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Sur-rebuttal Testimony of Martin J. Pollock

. Please state your name.

A: Martin J. Pollock.

: Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony PacifiCorp submittéd in connection

with Docket No. 03-035-287?

: Yes.

: On page 5 of his testimony, Brian Lund states that Comcast ha®t made any

effort to identify and correct existing conditions prior to askng for PacifiCorp’s

approval on the T-600 forms. Do you have a response?

. Yes. | think that PacifiCorp misunderstands the fundamental purpoke d+600

form. UDOT rules do not permit Comcast to correct existimgddionsuntil after
PacifiCorp signs the T-600. In two separate recent incidemsialled PacifiCorp
employees to explain this situation. | emailed Roz Holstrom aatk Muhn to
explain Comcast could not do any make-ready or make any attathalong a state

highway in West Valley City, Utah, until PacifiCorp signed th60D. | also emailed

Janet Johnson and Brian Lund to explain that we could not comply with UDOT

forced relocate requests in Riverdale, Utah, until PacifiCorpesigthe T-600.
PacifiCorp won't sign the T-600 forms until Comcast makes theaugments, but

Comcast can't make improvements until PacifiCorp signs the T-600.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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When we can’t get our T-600 approvals, or if we have to wait dewenaths (which
we usually do), it causes a lot of problems. In Roy, Utah, for pbearwe filed a T-
600 form for PacifiCorp’s approval because we needed to instalte drops across
a state road to reach some new subscribers. Unfortunately, isddokg to get the

T-600 signed that the people who requested service (our potential cistgmes up

and decided they didn’t want our service any more.

| have one other comment—if PacifiCorp’s permit coordinators haeblalem with
either the way | was submitting applications or with the fadth | included in those
applications or if | was somehow causing significant processing/sjelawould
expect that they would either call, email or fax me with the problems. Ad insay
rebuttal testimony, a simple phone call could solve a lot of prablem
misunderstandings. It is my job to ensure that we submit the informfaacifiCorp

wants, but | can’t know what PacifiCorp wants unless someone there tells me.

. PacifiCorp has essentially stated that you have not been propgritrained to

submit the information it requires for permit applications. Do you have a

response to that assessment?

: When | first started working for Comcast (then AT&T) in 1999, mdstig work

involved obtaining trenching and other permits from governmental ertbtiescupy
rights-of-way. Training was not an issue on these excavation tgernhiwould

simply call the various governmental permitting offices to find winat their

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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requirements were and how they preferred to receive applicatitowas that simple.
That is the exact same thing that | did when | started subgitpplications to
PacifiCorp. The difference was that when | started filing appbns in 2002,

PacifiCorp was still working out the kinks in its process. My avker Sheryl

Pehrson, another Comcast permit coordinator, and | were confused amatedist

because we didn’t know what PacifiCorp wanted in the applications and how we were

supposed to submit them. That is what Sheryl Pehrson was referimghe email
where she said that we were “flying by the seats of ontspa Once we got Ms.
Johnson’s email, | felt a great sense of relief because banbail doesn’t show is
that we had been pleading with PacifiCorp for some timelltagenvhat process we
should follow. We wanted PacifiCorp to provide us with a sample sovinabuld
submit exactly what they wanted in the format they wanteslyod can see from the
email attached to this testimony as Exhibit 1, in mid-2003, Raf's Roz
Holstrom was also confused about how the process worked and notédttheidess

was still in transition and would likely changgain.

As far as additional training is concerned, or the fact thatingd myself to submit
applications, | don’'t see how that is even an issue. Since Gagfs own joint use
world was in transition, there was really nothing to train usTihe rules, if you can
call them that, were changing constantly and the best way to tarteisow to do
things was to ask our contacts at PacifiCorp, who by and laegye, kelpful. Even

with this really unpleasant dispute, | believe some of my corsa®acifiCorp really

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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want to be helpful, although I imagine that it is not easy for tteebe cooperative in
this environment. In any case, | just do not think that it is fair for Pacifi@dbfatme
me, Rodney, or any other Comcast employees for not being propeargdtri
submit applications since: (1) PacifiCorp employees wernadells what to do, and
(2) the procedures were constantly changing. In Ms. Holstremal (Exhibit 1),
she states that she was not even aware that the power suplpdatagn process had
been implemented! | don't see how PacifiCorp could expect nwthar Comcast

employees to know things that PacifiCorp’s own permit coordinatimhs'tdeven

know.

| have done exactly what PacifiCorp has asked and, as | loldcim my prior
testimony, | take extra steps to help make the process mone2smoothly. If there
was a problem with the way | was submitting applications, | wewfakct that the

PacifiCorp permit coordinators that | have daily contact with would let me know.

