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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Decision _88 __ 0_5_0_3_7_, __ MAY 11 1988 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY for ) 
a certificate of Public convenience ) 
and Necessity Authorizing- Participation) 
in the california-oreg-on Transmission ) 
Project. ) 

Application S7-~0-01a 
(Filed October l4~ 19S7) 

--~----------------~------------) 
ORDER MODIFYING DECJ:SION CD.> NO. 88-02'-029 

AND PENYING REHEARING 

A petition for rehearing- of I> .. 8a.-~2-0Z9 has been filea, 
by Pacific Gas ana Electrie Company.,We have carefully 
considered the alleqationsraised ill the petition and are, of the: 
opinion that rehearing- should be denied~ We contirm that A"S7-; 

, ' 

10-018 was deficient ,with respect, to the issue of project 
description ,and was properly rejected as incomplete .. 
the decision shouldbemociifiecl-:ln'several respects .. 

,However" ' " 
Therefore" 

state: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:. 
1. The first full paraqraph on pag-e 5--', is m.odified to 

"The PSA requires that each agency 'prepare an 
'Information and criteria L:lst"to: help " 
inform applicants of ,information that will be 
necessary for a, determination of completeness· 
(Gov't .. Code §§ 65940-41). The commission 
adopted such ,a ,list· in 1979" (J. CPO'CZd'~66 
(1979) ). ,One of the requirements in that 
list'is that an electrieal l?ublicutility 
desiring to build transmiss:Lon' line ' , 
facilities shall in itsapplieation'for a 
certificate of public convenience and 
'necessityinclude,a,Ndetaileddescription of 
the proposed transmissionfacilitiesN (G.O. 
131-C,.. Sec. VII,.A.1.) •. This. is the key issue' 
in PG&E"s appeal •. As. we- analyze that appeal,. 
we· must recoqnizethe realities "im.poseci by 
the 'Public Utilities.. Act and the PSA, as well 
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denied.. 

.. 

as the tact that the burden o! proof 
justifying the issuance o,! the certificate is 
clearly on the applicant.'" 

2. Conclusion of Law No.1 is modified to state: 

"'l.. General Ord.er l3l-C requires-a clear and 
detailed d.escription of the proje~.'" 

IT IS ~ OROERED~ ., 
Reh.ea=ing of D.a.a,-O~'-:-029, as :noQ'itiec. b.e=ein, is 

Th.is cr~e=' is e!!ec':!ve ,:oday. '. 
Oatec. YOV'11i988 ',1988',' a'e.'San F=~neisco, Cali~o:,:,..i.a. 
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'S'rA.'UY . w. HtJ!.ET'X 
, "', . ,PrE'sicent: . . 

CONALO VIA!. 
G. MI'IC!iEI.L WI!.K 

.COtmlissiooers' 

commisSion~r:F,r.e'd~ri~t R.. ,~,.., 
'~±rig ,ne-cE'ssat"'±ly' ~~nl:; did.' 
!Jotpartic~pate~ , .• .' 

,i "j', 

c6m."isSioner John'S .•.. ~ .. , 
being necessarily ~sent, did:," 
not' participar:e~" 
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