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555 Capitol Avenue Suite 600  
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Tel 9 16.44 1.6575 
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I DOCKET 1 

June 11,2008 

Ms. Angela Hockaday 
Dockets Unit 
California Energy Commission 
1516 gthStreet 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

SUBJECT: PG&E'S MOTION IN LlMlNE TO 
STRIKE CEC STAFF TESTIMONY 
HLIMBOLDT BAY REPOWERING PROJECT 
DOCKET NO. (06-AFC-7) 

Dear Ms. Hockaday: 

Enclosed for filing with the California Energy Commission are one (1) 
original and twelve (12) copies of Pacific Gas & Electric Company's (PG&E) 
Motion in Limine to Strike CEC Staff Testimony, for the Humboldt Bay 
Repowering Project (06-AFC-7). 

David L. Wiseman 
Counsel to Applicant 
GalatiBlek 

Southern California Office 100 North Brand Boulevard Suite 61 8 Glendale CA 91203 

-- -- --. 



Scott A. Galati 
David L. Wiseman 
GALATIBLEK LLP 
555 Capitol Mall 
Suite 600 
Sacramento, CA 9581 4 
(9 16) 44 1-6575 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Energy Resources 
Conservation and Development Commission 

In the Matter of: 

Application for Certification for the 
Humboldt Bay Repowering Project 

DOCKET NO. 06-AFC-7 

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC 
COMPANY'S MOTION IN LlMlNE TO 
STRIKE CEC STAFF TESTIMONY 

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) hereby files this motion in limine to strike 
portions of Staff's Cultural Resource testimony relating to the determination that the 
Humboldt Bay Repowering Project (HBRP) causes significant impacts to Units 1 and 2 
of the existing Hurrlboldt Bay Power Plant (HBPP) and that Units 1 and 2 are significant 
historical resources. Consequently any mitigation proposed to mitigate these impacts 
should similarly be stricken from Staff's testimony. The legal basis for striking the Staff 
testimony is that the information is irrelevant to the proceeding and is not reasonably 
necessary for the Commission to make any finding relating to the HBRP. 

PG&E files this motion in limine at this time rather than making an oral objection at 
evidentiary hearing in order to allow the Committee and Staff to understand the basis for 
the objection and to enable more informed oral argument at the evidentiary hearing. 

PG&E contends that the subject testimony is not relevant to the proceeding and is not 
reasonably necessary for the Commission to make any finding relating to the HBRP. 
This contention is based on the following uncontroverted facts. 

1. The demolition of Units 1 and 2 is not part of the HBRP. 
2. PG&E has not requested that the Commission authorize demolition of 

Units 1 and 2 in the HBRP License. 
