Furthermore, in my five years of processing permits for Ceim@ad AT&T) | have
had contact with seven different permit coordinators. As to be #&gezach time a
new person took over this role, there was an adjustment period. Foplexarhen
Janet Johnson began doing permit processing, she acknowledged thas slesvv@a
the position and had made some errors. Several faxes from Ms. Jahmgoaoh she

notes her transition problems are attached to my testimony as Exhibit 2.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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: Have you read Norma Fanning'’s rebuttal testimony?

A: Yes.

: Do you have any comments?

A: Yes. | reviewed the documents Ms. Fanning provided as PacifiCegbigit 6.1.

Ms. Fanning was not as responsive to my requests as she impliss. | have no
record of ever receiving many of the Joint Pole Notices (JPiNa& are on Ms.
Fanning’s weekly log. Second, a number of the JPN’'s she identifexe for
transfers, relocates or change-outs. Those had nothing to do withhee Gotcast
employees processed them. Moreover, | find it difficult to belipaeshe cleared all
the applications | submitted by the time she left because laftexs notified that
William Becker was taking over Ms. Fanning’s position, | startegiving a lot of
JPN’s. | didn't recall submitting that many applications to Blcker and | believe

he was clearing out Ms. Fanning’s considerable backlog.

: On page 4 of her testimony, Ms. Fanning suggests that you habitualiyovided

incorrect information. Is this correct?

: No. I think this is an example of the unfair and unfounded blame | Wasgtabout

a moment ago. As | said previously, if the information | providad wrong, then it
was because the PacifiCorp people | was in contact with had testnue to provide
the wrong information. If my work was as poor as the PacifiCorp testimguests,

| expect that PacifiCorp would have contacted me regarding the problem.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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That’s not to say that there were never instances when Ragif&nployees called,
emailed or faxed me requests for clarification or additionarim&tion. Depending
on field conditions, information that is available to me can sometimm&®nfusing or
incomplete. But | think that is to be expected. Information availaliee field isn’t
always complete. Permit processing involves communication batKoath to get
things done. And | fully expect that there will be bumps along thg. wBut
PacifiCorp shouldn’'t blame all of the bumps on Comcast. Many facoes
completely beyond Comcast’s control. For example, there are patbsut
numbers, poles that do not have a clearly defined street addressesf @ourse,

there are internal factors such as PacifiCorp’s attemptstk the kinks out of the

application process and get new permit coordinators trained quickly.

As I've indicated previously, | think that the PacifiCorp pernabrdinators | deal
with are good people and are doing what they can to work within duegs. It's
just that the process isn’t perfect. That being said, I'm dibiagpest | can, based on
the feedback I get from PacifiCorp employees during the norwake of business,
to make things work as smoothly as possible. However, since Papifggts the
standards and requirements for the process, | think that PacifiCogt least equal

responsibility for making sure the process works smoothly.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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Q: On page 5 of her testimony, Ms. Fanning states that Comcast wastsng itself’

some time by just listing “general address information associatewith an area”

on applications. Is this correct?

: No. | provide whatever information | have available. | evendrprovide a little

extra information, such as maps, in order to make it easier tifrGap employees
to process the applications. Sometimes, however, precise addressatidorisn’t
available. For example, a pole line could run down a highway wthere are no
addresses marked, or it could be along a big field or river. We ha way of
knowing what the addresses are in those cases. So, we try ityittenpoles with
as many landmarks or other indicators as we can. If only onessddravailable in a

general area, we will include it.

Other times, however, we are applying to attach to every spajee down a long
stretch. In those cases we will list the beginning and endidgesses to identify the
pole line we are applying for. And actually, | believe thatdrted submitted
beginning and ending addresses at PacifiCorp’s suggestions wanderstanding
that PacifiCorp could identify the poles in question using thigisgaand ending
address information. If this is not the case, | would have expezteear this from

PacifiCorp in the normal course of business, and | have not.

| think sometimes confusion arises because PacifiCorp’s peowitinators are in

Portland and they aren’t around to see the actual field conditiortsough | do not

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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go out into the field myself, I'm in direct contact with the peopl® are in the field
gathering information. It is possible that PacifiCorp’s mapgregrams may have
detailed address information in electronic format, but that doess&nnthat the
addresses are clearly posted out in the field. In theséiaitsiaa little back and forth

communication may be required. It doesn’t mean that someone wasrgt lusior

her job properly. It's just the way permitting works.

: Do you often locate poles that do not have tags with pole and maprisg

numbers?

. Yes. | have identified hundreds and hundreds of poles without tags, aadather

probably many more.

: How do you submit an application if there are no numbers?

