 

It appears that Frontier seeks to re-negotiate the annual pole rental rate of $18.70 per pole, which 
UGI charges Commonwealth and CTSI pursuant to the parties' current pole attachment 
agreements. UGI is amenable to doing so in the broader context of the parties' discussions to 
replace those agreements, including the terms and conditions pursuant to which Frontier attaches 
to UGl's poles. As you are aware, in early 2013, UGI sought Frontier to engage in those 
discussions by providing Frontier copies of its standard pole attachment agreements, for both ILEC 
and CLEC attachers. To date, however, Frontier bas not evidenced any willingness to proceed in 
that direction. 

The meeting between UGI and Frontier, scheduled to take place this upcoming Wednesday, 
April 16, 2014, was arranged at the request of Frontier's counsel, for the specific purpose of 
discussing the potential settlement of issues pending before the Court of Common Pleas in 
Dauphin County, Pennsylvania This litigation is limited in scope to those pole attachment fee 
amounts owed by Frontier to UGI for calendar years 2012 and 2013, pursuant to the pole 

( LOSS1224. I) 
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attachment agreements bet\veen UGI, and Commonwealth and CTSI, which remain in full force 
and effect. Indeed, neither UGI nor Frontier has terminated those agreements, and, to date, 
Frontier continues to enjoy the benefits of maintaining and installing attachments pursuant to those 
agreements. The pole attachment rates charged by UGI to Frontier going forward are not related to 
this litigation, and therefore, would be more appropriately addressed in future discussions betvveen 
the parties. 

UGI looks forward to a productive meeting this week. 

smy:·~ 
Kevin M. Skjoldal 

KMS/glp 

{10551224.l} 



Aoril 10, 2014 

Sent via Certified Mail and via ~mail to AHemmench@ugi.com 

fv~r. Paul J. Szykman 
Vice Presdent - Rates 
UGI Uti!'t·~s. Inc 
2525 Nort'l 12tt S ·ea1 
Suite 360 
P.O. Box 2677 
Rec;ding, PA 19612-2€77 

Exhibit 4 

Cy.1th >=i M I.ion 
Cent1 ::i .zc.d J:l .. -.- : :o ~.?am 
8001 \ v Jefl~rson E.!•:i 
Fort \l\i ayrie, IN l.6304 
Phor;=: ~60.46 1.8904 
cvnth c .corrran~r cc.m 

Re: Meeting on Rates ana Agreemerts 88t.veen UGI Utilities, Inc. - Electric D1v1s1cn 
('UGI") and CommoPwealth Telephone Company LLC ("Comm1Jnwealth'') and 
CTSl . LLC ('CTSI") (CommonvHSaith and CTSI together. ·'Frontier'). 

Dear Mi. Sz~kman. 

Frunlier looks foMard to ouunee:mg s:::hedulec for 10:Ji) am on ~~ri 16. 2014. w:th 
our respe~tive VP level representatives. The meeting ·,viii be hald at Eckert Seam2n~ 
Cherrn & Mellott, LLC, 21 ~ ~.1ar'i<et Str~st , 8tn Floor, in Harrisburg ?annsylvania 

To assi~t in making that meeting as productive as possib1e we take this opportunit) to 
identify tne areas th&t Frontier thinks are 1n dispu:e between our companies and to 
attach the letters and erna Is between our companies summarizing our discussions to 
date. ln brief 

.. t--s you i<no.v, Frc-'1;.e, contsnas that it is entitlsc to just and reasonabie i ates 
•er-ns and conditions that are corsiste'1t with the 2011 FCC Order'' ac: of the effe:::tke 
dare of rhat O"de" for its attacnme~ts to UGl 's poles under: t1 ' tne Agreement or. 
!..ttac'lrrients Be·v.ee., C01"'11onwaa ,n a.,.j Luzeli'le Coun+y Gas anc Eli:?ctric 
co~p:xatior. dated Januar') I 1931 ("Co'7'monwealt;'l AgreeMenf i an::J (2) tnc p:::>lc 
attac:irnent license for CTSI attachments (CTSI Agreement') 

