












































Video-on-Demand (“VOD”) and Pay-Per-View (“PPV”) programming. Petitioner
timely appealed to the Board for redetermination of the Assessments.

Prior to filing the instant Petition, Petitioner filed separate challenges against
the Respondents directed at the same Assessments.? The substance of all such
previously-filed challenges was repeated as part of the Petition in this case. When
these matters were first called for status conference on June 2, 2022, Mr. Talbot
represented to the Board that all parishes had agreed to try all of the underlying
disputes simultaneously, and that the parishes had further agreed that any appeal
from the Board’s decision would lie with the First Circuit. Counsel for Petitioner
agreed with Mr. Talbot’s representations. Counsel stated that they would get
something in the record, but no written stipulation or motion to consolidate was filed.
Nevertheless, at the start of the hearing, Mr. Talb stated on the record that all
Respondents had agreed that he would represent them for purposes of opposing the
Petitioner’s Motion for Summary Judgment.? The Board additionally notes that
counsel for all Respondents jointly signed the Opposition filed by Mr. Talbot.
Accordingly, the Board will rule on the Motion for Summary Judgment with respect
to all of the Respondents as to all of the previously docketed Petitions.4

The competent summary judgment evidence contains a description of the
technology involved in the transactions at issue from Petitioner’s Director of Content
Technology & Regulatory Policy Steve Dulac. Both parties rely on Mr. Dulac’s
testimony. His affidavit is attached Petitioner’s Motion for Summary Judgment and
his deposition is attached to the Respondents’ Opposition. Mr. Dulac’s deposition

testimony is consistent with and expounds upon the sworn statements in his

2 Petitioner filed challenges against the collectors in the following Docket Nos.: L01288
(Lafayette, represented by Mr. Talbot); 1.01289 (Lafourche, represented by Patrick M. Amedee);
L01290 (the cities of Zachary, Baton Rouge, Baker, Central and the parish of East Baton Rouge,
represented by Mr. Talbot); L01312 (Caldwell, Catahoula, Concordia, East Carroll, LaSalle, and
Tensas, all represented by Mr. Talbot); 1.01325 (St. Mary, represented by Mr. Talbot); 1.01326 (Bossier
City-Parish, represented by Mr. Talbot); 1.01327 (Calcasieu, represented by Russell “Rusty” Stutes,
dr.y; L01328 (St. Martin, represented by Mr. Talbot); L01358 (Ascension, represented by Mr. Talbot);
101359 (Vermillion, represented by Mr. Talbot); L01360 (Acadia, represented by Mr. Talbot); L01361
(Washington, represented by Ross F. Lagarde).

3 However, Mr. Talbot represented that he could not speak on behalf of Washington
Parish as to Satellite transactions.
4 See note 2, supra.
































