BEFORE THE ARKANSAS PUBLI C SERVI CE COWM SSI ON

IN THE MATTER OF THE | MPLEMENTATI ON OF )
ACT 1556 OF 1999, OTHERW SE KNOWN AS THE) DOCKET NO. 99-117-A
"ELECTRI C CONSUMER CHO CE ACT OF 1999" )

SECOND REPORT AND
PROPOSED ACT 1556 TI MELI NE

Comes now the Executive Director ("Director") of the Genera
Staff of the Arkansas Public Service Conmission ("Staff") and for
t he Second Report and Proposed Act 1556 Tineline ("Second Report")
pursuant to Order No. 1 states:

1. Order No. 1, entered by the Conmi ssion on May 11, 1999,
directed the Director to initiate and coordinate an informnal
col | aborative process for the purpose of developing and filing: 1)
a proposed Act 1556 tineline reflecting all tasks that must be
acconplished by the Conmission and appropriate dates for the
initiation and conclusion of each detailed task, and 2) the
identification of all formal docketed proceedi ngs which should be
initiated by the Commission in 1999, identified by docket style,
docket designation, and purpose and scope, along with a procedura
schedul e for each docket.

2. On June 10, 1999, the Director submtted a First Report
and Proposed Act 1556 Tineline ("First Report"”) to the Comm ssion
Inthe First Report, the Director anticipated that the First Report

woul d need to be nodified and updated in the future to add nore



detail on the tinmeline and the tasks that the Conmi ssion nust
acconpl i sh.

3. Accordingly, the Director hereby subnits this Second
Report. Attached hereto are the following docunments which
suppl emrent the Second Report:

(a) Attachnment 1. Chart showi ng tasks to be acconplished by

the Comm ssion, including docket style, docket designation,

statutory reference, statutory requirenents, schedule, and
pur pose and scope;

(b) Attachnment 2: Tineline showi ng Act 1556 activities; and

(c) Attachnent 3: Procedural schedul es for conpany-specific

unbundl i ng dockets.

4, The First Report identified five distinct tracks of
activities (rul emakings, consuner education, rate and unbundling
filings, stranded cost deterninations, and market power anal yses)
whi ch i ncluded nunmerous activities and called for various types of
dockets (rul emaki ngs, generic proceedings to establish filing
requi rements and other guidelines, and proceedings specific to a
particular utility or utilities). This Second Report updates both
the activities and the anticipated schedules for those activities
and notes the reasons for the revisions.

5. The revisions to the five tracks of activities identified
by Staff are as foll ows:

TRACK |: RULEMAKI NGS.




Staff originally proposed that six different rul emaking
proceedi ngs be established to develop the rules required by
Act 1556. Staff is now recommending that there be seven
proceedi ngs because of a regrouping of the wvarious
rul emaki ngs. Previ ously, one docket included distribution
rul es, reliability standards, and consuner protection
requi renents, and anot her docket included rules for ESPs and
aggregators, electronic data exchange, and interconnecti on.
The rules for ESPs and aggregators are now conbined with the
distribution rules, reliability standards, and consuner
protection requirements because of the overlap of subject
matter, and the title changed to Electricity Provider Rules.
El ectronic data exchange and interconnection are now both
assi gned separate dockets.

These seven rul emaki ng proceedi ngs are identified on the
rul emaki ng track shown in Attachnent 1. The seven proceedi ngs
and the changes since the First Report are as foll ows:

(1)t Affiliate rules and requlations for functionally

separ at ed busi ness activities and standards of conduct -

The procedural schedule is revised pursuant to Order No.

! These nunbers and letters correspond to nunbers and
letters on Attachnment 1



8. The suggested order date is revised.?

(2) Licensing requirements for energy service providers

("ESPs") and aggregators - The suggested order date is

revised. ?

(3) Electricity Provider Rules - The scope of the docket

is expanded to include rules for ESPs as well as
di stribution conpani es because a significant relationship
bet ween nany i ssues for distribution conpani es and ESPs
was identified as work started on rules devel opnent.
Joi ning the two tasks provides efficiencies in devel opi ng
the rules sinmultaneously. The title and docket style are
revised to reflect the expanded scope. The procedural
schedule is also revised because of the conplexity and
volunme of the issues. The suggested order date is
revi sed. ?

(4) Rules for Interconnection to Transmi ssion and

Distribution Facilities - The subject is split fromthe

previously recomended docket because t he i nt er connection
rules do not have any relationship with the electronic

data exchange rules with which they were previously

2 The tinme for the suggested order date (six weeks after
hearing) is nmade uniformfor all rul enakings and generic dockets.
G ven the interdependence of the proceedings and the need to
mai ntain the |ogical sequence of the proceedings, this timng
provi des the best possible opportunity to neet the statutory
deadline for retail open access.



coupl ed, nor are they needed to support the devel opnent
of these other rules. A new procedural schedule allows
devel opnent of other rules dockets before starting
devel opnent of i nterconnection rules. The suggested order
date is revised.?

(5) Rules for Electronic Data Exchange - The subject is

split from the previously reconmended docket for the
reasons stated above. The procedural schedule is
condensed sonewhat to provide market participants the
maxi rum tinme to develop, inplenent, and test the
necessary data processing systens to facilitate retai
open access, while allowing sufficient tine to analyze
the large volunme of information that will be provided.?
The suggested order date is revised.?