Commonwealth ban incumbent local exchange carrier (JLEC) and as such, has a right 
tc j<..lst 2nd reasonable rates, terms and conditions for its a:".achriE: its to UGl's poles. T'le 
FCC !"lei::! that ,\'~1e"0 an ~EC has "acc-ess· to poles - as CC''"'lrnonw;,alth does iere .:.mder 
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the tenns of the CommcnwecJth AareEme11t - it is "enn ad to rotes terms and conuit"ons 
that are 'just and reasonable. r:< f~nf =r. ihsrcfcr1::, disagrees with UGI':. conlemion th2t 
the S18 70 rat3 per pola un.ier the Commonwe3fth Agreement continu~s to ao':'ly unt I·: s 
amended to incorporate different !)ncing.3 Such an interpretation n..:ns contrery to tne 
:=cc·s statement that it can cors1aer whether an IL EC "g:nurnaly lacks th= ability to 
terminat'=' an existing agreerr.snt arid obtain a new arrangcrnent . &~ 5pprupri3te 1n a 
':omplaint proceeding "" Frontier thus seeks rate relief as of the effectiva date of the FCC 
Orcer ev8n though ·he Commonwealth Agreement was in effect on that date. Indeed, UGI 
itself applied its interpretation of the FCC Order as of the July 12, 2011 effective date by 
sending ~012 Invoices to Comrnom'llealth and CTSI that applied a new. higher $18.86 rate 
that it cha1acterized as the new te1ecom rate retroactive1y to July 12, 2011.5 Frontier seeks 
that same starting date for rate relief under the FCC Order. 

CTSI is a competitive local exct-range carrier {CLEC} ana ts entitled to tile new, !ower 
telecornmunicalions r..ots effective June 8, 2011. In .2011, tne FCC sta~ed its intent t() 
develop a new telec.or-; rate that wou'd reduce the telecom rate to appro)I mate the cable 
rate.6 Yet. UGI increasea the rate from $18.70 tc $18.86 and appliad it ratroactively. 7 

2. It is also Frontier's positron that Commonwealth and CTEI are entitled to properly 
calculated pcle attachme"'lt rate£ 1hat are comparable to those that apply to Front1ar's 
com~titors, wnich generally will be a rate eauivalant to tne caole rate.8 For 20"'2, From1e:r 
calculated UGl's cable '"ate at $9.64 per pole and new telecom rate slightly higher at $9.67 
per po!e.9 UGI, however invoiced me 'learly doub1e amount ~f ~ 8.86 per pole based on 
UGl's calculation of' .s nev, telecom rate 1° For 2013, Froni1e calculat"?d UGI ~ cable rate Gt 

$9.60 per pole and rew :elec0m rate slightly higher at $9.63 .. ~r ~ole-4' Again, uG1 
involcea a nearly double amount at $ i 8.83 per pole bnsed or. UGl's calculation of its new 

- FCCOrd•r~ 202. 
· Len~r fr0rn Brett Hca~her Fr~cl~on (UGf) to Joan Buffin= lFr0nt1{'1) d~ted t.J'"' 21 ~(1 l;. r 1 
.. FC=:"O;dcr \216 
$See l~n~1~ to Common~.::.lt.11 .aod C1 SI date<i Feb. 10, 2012 (' CGl 10~2 lnvo1ce I...:-u~··) {rev1~mg pr.er yea: 
20 J ! bi!li:Jg to t.hc: hig'herS i g 86 :ate for luly ·~ ::. '.?011 thr0ugh D.:-.: 31. 2011). 
'FCCO·.te•. ~ 149. 
- See LIGl 2012 llll'o;t'e L::ttets. Altho;,ig.h UGI 0rigmdUy u~d faly i:! 2011. :is •.he effect!'\':: d:ne cf ~'le FCC Ord.er 
fo: CTSI, UGI st:l'>scquently agreed th::t June S. 2011, \\a~ the appr<'prnu:: ,·ffcctlve date. Se-. lener !!om [:"le Somer 
iUGT) to Jo<i!l Buffin~ tfror.ti>!r} dar~ July 10. 201.:. 

