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October 15, 2019 

 

Ontario Energy Board 

P.O. Box 2319 27th Floor 

2300 Yonge Street 

Toronto, Ontario M4P 1E4 

 

Attention: Ms. Judy But 

Regarding: OEB Staff Interrogatories – EB-2019-0050 

 

Dear Mrs. But, 

 

Please find attached accompanying responses to OEB Staff questions in the above 

proceeding.  

Should the board have questions regarding this matter please contact Adam Giddings 

at agiddings@lusi.on.ca or Dereck Paul at dpaul@lusi.on.ca 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

 

 
 

Adam Giddings, CPA CA 

Manager of Regulatory Compliance and Finance 

Lakefront Utilities Inc.  

 

Cc: Dereck C. Paul 
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Staff Question-1 

Ref: 2020 IRM rate generator model, Tab 1 

Pre-amble: 

Lakefront Utilities provided the following responses in Tab 1. OEB staff has boxed in red 

the responses that require clarification: 

 

Questions: 

a. Please revise the rate setting option to “Price Cap” as it is currently showing 

“Annual IR Index”. 

 

b. The following questions relate to questions 2 and 3: 

Please explain why Lakefront Utilities selected “2016” as the last year in which 

Accounts 1588/1589 and remaining Group 1 balances were disposed.  

 

This appears to be inconsistent with past OEB decisions for Lakefront Utilities, 

summarized as follows: 

 

o In the 2017 COS proceeding (EB-2016-0089), group 1 DVA balances 

were disposed as of December 31, 2015.  

o In the 2018 IRM proceeding (EB-2017-0057), Lakefront Utilities withdrew 

the request to dispose of its 2016 group 1 DVA balances. A third party 
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audit on Account 1588/1589 balances up to December 31, 2017 (including 

2016 and 2017 balances) was required to be submitted in the next rates 

proceeding.  

o In the 2019 IRM proceeding (EB-2018-0049), the OEB did not approve the 

disposition of group 1 DVA balances as of December 31, 2017 and 

ordered a second audit to confirm accuracy of Account 1588/1589 

balances. 

 

If “2016” was provided in error, please confirm whether the selection should be 

“2015”. If not, please explain. 

 

c. Lakefront Utilities’ response to question 6 confirms that there were no Class A 

customers during the period in which Account 1580 balances accumulated. 

However, Lakefront Utilities provided 2017 Class A consumption for partial year 

Class A customers in Tab 6.2a of the IRM rate generator model. Please review 

accuracy of the selection to question 6 in Tab 1.  

 

d. Please confirm whether Lakefront Utilities’ selection as a “transmission 

connected” distributor was correct, as OEB staff understands the distributor is 

fully embedded in Hydro One’s distribution system.  

 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) 2020 IRM rate generator model was updated to “Price Cap”.  

 

b) Lakefront updated Question #2 and Question #3 on Tab 1. Information Sheet to 

“2015”. 

 

c) Lakefront Utilities updated Question #6 on Tab 1. Information Sheet to “Yes”.  

 

d) Lakefront Utilities updated Question #7 on Tab 1. Information Sheet to “Fully 

Embedded”.  
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Staff Question-2 

Ref: 2020 IRM rate generator model, Tab 6 (Class A consumption) 

 Application, Section 3.2.5.2, p. 21 

Pre-amble: 

OEB staff identified the following issues with respect to the classification of transition 

customers and the presentation of full-year Class A volumes in Tab 6. 

• There are discrepancies in the classification of customer #9 in Tables 3-a and 3-

b.  

• It is unclear whether customer #11 was a transition customer in 2017 or 2018. 

• Table 3-b requires full-year Class A volumes to be aggregated by rate class and 

not by customer. 

Questions: 

a. For customer #9, please confirm whether this customer is classified under the 

“GS 50 to 2,999 kW” or “GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW” rate class. In Table 3-a, 

customer #9 is classified under “GS 50 to 2,999 kW”, but in Table 3-b, it is shown 

as “GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW”. Please confirm the correct rate classification for 

customer #9 and revise Tables 3-a and 3-b, accordingly. 

 

b. In the application, Lakefront Utilities stated it had 10 customers that transitioned 

from Class B to A for global adjustment in 2017. There was no mention of any 

customers that transitioned in 2018.  

