
IS 

Decision No. -~8~:1~O+-"" 8t""r--

BEFORE THE: POBLI C UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DI~~ GRONEMAN, et al., 

COmplainant" 
vs. 

SOUTHE?N CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPM:l ~ a california 
corporation" 

Defendant. 

case No. 9507 

ORDER DISMISSING COMPtAI}.j"T 

On February 9" 1973" Diann Groneman (COt:l91a1,nant) filed her 
comp1a:tnt in case No.. 9507 aga1nst Southern california Edison 
Company (Edison) seeking to l".a1t the const:-uction by Edison of 
its E1 Nido-La. Cj.enega t:::-a."1sCl1ss1on line. The :"oute of that line 
was approved by the Commission after 14 days of public hearir..g in 
case No. 9245. Decision No. 80197 and DeCision No.. 80809 in that 
case are now final and are not subJect t~ petitions for rehearing 
0:" applications to the Supreme Cou~ for writs of review. 

The complaint requests that the Comm1ssion tI reopen hearings 
on the changed route" and that the f1'issue of unde::-,grounding 
[tranCm1ssion lines} in single-fam1ly residential neighborhoods 
be reopencd. tt In addition seve::-al pages or the pleading are 
devoted to diSCUssing the evidence and arguments in Case No. 9245. 

Public Utilities Code" section 1709" reads: 
'tIn all collate::"al actions 0::- proceedir..gs" the 
orders and deciSiOns of the Commission which 
r.ave become final shall be conclusive. 11 
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To the extent tr.at the com~lainant ~ecuests that the - . 
Com::llsslon :-ell t1gate the sa:ne 1ssues which "jere dec1ded by 

Dec:ts1on No. 80197 and Decision No. 80809 ir. case No.. 9245 ~ 
1 t would be 1!".appropr1ate to gra."lt such a ::,equest. Those 
decisior.s are final. In t:ns collateral proceeding they are 
conclusive upon cOQpla1nant. 

To the extent that compla1r~t appeals to the CommissionTs 
discretionar,y powe:-s under section 1708 o~ the Public Utilit1es 
Code~ to n:"esc1nd~ alter or amend any order or decision made by 

~t" 1 we decline to exerc1se such d1scretion. The matter r.a.s been 
tully heardl argued and briefed and has been subjected to adm1n
istrative review throug.~ the t111ng or two pet1tions ror rehearing. 
No useful purpose could be served by reopening the case. 

The compla1nant t s one remaining contention is that she ~~d 
the County of Los Angeles were denied notice of the proccedir~s 
in Case No. 9245. The t'ormaJ. nle 1n that case shows that. the 
County of Los Angeles was" served With a copy of the Order In
st:ttuting Investigation and With a Notice or Hearing. Complainant 
does not allege the violation of any applicable provision of lawl 
as required by Rule 91 when she contends she was denied notice or 
the proceedings in case No. 9245. Complainant does rely upon the 
notice prov1sions or General Order No. 13l. Howeverl General 
O:-der No. 13l does not apply to the proceedir~s in Case No. 9245, 
Since th.a~ tran:::;m:1.ss10n 11ne project was p1a."'lr.ed prior to the 
er~ect1ve date of General Order No. 131 (GAO. 1311 section 9). 

We conclude that the compla1nt rails to state a cause or 
action. we further conclude t~~t the f1r.a.lity of Dec1s!on 
No. 80197 and DeCision No. 80809 in Case No. 9245 supplies good 
cause tor deViation trom the procedures upon ti11ng a compla1nt 
in Rule 12. According1YI the complaint should be d1smissed. 
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IT IS ORDERED that the com~la~nt is dismissed. 

The effective date o~ this order ~s twenty (20) dayz after 
the date hereof. 

Dated at San Francisco 

FEBRUARY ~ 197'3. 
~ cal i i'orn!. a, this ..?./~ day o-r 

. . .,.,. 
e-' 

COmmissioners 


