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ER08-1353-001
Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770
Attention:
Jane Lee Cole, Esq.


Attorney for Southern California Edison Company
 

Reference:
Motion for Expedited Clarification or, In the Alternative, Request for Rehearing
Dear Ms. Cole:

1. On October 30, 2008, Southern California Edison Company (SoCal Edison) filed a Motion for Expedited Clarification Or, In The Alternative, Request for Rehearing of the Commission’s Order Accepting and Suspending Proposed Rates, Consolidating Proceedings, and Establishing Hearing and Settlement Judge Procedures, 124 FERC        ¶ 61,308, issued on September 30, 2008 (September 30 Order).
2. Through its pleading, SoCal Edison requests that the Commission confirm that the rate of return on equity (ROE) incentives previously granted to SoCal Edison for its development of the Devers Palo Verde (DPV2) Project, Tehachapi Project, and Rancho Vista Project are not subject to relitigation in this proceeding.  SoCal Edison further requests that the Commission act on its petition on an expedited basis.
3. SoCal Edison notes that the Commission approved incentive rates for each of the projects
 in Southern California Edison Co., 121 FERC ¶ 61,168 (2008) (Incentive Order) and that the Commission denied all requests for rehearing of the Incentive Order.
  SoCal Edison further notes that the Commission has declined to reconsider issues decided in the Incentive Order in connection with SoCal Edison’s proposed tariff changes to implement the Construction Work in Progress rate incentive previously approved by the Commission.

4. SoCal Edison states that it seeks clarification in this matter because in the September 30 Order, the Commission specifically indicated its summary acceptance of SoCal Edison’s use of a 50 basis-point incentive adder for participation in the California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO), yet was silent with respect to the incentive adders for the projects.  SoCal Edison asserts that, in an abundance of caution it asks the Commission to clarify that, as was the case with respect to the CAISO incentive adder, the September 30 Order’s intent was to summarily accept the incentive adders under the Incentive Order, and that those incentive adders will not be addressed in the hearing.

5. On November 14, 2008, the California Department of Water Resources State Water Project (SWP) filed an answer to the motion for clarification or rehearing.  SWP requests that the Commission deny SoCal Edison’s motion for clarification summarily   because the motion is unnecessary.  SWP states that the project ROE adders referenced in SoCal Edison’s motion for clarification have previously been approved in a separate docket, noting that SoCal Edison’s motion for clarification so states.  
6. The Commission will grant SoCal Edison’s request for clarification.  The previously approved ROE adders for the SoCal Edison’s Devers Palo Verde Project, Tehachapi Project and Rancho Vista Project are summarily accepted by the Commission, consistent with our previous orders.  SWP is correct that SoCal Edison must demonstrate in this proceeding that its proposed rates are just and reasonable, including the overall ROE.  However, the specific previously approved incentive ROE adders for Devers Palo Verde, Tehachapi, and Rancho Vista, are not subject to relitigation in this proceeding.  In response to SWP’s concerns, the Commission also clarifies that SoCal Edison’s overall ROE, as well as SoCal Edison’s overall rates, remain subject to review under the just and reasonable standard in this proceeding.

By direction of the Commission.

Kimberly D. Bose,

Secretary.

� ROE incentive adders were approved of 125 basis points for the DPV2 and Tahachapi Projects, and 75 basis points for the Rancho Vista Project.


� The California Public Utilities Commission has appealed the Incentive Order to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in Public Utilities Commission of the State of California v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Case No. 08-1261 (D.C. Cir.).


� See Southern California Edison Co., 122 FERC ¶ 61,187, at P 27 (2008).