 

i. Please clarify whether customer #11 was a transition customer in 2018. If 

yes, please provide the Class B volumes for the periods: January to June 

2017, July to December 2017, and January to June 2018 in Table 3-a.   

ii. If customer #11 was not a transition customer in 2017 or 2018, please 

explain why it was included in Table 3-a. 

iii. Please correct the class a/b selections for customer #11 in Table 3-a.  

 

c. Please review the response provided in cell 487 of Tab 6 and populate the full-

year 2018 Class A volumes (kWh and kW) by rate class in Table 3-b.  

 

d. As Lakefront Utilities indicated it had 10 transition customers in 2017, please 

provide the respective 2016 volumes for these transition customers in Tab 6 of 

the IRM rate generator. Please also confirm that the 2016 data provided in Tab 6 

is consistent with RRR filings.  
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Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront confirms that Customer #9 in Table 3-a should be classified under GS 

3000 to 4999 kW”. Table 3-a has been updated.  

 

b) Lakefront clarifies that customer #11 was a transition customer in 2018. Class B 

volumes for customer #11 was entered for the periods January to June 2017, 

July to December 2017, and January to June 2018 in Table 3-a. The correct 

Class A/B selections were updated for customer 11 in Table 3-a.  

 

c) Lakefront reviewed the response provided in cell 487 and left as “11”. The full-

year 2018 Class A volumes were updated in Table 3-b. 

 

d) The 2016 volumes for the transition customers were updated in Tab 6 of the IRM 

rate generator and confirms the data provided in Tab 6 is consistent with RRR 

filings.  

Lakefront notes that the transition customer (customer #11) did not start operations 

until May 2017 and therefore consumption data for 2016 and January to June 2017 

is minimal.  
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Staff Question-3 

Ref: 2020 IRM rate generator model, Tab 6.2a (CBR) 

Pre-amble: 

In Tab 6.2a, Lakefront Utilities did not provide data in Cell E19 “total consumption, less 

WMP” for the 2017 year. However, RRR 2.1.5 shows 235,405,060 kWh for 2017.  

An extract is re-produced below: 

 

Questions: 

a. Please confirm whether 2017 kWh volumes should be 0 (Cell E19 of Tab 6.2a) 

boxed above, when RRR 2.1.5 shows 235,405,060 kWh. Please update the rate 

generator model accordingly. 

b. If Tab 6.2a should include 2016 kWh volumes based on your response to 

Question-1 c) above, please provide the volume data and confirm that the 2016 

volumes entered into the green shaded cells are consistent with RRR filings. 

 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront confirms that the 2017 kWh volume should be 235,405,060 kWh and 

Tab 6.2a in the rate generator model has been updated.  

 

b) Tab 6.2a should include 2016 kWh volumes and Lakefront has updated Tab 6.2a 

and confirms that the volumes entered are consistent with RRR filings.  
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Staff Question-4 

Ref: 2020 IRM rate generator model, Tab 12 (RTSR Historic) 

Pre-amble: 

In Tab 12, it appears that Line Connection and Transformation Connection revenues 

were switched, as the historic sub-transmission RTSR rates were highlighted in red.  

An extract is re-produced below: 

 

Question: 

Please revise the entries for Line Connection and Transformation Connection, and 

confirm that the rates calculated are consistent with Hydro One Sub-transmission rates 

billed for the respective periods.  

Lakefront Utilities Response 

Lakefront has revised the entries for Line Connection and Transformation Connection 

and the confirms that the rates calculated are consistent with Hydro One Sub-

transmission rates billed for the respective periods.  
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Staff Question-5 

Ref: 1595 workform, Tab 2016 

EB-2016-0089, Settlement Proposal 2017 COS EDDVAR Model, Tab 2 (DVA 

Continuity Schedule) 

Pre-amble: 

OEB staff identified the following issues in Tab 1595 (2016): 

• The residual balance from both components of the 1595 (2016) account balance: 

1) total group 1 balance (excluding 1589) and 2) account 1589 (GA) have 

exceeded 10% of the approved amounts for disposition. However, the supporting 

tables populated in step 3 only relate to the riders to recover group 1 DVA 

balances. 

• The rate rider “RSVA – Global Adjustment” was not selected (in step 2). 