See FCC lhtlcr «. 149, 15 l an.:!.'.:.17 
"Se~ e8ttmatcd rate calc:ull!ti('~s ex;:>i!linmg Frontier, go. d-falth 2012 paym:.:nts attached tc letter from ban Huffin;! 
(franci:::-) co Er.c Sorber (~GD dated Jan. i5. : 01:; 
1 5.e ~Gl 201'.! ln'oic~ letter". 

Se!.' att.21..!ld ~IJID!lted rat.: calc:.latior:s anc arlj!.$~ ln\01.es on wh1::h •ronticr !n<ed 11$ 2013 eood-:a.0 
payu:~ ·tS Please: n:.'lte thar th-! arud1eJ '.:O: ~and ~Qi.) ra1e calcwaMns abo inciu;ie c."mut.ed pr~porcior;ne n0n­
u:ca:-? rte\I tc!ecc:r. r.11.:s f:>r UGI base: on l 1Grs ~atec use ofF Le:~! spa •• on Fror:!i<"T's pcles. E:i~ed c'11 
th:~e ... ::kul:i1:on:<. UG! \ e~ur..a1e;': propc-r.iona~e rat::~ "er 2012 ind ~0:3 are S20 36 anc! £20 ~~ pe: pole 
:~spe~tl\'!h. /'.s s•:it::-c ~r- Fr'ln~er·" 1:311 ! 5_ 2013 !etter tu ~fr Sorber, ·1~Jn1.e nny remniru1~g J'"ue~ ::re reso!v~d :!nJ 
th: ~mn.1~• ha\= fi::::t~ized i1~\~ a;reemen~ we :ao pertonn any nx .:.-,~:~ mr..:-up of th\" pol::: 3r,i,;:l'L':le~. fre .. 
mdudin!,? a:i_il!sr&n!'. the rate ·J.im :.~G p1ys tc> at acb to f:-oo ;e• pole.!:."" Sul f:on'1~r·,. record' rn:h::n:: :bat UGI !'l3s 
::io: pruo ·he nrmt.h!c 2!'1: 11.vo;~f'- 111\'0Jcej .a1 !.he lo\\ er $11' -o rat. 
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telecom rate • T t; art ~s r3fc differen :ec: a e: p :::dom natel) dn en by the l.,,ct t~·at UGI 
rnpropertv pairs an .: a rage number of attaching ent.tles a:; t an the non-urban 
prc:sumpt1on of 3 wnh the ur~a'i c:'.:\st :i.::frnition of 66° · UGI i:. ncons1~te t ~-: ection of 
npurs undercuts the FCC's adoption o" a n2w t~lccc-m rate that ~i I rt:.di..:ce: thi=- teleccm r~te 
to apr.rox1mate the cable rate 13 It further oounterrnands the FCC's exp! cit rejection of tne 
urban cost definition for areas where tncre are fev.er attachers •4 UGI s selection of inputs 
r~su1ts in warped nf;W telacom rates th$t, insiecid of zpproximating the cablo rate, zre 
a!most double the ca::ii.a rate. 

Frontier recently received• l\Otces from UGI tor 2014 rental::.. at ara $18.70 per pole 
rate 1 ~ The::.e ifwoices IA ere nm accompanied by supporting calculations or inputs so 
Frontier c~mnot determine whether the 2014 rate~ suffer fmm the same flaws discussed 
above. Accordingly fron~re:- ·equests that UGI prov1ae ts rate calculauons for2014, along 
with the rate inputs anc! 1e;~h~dology used, so thut Frontter c3n b~tter pre~ara for the 
upcoming meeting 

