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[bookmark: Title]RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS OF 
PPL MONTANA, LLC AND PPL ENERGYPLUS, LLC 
TO THE COMMISSION STAFF’S THIRD SET OF DATA REQUESTS 

PPL Montana, LLC (“PPL Montana”) and PPL EnergyPlus, LLC (“PPL EnergyPlus”)(collectively, “PPL” or “the PPL Parties”) respectfully object and/or respond to the Third Set of Data Requests propounded by the Commission’s staff on November 16, 2001.   
general objections
A.	The PPL parties object to the requests to the extent they purport to require information, data and documents beyond the reasonable scope of this proceeding or impose on undue burden on it. 
	B.	The PPL parties object to the extent the staff requests information already in the staff’s possession or in the possession of another party to the  proceeding.  
	C.	The PPL parties object to the requests to the extent they seek the production of materials not in its possession or control
	D.	All general objections apply to each data request for which a specific objection is stated below, notwithstanding not being repeated therein. 
II	RESPONSES AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS

Staff/PPL-9

Referring to Exhibit No. PPL-9, page 3, lines 10-16 and page 4, lines 7-10, does PPLM have a phone log of the conversation between the California ISO representative and PPLM’s representative entering into the January 2, 2001 OOM transactions?  If yes, please provide.
RESPONSE:		The PPL parties object to this request on the grounds that it would not  produce any information that relates to an existing  factual dispute  in this proceeding.  PPL, through its witness, Bryan C. Bradshaw (PPL-9) provided a confirmation notice faxed to the California ISO on January 2, 2001  (PPL-12) that confirms the existence and terms of these January 2, 2001 OOM transactions, as well as the fact that they were expressly made subject to Section 202 (c) of the Federal Power Act.  PPL has also provided with Mr. Bradshaw’s testimony settlement data generated by the ISO confirming that the transactions occurred, and confirming that their terms were as testified to by PPL.   The ISO’s representative, Ean O’Neill, has acknowledged in a conference call on November 20, 2001 that the ISO agrees with PPLM’s testimony setting out the dates, amounts and prices of  each of its DOE sales, specifically including January 2, 2001, and agrees that each transaction  was  in fact made pursuant to Section 202 (c).
Given this undisputed evidence, there is no basis to put the PPL parties through the unnecessary burden of obtaining and producing any phone log(s) of the conversation(s) concerning these sales.


Staff/PPL-10
Referring to Exhibit PPL-10, PPLM shows a price of $300 for December 21, 2000, hour start 13.  California ISO Exhibit No. ISO-15 shows a price of $600.  Please reconcile this discrepancy.

RESPONSE:		The PPL parties have reviewed their data and determined that the $600 price stated in California ISO Exhibit No. ISO-15 is accurate.  
The $300 figure had been included in PPLM’s transaction confirmation fax erroneously.   A subsequent communication between PPLM and the California ISO confirmed the actual price of $600.  The ISO agreed to update its settlement sheets to reflect the accurate $600 price, and stated that PPLM did not need to send a corrected confirmation fax.  ISO settlement sheets produced in this litigation do, in fact, show the correct price of $600.  
Attached to these responses is a copy of the communications between the California ISO and PPLM confirming the $600 price.
The transaction was for hour ending 13, not hour start 13.


Staff/PPL-11
Referring to Exhibit PPL-10, PPLM shows for January 9, 2001, hourly prices ranging from $135 to $158.18.  California ISO Exhibit No. ISO-15 shows a price of $64.
	a)	Please reconcile this discrepancy.
b)	The January 5, 2001 DOE Order established a $64/MWh limit on the price the California ISO could agree upon for its requested energy or service pursuant to the DOE Orders.  For each hour that PPLM claims the price exceeded $64/MWh, did PPLM ask the California ISO to refer the rate issue to FERC?  If no, please explain.

       RESPONSE:       
	       (a)        The $64 price is incorrectly listed by  the California ISO on its OOM sheet for January 9, 2001 submitted as part of its Exhibit No. 15.  The California ISO’s settlement data submitted in this litigation shows prices of $135 for hour 10, $150 for hours 11-16 and 19, and  $158.18 for hour 18.   These prices are the same as those set forth in Exhibit PPL-10, except that for hours 16 and 18 the ISO data appears to have erroneously deducted $64 from those prices.    
       (b)               Yes.  

Information contained in Each Response Was Obtained From:   Bryan Bradshaw; Rose Spear
            Responses Prepared By: counsel .
            Responses Reviewed By:   Bryan Bradshaw; Rose Spear
Person Responsible for Truth of Response:  Bryan Bradshaw; counsel 



CERTIFICATION
I,  John Longstreth, on behalf of PPL Montana, LLC and PPL Energy Plus LLC certify and state that the foregoing responses were prepared under my direct supervision and that these responses are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

______/s/_____________________
John Longstreth

Dated:  November 23, 2001


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served a copy of the foregoing this 23rd day of November 2001 in accordance with the procedures established for this proceeding.

__________/s/_________________
John Longstreth