• Lakefront Utilities explains that its billing system revenues agree with the total 

rate rider dollars collected and returned. However, there is a significant difference 

between actual and forecast load in calculating the GA rider for the GS 3,000 to 

4,999 kW rate class, which raises questions regarding the accuracy of either the 

billing determinants used to calculate the rate riders or the actual billing 

determinants for this specific rate class. 

Questions: 

a. Please confirm that Lakefront Utilities recovered the Account 1589 GA balance 

through a separate rate rider. If yes, please confirm whether the “Group 1 DVA 

account (excluding GA) – non WMP” rate rider (per step 2) was selected in error.  

 

An extract from step 2 showing the rate rider selection of “Group 1 DVA account 

(excluding GA) – non WMP” is boxed below: 

 

 
Please revise the rate class selection to “RSVA – Global Adjustment” as 

appropriate, and re-populate the table in step 3.  

 

b. In the step 3 tables for both rate rider groups, actual billed consumption was 

40,390 kW for the GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW class in 2016. However, forecast 

consumption for the GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW class was approved to be 80,916 kW 



Page 10 of 25 

 

to dispose of the group 1 DVA balance (excluding GA) and 80,896 kW to dispose 

of the GA balance in 2016. 

 

An extract of the step 3 tables from 1595 (2016) is re-produced below:  

 

 
 

i. Please explain why the 2016 actual billed consumption for the GS 3,000 to 

4,999 kW class was significantly lower than originally forecast for each of 

the two rate riders.  

 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront confirms that it recovered the Account 1589 GA balance through a 

separate rate rider. Lakefront also confirms that the “Group 1 DVA account 

(excluding GA) – non WMP” rate rider was selected in error.  

 

Lakefront has revised the rate class selection to “RSVA – Global Adjustment” 

and re-populated the table in step 3.  

 

b) Lakefront confirms that the actual billing determinants for the rate class GS 3000 

to 4999 kW is correct. Lakefront confirms that the forecast load used in 

calculating the rate rider in EB-2015-0085 of 80,894 kW has since been revised 

in Lakefront’s RRR filing. This is further evidence by the actual amount used in 

EB-2019-0050 of 42,405 kW. 
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Staff Question-6 

Ref: Application, p. 20 

1595 workform, Tab 2012 

EB-2011-0250, Decision and Order, Proposed Settlement Agreement, p. 43 of 

104 

EB-2016-0089, Settlement Proposal 2017 COS EDDVAR Model, Tab 2 (DVA 

Continuity Schedule) 

Pre-amble: 

Lakefront Utilities is seeking to dispose of its residual debit balance of $99,264 from the 

1595 (2012) account balance. As noted in the application, Lakefront Utilities seeks to 

dispose of this residual balance in 1595 (2013) as the IRM rate generator model did not 

include the applicable line for 2012.  

Although the residual balance is within +/-10% of the approved balances for disposition, 

OEB staff seeks clarification on the accuracy of the principal amounts included in the 

1595 (2012) workform.  

An extract of 2012 approved amounts by rate class is shown in the 2017 COS EDDVAR 

model: 

 

An extract of the entries in 1595 (2012) are shown below: 
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Questions:  

a. Please confirm whether there were explicit approvals in the 2012 COS 

Settlement Agreement (EB-2011-0250) on the principal and carrying charges by 

account. If yes, please provide the specific reference and list the approvals by 

account.  

 

b. For the principal and interest balances entered into 1595 (2012): 

i. Please confirm accuracy of the approved amounts entered into the 1595 

(2012) workform.  

ii. Please reconcile the approved balances in the 1595 (2012) workform to 

what was approved by account.  

 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront Utilities referenced “Lakefront_SettlementProposal_20120426” – 

specifically page 44. 
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http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2011-

0250&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400 

 

Lakefront also used file “Amended 2012 EDDVAR CoS Filing Final-1” filed 

December 5, 2011 as part of EB-2011-0250. The file lists the specific principal 

and carrying charges by account.   

 

The breakdown of principal and interest for accounts 1521 and 1562 were 

difficult to obtain, however the totals of $21,303 and $416,305 agreed to the table 

provided above. The breakdown for accounts 1521 and 1562 were obtained from 

Lakefront’s 2013 IRM filing: 

 

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2012-

0144&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400 

 

 

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2011-0250&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2011-0250&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2012-0144&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber=EB-2012-0144&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400
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b) Lakefront confirms that the amounts entered into 1595 (2012) workform are 

correct.  

