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JAN 5 1982 

EEFORE: ?UELrC UrILTTlc$ C0~~!SSTCN OF WUUUlSLJdwL::1 
TPE STATt OF CALrFOPN:A 

In the ~atte~ of the Applic2tion ) 
or Southe~n C~liforni~ Edison ) 
Company for Autho~ity to ~odi~y ) 
its Ene~~y Cost ftdjustm~nt Eil1in~) 
F~ctors and to Make Certain Othe~ ) 
Rate Ch~n~es in Accorc~nce ~ith ) 
DeCiSion No. 92U96 ) 
--------------------------------) 

Applic~tion No. 60:21 

An apo2ication for ~ehe?-~ir.~ of D~cision (D.) ??r40 ~~S 
been ril~d ~y S?rJ Eern8rdino V~11~1 Municipal Water District 
(Dist~ict). R~sponses ther~to h~v! been fil~d by South~rn 
Californi~ Edison Comp~ny (Edison) ~nd th~ Commission staff. 

Edison h8S elso filed ~ pe~ition for ~ocific~tion 
pursuant to Rule 4? of ou~ Ru1es of ?r~ctice and ?~ocedure. 

We have carefully consid~~ed each alleg~tion of error in 
the District's petition and are of the opinion th~t good cause for 
r~hearin~ n~s not been shown. 

As to Edison's ~~cu~st th~t D.9?5 40 b~ mocifiec, th~ 
record in this proce~din~ supoorts a preliminery conclUSion 

(SONGS 1) is an Rppropri~t~ fac1lity for im~le=enting a 
perforo8nce standard incentive p~0~~2m simi lor to those 3dopt~d 
for Edison's coal fired f~cilities. Rowever, we realize this wps 
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not a~ ~ctive issue du~iMg t~~ ?rOee~ding ~~d mor~ evid~~c~ on 
t~is Question might h~ve led to ~ di~~erent con~lusion. 

Therefore, we ex?ect the con~clt~nt employ~d by Fdison to ~ddre~: 
this Question ~nd include conclusions and reco~o~nd~tions ~s a 
?art o~ its re?ort. !hes~ will ~ssist us in ~~kin~ 3 ~in~l 

determination as to wheth~r such a program ~or SO~GS 1 should b~ 
i!Tl?lemented. 

denied. 
IT IS HEREBY O?DERED that rehe~rin~ o~ D.9?6~O is 

This oreer is effectiv~ toC?y. 
D~ted 3~.~ 5 ~82 . at San FranCiSCO, California . 

ror.-m Eo B:l.YSO:-J 
President 

RIC!iA!U) D. CRAVELLE 
VrC'rOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C C-nEW 

Comm~oncr.; 