A: | always try to identify the poles without numbers by specificatating on the

application “no pole number” or “no tag.” | try to provide beginnimgl &nding
addresses or any other identifying information. It can be difficuidentify them
precisely. Sometimes PacifiCorp responds to me with maps fremadwn system
and | send them to our contractors to mark them in the fielder@ines, PacifiCorp
sends the applications back as incomplete. It is frustrating RheifiCorp does that
because we have no way of knowing what the pole numbers are drén@y tagged

properly in the field.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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. But Ms. Fitz Gerald states on page 12 of her testimony that ghloles were tagged

during the 1997/1998 audit.

: Our contractors are in the field every day. If they camd fany numbers on the

poles, there’s nothing for us to submit. But | do not leave the apphchlank—I

indicate that the pole has no number by marking “no pole number” on the application.

. Exhibit PC 1.13 attached to Corey Fitz Gerald’s testimony incldes an email you

sent to PacifiCorp’s Sara Johnson in which you asked about theverlashing
procedures. Ms. Fitz Gerald implies that this is evidere that you lacked

training for your job. Is this correct?

: No. Although Ms. Fitz Gerald implies that | lack training, or veor@m incompetent

for my job, | certainly do not think that my email to Ms. Johnsoncetgs anything
of the sort. | think it was perfectly reasonable for me toadlut the procedures for
filing overlashing applications. Once | became aware thafi@arp was starting to
require written applications for overlashing, it only made sense @otanask
PacifiCorp’s permit coordinators what they wanted. It sounds l&afiBorp is
faulting me for asking their people for guidance on applicationsepsing. That just
doesn’t make sense. If | have questions about how the process iwaikssk the
people in charge of administering the process. | don’t see whfiGRap would

have a problem with that.

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1
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In any event, although Ms. Fitz Gerald seems to think that Bdmason sent us a
copy of relevant contract provisions (page 9 of her rebuttal tsyn | don'’t

remember receiving them. If Sara had sent them to me, | certainly henxagdooked

at them.

. Ms. Fitz Gerald states that it is not PacifiCorp’s policy toallow Comcast to

overlash within 24 hours of submitting an application. Is ths your

understanding of PacifiCorp’s policies?

: Absolutely not. | have been filing overlashing applications sB&® and this is the

first time anyone has even suggested that we did not have autbantgriash within
24 hours of submitting an application. Approximately 98% of the appmitstl
submit are for overlashing. Neither Sara Johnson nor any othéCBgz employee

ever indicated that the 24 hour rule was limited only to new attachments.

. In her testimony, Joyce Russell says that you couldn’t possiblyalie had any

contact with her 1999 because she didn’t work for PacifiCorp athat time. Can

you respond?

: 1 didn’t say | had contact with her, | just said that | thoudie soordinated pole

attachment issues. | didn’t start submitting permit applicattonBacifiCorp until
2002. 1 just assumed that she had been the permit coordinator pihat tone. |If
Ms. Russell did not start working for PacifiCorp until 2001, then | dmdw who

the permit coordinator was, or if PacifiCorp even had one before 20@iere was

UT_DOCS_A #1159031 v1



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Rebuttal Testimony of Martin J. Pollock
Comcast Cable Communications, LLC
Docket No. 03-035-28
Page 11
not a permit coordinator until Ms. Russell started in 2001, that woultbgg aay to
explain why there was no formal process in place for writtenicgians. If there

had been a formal process in place prior to 2002, | doubt Sheryl Pehdsbémauld

have been pleading with Sara Johnson to tell us what the process was.

: On page 3 of her testimony, Ms. Russell states that she commzated regularly

and frequently with you. Is this correct?

: Not that | can recall. | think that Ms. Russell may be confusne with a different

Comcast employee, possibly Shelly Jensen. In addition, | have nd maeceiving

anything from her. I'm not sure if we have ever even spoken.

: On pages 9 and 10 of her deposition testimony, Ms. Fitz Geraldas¢s that you

could not have had contact with Katie Stoll in 2001 because shgas not

employed by PacifiCorp until 2002. Can you respond?

: Sure. First, | should clarify—again—that | did not start submitipglications until

2002. It was a simple error that | said | was in contact satheone at PacifiCorp in
2001 about applications processing. | meant 2002. | doubt | would have sptken wi
Ms. Stoll or anyone else in 2001 about PacifiCorp’s application procgssl was
probably confused about whoever it was that | spoke with in 2002 and migtake
thought it was Ms. Stoll. As | said, PacifiCorp has had at E=sen different permit

coordinators since | started submitting applications and it's a lot to remembe
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Q: On page 5 of his testimony, Brian Lund states that most of Corast's
applications are for third and fourth overlashes. Is this correct?
A: No. Mr. Lund is saying that Comcast is placing three or fralles on top of its
initial attachments. Occasionally, we submit an applicatioa &&cond overlash and

rarely occasionally for a third. A fourth overlash would be exélg unusual. I'm

not an expert on construction, | just know what | have submitted.

Q: Does this conclude your testimony?

A: Yes.
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