 

A reconciliation of the accounts based on the information provided in a) is as 

follows: 

 

 
 

The total disposed of $1,206,165 and breakdown between Group 1 and Group 2 

of $1,090,741 and account 1589 of $115,424 agrees to the table provided in the 

Settlement Proposal for EB-2011-0250. Further, Lakefront confirms that the total 

principal of $1,148,772 and interest of $57,393 agrees to the General Ledger 

entry to record the disposition.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Account Description Principal Interest Total

1550 LV Variance Account (97,021) (4,387) (101,408)

1580 RSVA - Wholesale Market Service Charge (265,389) 1,765 (263,624)

1584 RSVA - Retail T ransmission Network Charge 25,510 893 26,403

1586 RSVA - Retail T ransmission Connection Charge 30,668 1,055 31,723

1588 RSVA - Power (excluding Global Adjustment) (432,018) 20,711 (411,307)

1590 Recovery of Regulatory Asset Balances 14,919 (14,627) 292

1595-2008 Disposition and Recovery of Regulatory Balances (2008) (3,552) 3,483 (69)

1508 Other Regulatory Assets - Sub-Account - Other 9,158 263 9,421

1518 Retail Cost Variance Account - Retail 43,281 1,865 45,146

1548 Retail Cost Variance Account - STR 36,223 4,894 41,117

1521 Special Purpose Charge Assessment Variance Account (21,125) (172) (21,297)

1582 RSVA - One-time 30,359 (11,772) 18,587

1562 Deferred Payments in Lieu of Taxes (362,549) (53,756) (416,305)

1592 PILs and Tax Variance for 2006 and Subsequent Years (49,420) 0 (49,420)

Total Group 1 and Group 2 excluding 1589 (1,040,956) (49,785) (1,090,741)

1589 RSVA - Power - Sub-Account - Global Adjustment (107,816) (7,608) (115,424)

Total Group 1 and Group 2 Balances (1,148,772) (57,393) (1,206,165)
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Staff Question-7 

Ref: 2020 IRM rate generator, Tab 20 (Bill impacts) 

Pre-amble: 

In the bill impact tab, the RTSR rate changes for all rate classes exceed 4% from the 

previous year. As indicated in Tab 20, an explanation should have been provided in the 

application. 

Question:  

Please explain the cause for the RTSR rate increases by rate class and quantify the 

reasons for the increase. 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

Distributors charge retail transmission service rates (RTSRs) to their customers to 

recover the amounts they pay to a transmitter, a host distributor or both for transmission 

services. All transmitters charge Uniform Transmission Rates (UTRs) approved by the 

OEB to distributors connected to the transmission system. Host distributors charge 

host-RTSRs to distributors embedded within the host’s distribution system. 

 

Lakefront Utilities is fully embedded within Hydro One Networks Inc.’s distribution 

system and is requesting approval to adjust the RTSRs that it charges its customers to 

reflect the rates that it pays for transmission services. 

 

As indicated in the below analysis, the total billed is based on the forecast of Hydro One 

charges, which is forecasted to increase by $153,233 for the Network Service Rate and 

$200,836 for the Line and Transformation Connection Rate.  

 

 

 

Rate Class Unit Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing Rate Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing Rate Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing

Residential kWh 74,204,111 $447,929 $0.0060 78,841,905 $499,918 $0.0063 6.25% 11.61%

GS<50 kW kWh 33,090,206 $183,638 $0.0055 36,225,611 $210,557 $0.0058 9.48% 14.66%

GS 50-2999 kW kW 310,016 $686,228 $2.2135 319,667 $747,770 $2.3392 3.11% 8.97%

GS 3000-4999 kW kW 39,865 $98,695 $2.4757 42,405 $110,944 $2.6163 6.37% 12.41%

USL kWh 636,920 $3,969 $0.0062 643,605 $4,217 $0.0066 1.05% 6.25%

Sentinel Lighting kW 126 $211 $1.6776 124 $220 $1.7728 -1.33% 4.27%

Street Lighting kWh 2,923 $4,880 $1.6695 2,923 $5,157 $1.7643 0.00% 5.68%

108,284,167 $1,425,550 116,076,240 $1,578,783 7.20% 10.75%

Network Service Rate

2019 Rates (2019 IRM) 2020 Rates (2020 IRM) Analysis
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Lakefront Utilities Inc. does not have control over the Hydro One charges and therefore 

cannot provide an explanation for the increased charges.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rate Class Unit Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing Rate Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing Rate Loss Adjusted Billed Forecast Wholesale Billing