(6) Revision of the Conmission’s existing rules - The

procedural schedule is revised so as to follow all other

31t may be possible to segregate and prioritize issues in
the docket to provide certain decisions in an earlier tinme frame
than the proposed procedural schedul es indicates. For exanple,
it may be possible to adopt the specific data transfer nethods
and the proposed transaction sets and data dictionaries on a
faster tine frane. This may provide parties with the ability to
devel op the proprietary systens necessary to acconmnodate those
requi renments. The Conmission may al so be able to identify the
m ni nrum requi renents that those systens nust include. The
earlier such decisions can be made, the nore ti ne narket
participants will have available to devel op the necessary
information systens to acconmpdate the el ectronic data exchange
necessary to support retail open access.
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rul emaki ngs (except #7 below). The suggested order date
is revised.?

(7) Conpilation of the electric service rules - The

procedural schedule is revised so as to follow all other
rul emaki ngs. The suggested order date is revised.?

TRACK [1: CONSUMER EDUCATI ON

The docket styl e and designati on and t he purpose and scope are
revised to reflect a rulemaking instead of a generic docket,
if needed. A statutory reference is added. The procedural
schedul e is del eted because the need for the docket is stil
uncl ear.

TRACK 111:RATE AND UNBUNDLI NG FI LI NG5

(1) Functional Unbundling of Rates and Tariffs

(A) Reference to Order No. 8 which adopted generic
gui del i nes.

(B) Currently approved procedural schedules are
referenced for the conpany-specific dockets
pursuant to the scheduling orders in each
docket and attached as Attachnent 3.
Conpani es may be required to file additional
unbundl ed tariffs consistent with findings on
conpetitive services and standard service
package (Track IIl, Itens 3 and 4).

(C© The statutory reference and requirenments are



(2)

(3)

revi sed. The proposed Affiliate Rules are
ref erenced because of the proposed requirenent
for filing by conpanies of their functional
unbundl i ng pl ans.

(D) No changes.

Recovery of Transition Costs

(A) Reference to Oder No. 6, which adopted
gui del i nes.

(B) Pursuant to Oder No. 6, initial conpany
filings will be made between 1/1/01 and
4/ 30/ 01.

(O Pursuant to Order No. 6, filings for annua
revieww || be throughout the recovery peri od.

Conpetitive Services (Title changed from Custoner

Servi ces).

(A) A generic proceedi ng has been added to address
whet her any customer services should be
decl ared conpetitive, before any functional
unbundl i ng gui del i nes or reporting
requi renents are devel oped. The schedul e
proposes that the Conmission identify, inits
order opening the docket, the issues to be
addressed. The proposed schedul e allows for a

Commi ssi on order before conpanies have to file
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(4)

(B)

(O

Requi

mar ket power studies and Standard Service
Packages, because of the inpact on those
filings.

The scope is expanded to include functional
unbundling guidelines as well as reporting
requi rements. The procedural schedule is
revised to follow the generic determ nation
made in the precedi ng docket (see (A) above).
The suggested order date is revised.?

I ndi vi dual conpany schedules should be
consistent with the generic guidelines and
schedul e.

renents for Standard Servi ce Package

(A

The statutory reference and requirenents are
revised. The schedule is revised to allow
i ncorporation of Commission findings in the
Conpetitive Servi ces docket , to al | ow
incorporation of Standard Service Package
findings into the proposals on Market Power,
and to allow tinme for the conpanies to design
and file (and for the Staff to review and the
Commission to approve) a standard offer
service to accommodate an open enroll nment

period of six (6) nmonths before retail open
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access.

(B) I ndividual conpany schedules should be
consistent with the generic guidelines and
schedul e.

TRACK |V: STRANDED COST DETERM NATI ONS

The docket styl e and designati on nowrefl ect one docket, since
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. (EAl) was the only conpany to file a
notice of intent to seek recovery of stranded costs. The
statutory reference and requirenents are clarifiedthroughout.
The schedul e notes EAl's actual filing date of the notice and
references Staff's Reconmendati on on Scheduling fil ed January
24, 2000, which recommends that the Conmi ssion enter an order
declaring that EAl's application for approval of proposed
nmet hods for valuation of stranded costs shall be filed after
EAl's market power study, filed in conpliance with the
gui del i nes approved by the Commission, is evaluated and any
appropriate mtigation neasures inplenented.

TRACK V: MARKET POWNER ANALYSES

(A) Further detail has been added to the procedural
schedul e for the generic proceedi ng.

(B) A range of schedules for conpany-specific filings
has been added. This schedule is needed to allow
time for mitigation, if necessary, before retai

open access, and to allow incorporation into



Ent ergy Arkansas' stranded cost determ nation.

9. Because of the dynanic nature and | arge nunber of these
proceedi ngs, along with a tinetabl e whi ch extends over a nmulti-year
period, the Director may revise this report as necessary to refl ect
the nost accurate information possible.

WHEREFORE, t he Executive Director of the General Staff submits
this Second Report and Proposed Act 1556 Tinetable pursuant to
Order No. 1.

Respectfully submtted,
Sandra L. Hochstetter
Executive Director

CGeneral Staff of the Arkansas
Publ i c Servi ce Comm ssi on

By:

Glbert L. dover

Staff Chief Counsel

Val eri e F. Boyce

Staff Attorney

1000 Center Street

P. 0. Box 400

Little Rock, AR 72203-0400
(501) 682-2047

CERTI FI CATE OF SERVI CE

I, Valerie F. Boyce, hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Second

Report of the Executive Director has been served on all jurisdictional electric
utilities, AEEC, the AG and other interested parties by forwardi ng the same by
electronic mail, facsimle, or first class nmail this 3rd day of February, 2000.

Val erie F. Boyce
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