3 Finally, it rs Frontier's pos1t1on that 1t ts entitled to re\11-w nfonnstion abom LG s 
rates and exi::.ting ag·eamc?nts with other attachers in ordar to aeterm·nQ whether t see ~ 
to attach at th€: :arr.a rate ru"suar to an agreement wfth comparable terms. Wh,1 q=:::sf:~Ct 
to rates and 111 splie cf Frc'1tiar"s repeatad requests for such lilformation 16 UGI has ~ct 
t:1rovioed ns rate inputs and suppcrr ng data for i1s new telecom rate methodology, whicn 
Includes the data mfoii":le.~;cr. ::;nd f'1emodology us:::d by UGI to re.but the FCC's 
o;esumpti\ie 2ver3ge~ for 'he 'lumbe of attaching c,,ntdes in urb.:Jmzed and nor:-urbamzed 
areas ;:rontier oo~s apjrecac.Le -ha• L GI prcVJded c: ::.ummary of entl11es with ar a:rrnents 
on UGI poles 17 anc cf'ier adc· iona requests, aaded the typa of attacnmg emit) for some of 
its summary 18 but UGI s isl reriains incomplete because it includes no cable ~peratcrs. ·p 

further UGI c1d not provioe irs ..,.,ethodology for ce:lcu atmg th~ average number oj 
attaching entities and has taken ~.,e posi.ion that 1t n%d not calculate 3 seoarate average 
number of attach'ng t; .t1ties for U'"Oa'lized and non-urbanized loeatlons. Frontier disagrees 
The FCC maintaint:a hat utilities must either use the FCC's presumptive averages or 

12 S,·e l~rc::rs to Lummcu-..~ch !llld CTSid&re<l Feh. :;~ ~013 ( l 1G! 20'3 m 1:.! L<n~is ... t.:61"~ Ccmpl::ll1t 
d::mauds !I m.uumum cf $18 ~o per pdc: - b1,;ed <>r. UGI'; 2•)() I c k.llatron th- Frontt:r .. .J.:L~J to :-e'"t<!f.'(ltiate 
c-.::i~i,1c::nt with tb~ '.?NI ?CC o. de:r 
a; FCC Ord,•r, ~ 149 
'·Id., 150 

fr~'Dl•CT notes th.: m: :: · 4 im ::-:c~s.., e:-c dir::ded l tl e WTCIC~ addn.-<<. In~ awicb.!u .:'Tl::il from H=athcr 
B:i~10s (fron!1~) to ::nc Soro..-. <l.IGf) <la.ed Fe:7nt1~ 19. ::Ol 3. Fronncr pro•·1ded a~ uodnre<l -dO."C$~ and requl:'.'" 
l.b.:i• fu ure u ' 01c~ be d sc::tcd ro that a'"';tre-5$ 

&L-F.on.1: ·cc:-r.:sp.c-:id!!"!l.edakdS:ep\.il 011 Ma; 5 ~O.l Apr 9,.2012 June::S 101:: Ja..,_ !5.201.:: 
Au~ 1:.2013.ScpL 16,2013.~"ldCk~ 2S.20n 
• Lt"n:r from C bA! i~ Zd~b-b UGI1 to .lo3.D Huffine (Frorn· _r) dated F .:h. 2 . .'.! • 3 