Residential kWh 74,204,111 $355,038 $0.0048 78,841,905 $423,751 $0.0054 6.25% 19.35%

GS<50 kW kWh 33,090,206 $142,168 $0.0043 36,225,611 $174,420 $0.0048 9.48% 22.69%

GS 50-2999 kW kW 310,016 $538,804 $1.7380 319,667 $622,100 $1.9461 3.11% 15.46%

GS 3000-4999 kW kW 39,865 $81,722 $2.0500 42,405 $97,338 $2.2954 6.37% 19.11%

USL kWh 636,920 $3,421 $0.0054 643,605 $3,892 $0.0060 1.05% 13.77%

Sentinel Lighting kW 126 $173 $1.3717 124 $190 $1.5360 -1.92% 9.83%

Street Lighting kWh 2,923 $3,927 $1.3436 2,923 $4,398 $1.5045 0.01% 11.99%

108,284,167 $1,125,253 116,076,240 $1,326,089 7.20% 17.85%

Line and Transformation Connection Rate

2019 Rates (2019 IRM) 2020 Rates (2020 IRM) Analysis
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Staff Question-8 

Ref: Manager’s Summary 

In light of the fact that Lakefront Utilities indicated that it has fully implemented the 

OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance for Accounts 1588 and 1589, please 

confirm whether it is seeking approval for final disposition of its 2018 Group 1 DVA 

balances (which is an accumulation of the following years’ balance in 2016, 2017, and 

2018) as part of the current proceeding. 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

As indicated on page 20, section 3.2.5, Lakefront Utilities is seeing approval for final 

disposition of its 2018 Group 1 DVA balances.  
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Staff Question-9 

Ref: Manager’s Summary, p. 22 

Pre-amble: 

Lakefront Utilities confirms that it has implemented the OEB’s February 21, 2019 

accounting guidance related to Accounts 1588 and 1589. It further indicates that a 

review of the historical balances, results of the review, and adjustments had occurred in 

2017 during Lakefront Utilities’ special purpose audit. 

Questions:  

a. Please explain how Lakefront Utilities was able to ensure that it had fully 

implemented the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance during its 2017 

special purpose audit, when this accounting guidance was not available at that 

time.   

 

b. With respect to the process Lakefront Utilities employed in order to implement 

the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance: 

 

i. Please confirm that Lakefront Utilities went back to each transaction and 

RPP settlement that was completed in each of 2016, 2017 and 2018 and 

compared how those transactions were recorded at that time, under the 

existing methodology, to how they would have been recorded had they 

used the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance. 

 

ii. If not, please explain how Lakefront Utilities ensured that it appropriately 

implemented the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance across 

each month in 2016, 2017, and 2018. 

 

iii. Please provide the analysis that was used to quantify the adjustments 

required to 2016, 2017 and 2018 as a result of implementing the OEB’s 

February 21, 2019 accounting guidance. 

 

c. Is Lakefront Utilities confirming that the only adjustments that were required to 

the balances in Accounts 1588 and 1589 for 2016 and 2017 (as a result of 

implementing the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance) is limited to the 

adjustments presented in Baker Tilly’s special purpose audit report?  

 

d. What year were the adjustments from the special purpose audit actually recorded 

in Lakefront Utilities’ G/L? 
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e. As the adjustments in the Baker Tilly special purpose audit report only relate to 

2016 and 2017, were any adjustments required to 2018 as a result of 

implementing the OEB’s February 21, 2019 guidance? If so, please provide the 

amount of each adjustment and also explain the nature of such adjustments. 

 

f. Have the adjustments that relate to 2018 been reflected in the DVA continuity 

schedule provided in the current proceeding? If so, please indicate where they 

have been included. 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront clarifies that the revisions to its reconciliation process for Accounts 

1588 and 1589 that occurred during its 2017 special purpose audit mirrored the 

OEB’s accounting guidance issued in February 21, 2019 and therefore the 

accounting guidance issued by the OEB did not result in any adjustments to 

2016, 2017, and 2018.  

