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Q: Please state your name.

A: JoAnne A. Nadalin.

Q: Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony PacifiCorp submittd in connection

with Docket No. 03-035-28?

A: Yes.

Q: On page 17 of her rebuttal testimony, Corey Fitz Gerald discses the materials
PacifiCorp provided to you in response to your request for docuents reflecting
the “unauthorized” attachments? Can you explain why you stated in your direct

testimony that the documentation PacifiCorp provided was not helpful to you

A: Yes, but first, I'd like to address Ms. Fitz Gerald’s statentbat Comcast didn’t

have any records to compare or cross-check against PacifiCegwels. | don’t
think that Ms. Fitz Gerald was correct in jumping to that conetusi | asked
PacifiCorp to provide me the details regarding the poles for whielwere being
billed rent, so that we could try to determine whether PacifiCorp wasgrio bill

Comcast for unauthorized attachments for which it was alreathctioy rent. | do
not believe that it would be appropriate for Comcast to pay unautiat@echment
fees on poles for which it is paying rent. So, | asked for anzg&ion of the rental
records so that | could cross-check them against the unauthorizetinmedtd

invoices. | did not request that PacifiCorp provide them in a spdoifmat—I just
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wanted a list of the poles PacifiCorp was billing us rent fahabwe could compare

it with the list of attachments that it identified as “unauthorized.”

The information Ms. Fitz Gerald and Ms. Raypush provided to me wakehaful

because it did not identify rental billings on a pole-by-polasbaBased on what |
read in Ms. Fitz Gerald’s testimony, | realize now thatitffermation she sent me
was not what | needed. However, since no cover letter cameheithotx, | had no

way of knowing that back then.

: On page 18 of her testimony, Ms. Fitz Gerald disagrees with yowstatement that

Comcast knew relatively little about PacifiCorp’s attachmentaudit. Can you

elaborate on your prior statement?

: Yes. Regarding notice of the audit, to the best of my knowledge, nespensible

for the Utah market knew about the audit. | am aware thati@aqfclaims that it
sent notices to Mike Sloan, who worked for AT&T Broadband in DenveQr@&adb.
However, it is my understanding that Mr. Sloan left AT&T beftire end of 2002.
In any event, | am not aware that any of these noticesligcteached anyone at

Comcast.

That aside, from reading Ms. Fitz Gerald’s rebuttal testimbtlyink she may have
misunderstood my testimony. What | was talking about in my diestimony (on

pages 4-5), was that until PacifiCorp produced documents in connectiorthigit

UT_DOCS_A #1159027 v1



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Sur-rebuttal Testimony of JoAnne A. Nadalin
Comcast Cable Communications, LLC
Docket No. 03-035-28
Page 3
case, no one at Comcast (that | am aware of) knew exactlydateaPacifiCorp was

collecting or how PacifiCorp intended to use that data.

I'd also like to add that even if Comcast had been given the oppgrtarparticipate

in the design or administration of the audit, we still would have hadigugsbout

how PacifiCorp used the audit data. Although I still don’t understand some aspects of

PacifiCorp’s methodology for determining what constitutes an “inwaizied”
attachment, at least now | understand PacifiCorp’s general appradich is to

compare the current audit results against results from the previous audit.

. Can you give an example of an aspect you do not understand?

A: Basically, my question is: in comparing the results of the 2002/2Q@®3 £o the

results of the 1997/1998 audit, are unauthorized attachment fees beiggdchar
Comcast only for attachments that did not exist at all in 1997/1988RacifiCorp
invoicing Comcast for any attachment now belonging to Comcastlithat belong
to TCI at that time? For example, if a particular attacitnaeas installed by Insight,
not TCI, prior to Comcast's acquisition of Insight, does PacifiCaqf2/2003 Audit
assume that such an attachment is “unauthorized” merely becatiser &l nor
Comcast received authorization to attach it? If so, is iRaxp labeling an
attachment “unauthorized” merely because it didn’'t belong to T@88v/1998, but

belongs to Comcast now?
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This question concerns me because, as a result of various tr@msaComcast does

not own the same attachments now in 2004, that TCI owned in 1997/1998.

Q: Anything else?

A: The final thing | have to say is that Ms. Fitz Geraldsiteony suggests that we at
Comcast have been intentionally difficult or obtuse during this praoes$shat our
lack of knowledge about the audit and penalty program is Comcast'daml. 1'd

like to address that briefly.

| think is very important to keep everything in context. Regardiésghatever was
going on in Oregon, we in the Utah market were completely unatatr&acifiCorp

would begin charging us $250 unauthorized attachment penalties. Everhddwve
known about the $250 penalty, we would not have expected charges in the $10
million range. More importantly, PacifiCorp’s penalty progranpresents a
significant departure from PacifiCorp’s past practiceshinkt that PacifiCorp should

have reasonably anticipated that Comcast would question the laeyjitiofathe

charges.

Consequently, | think that PacifiCorp should have actively sought our imaeive
before the audit began. Considering the magnitude of PacifiCorp’s progretin
Utah, | don’t think it was enough for PacifiCorp to tell Comca®tegon staff about

the audit and to send “30 day” notices.
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1 Q: Does this conclude your testimony?

2 A: Yes.
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