E-ms1. from Bm1 }-!~.·tr.er Fr~::d...i:oo { ·31) to 'c:m Huffm~ Fl":'nu~-) dar•d l 2013 
•UGI n:ns: ''Oon n!.. tl:!chm~ c:nbue, !!K.bdit:g 1~self and• an~ tel-:comrr.i:ru--t:oru ca."Tler. m::umben· or o•n~ 
I~! c:tclt3~., -arrler '!':Jb : aperaio-. iFW~~'!:i: a~c::i.-cy, &.nd a ) .,. 1..-ctnc , -r .tlir>' 'l\"heo-~er or !K'! ~ un 1~ 
prcvi:ies a teu:commuru~or-~ ~en .ce t:., the pu:il a; we!' as ll:ll olh;r:::: 11~ ~ ti 11 p!i~ ~:a! att··~nm~t 10 the 
pc>le .. Cor..1 !tdar.d Pl!rtJ_I Orde.; on RetO'"lS1dera 10 Jr I (', 3 • 'n/ (. :r!.l!l~·1 .. l'ult-. an: 
Po . 1cs G?1', .mg PoJ A.re;_ w• r... i"1;>t •• en nn .. o . omrn11'%J !1. n~ :4N of :~!iii l 6 
FCC R::c !21 3 l2.~0-:: 2001 ·~oo f:ec n u r. J. 
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develc. actua avciages for tv.o ::;!'"t;EJS (1) urbanized (5C,OOO or higher popu.a~.:.l"), :.nc. 
( ... ) nonwurbaniz~d {less than 50,000 populst1on}. Ao t IS Front1t>rS position that because 
UGI has not done so, it has fa;led to property rebut tne FCC s presumptive averages of 3 
attacning cr:tit es .-or non-uroanizec areas 3nc 5 attachmg ":nt1lle~ for urbanizec araas. 

With respect to existing agreements with othi::r ent1tie$ and in spit~ of Front er s •uritten 
re ~uest~ and execution of a coilfidential!ty agreement. ~ 1 UGI has. not pro11ided any 
representative, existhg agreemerts with o•rer cable and ts!t?.communications att2ct·ung 
entities UGI sent only copies of its ··Master Facilities Llcen$e Agreemerr and ''.Joint Use 
Agreement"22 - documents that would purportedly contain proposed 'starting-point" terms 
but do not reflect the result of UGI s '1egotiations with any entity. Accordingly, it 1em3ins 
Fn 1tic'r·s position that UGI should pro / de, without further dele:;y, signed, existing 
a~;re!>ments w!th telecomrnunications carriers and cable operators. 

Frontier looks forward to your response to this letter and to our meeting 

Sincerely 

Cynthia M. Cormany 
Senior Manager - Er.g:ne6nng 
Centralized Joint Use T earn 

Enclosures: Esrmateo 2012 arid 2013 rate CBiculations 
20 13 aajusted involcas 
2013 lnvo1ce to UGI 
Letters dated. 

September 13, 2011 
February 10, 2012 (2 letters) 
March 15, 2012 ~emai: and letter) 
April 2 2012 

,, 200: Rec on O•d, ~ 6~ 

April 9. 2012 ,ema·) 
May 16, 201 2 (e'Tla. 1ithout attachments) 
June 28, 20"2 (eria with rate calcu!at1on artachmants only) 
J...ily 1 c. 2012 
December 14 2C 12 ~mail aria e e-s) 
January 15. 2013 '1etter to Enc So b::·) 

:i .\ lcner fron: JNin H~ffine {f'ron':i:!r' r:-> E1c :;,1rO,:: (UGI) dJ.td Sept 13 ~'·'I : le:ic:- ir~:"l J0:n Euf'.ine 
(Fr.inti~ t::> P11~'. S.y ... n::n (l'G11 dated Jau. 15 :2013 and letter from Joi:n Hcffmc (fr{lntlet) to Eiir S<-;!>er {l!Gt l 
c.1t~d Mar 1.5. 2012 {:maclu::.g s•gn=d Confidc!lt:31rt~ A.;.ecm::1:). 
• E-0"~1• from C't:die Z:kbskl {UGi) kl Joan HuJine C:r>ntl:-.) daled hb :&. :,1 3 
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znucry 1~ 2013 le-tt~r to Pau J. Szyt-:rnan) 
Fsbrusry 19, 2013 (email) 
Fsbn.ia•y 25, r1..: (2 letters) 
Febr ...:ary 2S. 2013 (:=m21l and ldter) 
August 5. 2013 (email) 
August 13. 2013 (2 emaiis) 
Seotember ~ 6 '"'O 3 { smai ) 
Sep•8r-ibar 17 2013 (e:mail) 
Ocwoer 9, 2013 (emarl) 
October .25 2013 (emails) 
Nvvenber 2i. 2013 (email and lett&r) 
November 25, 2013 