 

b) Lakefront confirms that it went back to each transaction and RPP settlement that 

was completed in each of 2016, 2017, and 2018 to ensure that the transactions 

were recorded in accordance with the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting 

guidance.  

 

As noted above, Lakefront’s revised processes implemented as a result of the 

2017 special purpose audit resulted in adjustments to Accounts 1588 and 1589. 

Implementing the OEB’s accounting guidance did not result in any additional 

adjustments to Accounts 1588 and 1589.  

 

c) Lakefront confirms that the only adjustment that were required to balances in 

Accounts 1588 and 1589 for 2016 and 2017 is limited to the adjustments 

presented in Baker Tilly’s special purpose audit report. Lakefront’s 

implementation of the OEB’s February 21, 2019 accounting guidance did not 

result in further adjustments.  

 

d) The adjustments from the special purpose audit were recorded in Lakefront’s GL 

in 2018.  

 

e) No adjustments were required to 2018 as a result of implementing the OEB’s 

February 21, 2019 guidance.  

 

f) No adjustments were required in 2018.  
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Staff Question-10 

Ref: GA Analysis Workform (Tabs 2016, 2017 and 2018) 

Pre-amble: 

For transparency purposes, the GA Analysis Workform submitted in the current year 

must correspond with the DVA continuity schedule.  

Questions:  

Please update each year of the GA Analysis Workform to reflect the following: 

a. Cell C62 in 2016 GA Analysis Workform, and Cell C64 in 2017 and 2018 GA 

Analysis Workforms must correspond to the transaction during the year as per 

the DVA continuity schedule. As they currently do not, please update 

accordingly. 

 

b. Audit adjustments recorded as principal adjustments in the DVA continuity 

schedule should be presented as such in the GA Analysis Workform of each 

year. Please update accordingly. 

 

c. The reversal of the above principal adjustments should be recorded in the GA 

Analysis Workform in the year in which these adjustments were actually booked 

in Lakefront Utilities’ G/L. 

 

d. In the GA Analysis Workform, Lakefront Utilities has proposed certain principal 

adjustments (such as the unbilled revenue accrual adjustment), however they do 

not appear to be reflected in the DVA continuity schedule. Please explain why 

they have been excluded. If they should be reflected in the DVA continuity 

schedule, please update accordingly. 

 

e. With respect to the unbilled revenue accrual differences (i.e Adjustment 2b in the 

GA Analysis Workform for each year), please provide an explanation in the 

space provided beside Adjustment 2b (for each year) that explains whether the 

year-end unbilled revenue accrual for the particular year was over- or 

understated. 

 

f. Please quantify and explain the difference between Lakefront Utilities’ actual 

system loss factor and the approved loss factor for 2016, 2017, and 2018. 

 

g. It is not clear why Adjustment 9 in each of the 2016, 2017 and 2018 GA Analysis 

Workforms are presented as reconciling adjustments between the OEB’s 
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expected GA calculation (in Note 4 of the GA Analysis Workform) and the actual 

GA for each year (Cell C62 for 2016 GA Analysis Workform, Cell C64 in the 2017 

and 2018 GA Analysis Workforms). Please explain. 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) GA Analysis Workform and DVA continuity schedule were updated accordingly to 

ensure that cell C62 in 2016 and cell C64 in 2017 and 2018 agree to the 

continuity schedule.  

 

b) The GA Analysis Workform was updated to reflect the audit adjustment.  

 

c) Reversal of above principal adjustments have been recorded in the 2018 GA 

Analysis Workform for 2018 which is the year in which these adjustments were 

actually booked in the Lakefront Utilities GL. 

 

d) The unbilled revenue items listed on the GA Analysis Workform are not principal 

adjustments and Lakefront has updated the GA Analysis Worform for 2016, 

2017, and 2018 to indicate that no principal adjustment is necessary on the DVA 

Continuity. The amounts included on Note 5, 2a and 2b are already included in 

the amount calculated as “$ Consumption of GA Rate Billed”. While preparing its 

own internal reconciliation, Lakefront segregates the amounts associated with 

unbilled revenue and records the amounts in 2a and 2b. Lakefront also notes the 

GA Analysis Workform balances to nil for 2016, 2017, and 2018, a further 

indication that no principal adjustment is necessary.   

