STATE OF RHODE ISLAND
DIVISION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES AND CARRIERS

In Re: Petition of PPL Corporation, PPL Docket No. 2021-09
Rhode Island Holdings, LLC, National Grid
USA, and The Narragansett Electric
Company for Authority to Transfer
Ownership of The Narragansett Electric
Company to PPL Rhode Island Holdings,

LLC and Related Approvals

N N N N N N N N N

PPL CORPORATION AND PPL. RHODE ISLAND HOLDINGS, LLC’S
OBJECTION TO MOTION TO RECONSIDER

PPL Corporation (“PPL”’) and PPL Rhode Island Holdings, LLC (“PPL RI”)
(collectively “PPL”) object to the Motion to Reconsider Order of August 19, 2021 filed by
Energy Development Partners, LLC (“EDP”’). The Hearing Officer should deny the motion
because: (1) it is procedurally flawed and (2) there is no basis for the relief sought.

ARGUMENT

Procedurally, EDP’s so-called “Motion to Reconsider” is either improper or
untimely. Division Rule 1.31(B)' does not provide for a “Motion to Reconsider”, and
Division Rule 1.31(D) requires that a motion for reconsideration be filed within 10 days of
the date of the order. Accordingly, EDP had to file Motion to Reconsider within 10 days of
the date of the August 19, 2021 order — by August 30, 2021. EDP did not file its Motion to

Reconsider until September 7, 2021 — 19 days after the order was issued. Even under Rule

"EDP relies on Rule 1.29(B) of the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission Rules of
Practice and Procedure (“Commission”) as the legal basis for its motion. This proceeding,
however is pending before the Rhode Island Division of Public Utilities and Carriers
(“Division”), not the Commission. As such, the Division Rules of Practice and Procedure
are applicable, not the Commission Rules cited in EDP’s motion. The corresponding
Division Rule is 1.31(B).



1.31(B), which permits a motion for relief from an order, which can be made “within a
reasonable time,” the motion is still untimely. EDP provides no explanation as to why it did
not immediately move for the relief it seeks, and therefore there is no basis in the motion to
conclude that it was filed within a reasonable time.

In addition to its procedural infirmities, EDP’s motion fails on the merits. EDP asks
the Hearing Officer to strike certain statements made as argument by counsel from the
transcript. This request makes no sense and the Hearing Officer should reject it for several
reasons.

First, the statements made by PPL’s counsel at the July 15, 2021 hearing that are now
at issue already were addressed by EDP’s counsel in his rebuttal at the hearing. See
Transcript of July 15, 2021 Hearing (“Transcript”), 109:20-110:10. PPL’s counsel
responded to EDP’s counsel’s concerns, and PPL’s counsel acknowledged that EDP was not
the party involved in the appeal to the Supreme Court, and he further noted that there was
ambiguity in his original statement. See id. at 120:6-19. In addition, all moving papers filed
in this proceeding state the relevant, accurate facts with respect to EDP. Therefore, even if
this motion was appropriately before the Hearing Officer, there is nothing for the Hearing
Officer to rule upon at this stage in the proceeding.

Second, there is no mechanism to strike argument from a hearing transcript. EDP
appears to be making a motion akin to striking testimony at a trial, but that is not applicable
here. A motion to strike at trial does not alter the transcript, it results in an instruction from
the Judge to a jury that it should not consider the statement made or testimony or opinion
proffered. The transcript still contains the statements made — that is what the court reporter

is required to do. The alleged error was identified and corrected on the record by both EDP’s



lawyer and PPL’s lawyer, which is already reflected in the transcript. The Hearing Oftficer
plainly did not rely on the statements highlighted by EDP, demonstrating that there is not
even any potential prejudice from the statements.

Third, EDP’s counsel expressly requested that the statements be stricken at the
hearing, which is what prompted the clarification from PPL’s counsel. The record, on the
whole, thus reflects that EDP raised a concern about the accuracy of the statements, which
both parties addressed on the record. There is nothing to correct. There was nothing for the
Hearing Officer to rule on with respect to EDP’s motion. The absence of any decision on
the motion in the order is therefore neither prejudicial nor an oversight. Rather, it reflects
that the request was moot. And most critically, the Hearing Officer’s decision is not based
on the argument about which EDP complains.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, PPL respectfully requests that the Division deny EDP’s motion to
reconsider.
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