 

e) As noted in d), the amounts aren’t unbilled revenue accrual differences. 

Lakefront notes the amounts listed in 2a and 2b for 2016, 2017, and 2018 have 

an immaterial impact on the GA Analysis.  

 

f) The difference between Lakefront Utilities actual system loss factor and the 

approved loss factor for 2016, 2017, and 2018 is as follows: 

 

 
 

Lakefront does not consider the above differences to be material and notes that 

the differences are consistent with other LDCs.  

 

Year Calculated Loss Factor Actual Loss Factor Difference

2016 1.0635 1.0565 0.70%

2017 1.0382 1.0441 -0.59%

2018 1.0440 1.0441 -0.01%
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g) Lakefront prepares an extensive monthly reconciliation process based on a 

usage download from CIS, Northstar. Lakefront’s process compares the data 

download from CIS, Northstar to the billed amounts in the appropriate GL.  

 

The amounts recorded in Adjustment 9 are the totals of unreconciled 

miscellaneous amounts between the data download and Lakefront’s GL. The 

totals are as follows: 

 

2016 - $3,135 

2017 - $8,277 

2018 - $15,422 

 

Lakefront notes the above amounts are immaterial and have an immaterial 

impact on the GA Analysis Workform.  
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Staff Question-11 

Ref: Appendix 4: GA Methodology Description 

a. Lakefront Utilities has not populated the tables in question 1 of the appendix. 

OEB staff believes that once the utility addresses OEB staff questions 6 and 7 

above, there will be amounts that need to be populated within these tables.  

Please update accordingly. 

 

b. In the response provided to question 11 (i.e. questions on CT 1142), Lakefront 

Utilities has indicated that they settle with the IESO based on actual consumption 

that it pulls from Northstar: 

 

i. Does Lakefront Utilities bill consumption on a calendar month 

basis? 

 

ii. Is Lakefront Utilities indicating that its Northstar system is capable 

of providing actual consumption for a particular month (RPP and 

Non-RPP) by the fourth day following the month end (i.e. all of 

January’s actual consumption is known by the fourth day of 

February). 

 

iii. Lakefront Utilities indicates that although it settles on actual 

consumption, it still performs a monthly true-up, but the resulting 

amounts are immaterial.  Does Lakefront Utilities still record these 

monthly true-ups in its G/L? If no, please provide each monthly 

true-up for 2018.   

 

iv. What was the true-up that was required related to Lakefront 

Utilities’ December 2018 settlement with the IESO? 

 

c. In the response provided to question 12 (i.e. questions on CT 148), please clarify 

the following: 

i. Does Lakefront Utilities initially accrue an amount in its G/L for CT 

148 prior to the receipt of the actual invoice from the IESO? 

Please explain. 

 

ii. Is Lakefront Utilities indicating that the monthly CT 148 charge 

from the IESO is split between RPP and Non-RPP using actual 

consumption for the particular month from Northstar? 
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Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) Lakefront notes that OEB Staff questions #6 and #7 did not result in any changes 

to the table in question 1.  

 

b) i) No, Lakefront Utilities does not bill consumption on a calendar month.    

 

ii) Yes, the consumption amounts provided to the IESO as part of Lakefront’s 

settlement process is from CIS Northstar and is the actual consumption for that 

particular month.  

 

iii) Lakefront confirms that the monthly true-up is recorded in the GL.  

 

iv) The true-up required related to Lakefront Utilities’ December 2018 settlement 

with the IESO was $1,623.16. 

 

c) i) No, Lakefront does not accrue an amount in its GL for CT 148 prior to the 

receipt of the actual invoice from the IESO.  

 

ii) Yes, the monthly CT 148 charge from the IESO is split between RPP and Non-

RPP using actual consumption for the particular month from Northstar.  
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Staff Question-12 

Ref: All models filed with 2020 IRM application 

a. Based on Lakefront Utilities’ response to the above questions, please re-file all 

applicable models, workforms, reports and/or appendices to reflect the updates. 

 

b. Please summarize all updates to the application, model(s) and/or reports 

submitted in this proceeding. 

 

Lakefront Utilities Response 

a) All applicable models, workforms, reports, and appendices have been refiled.  

 

b) Below is a summary of the updates to the application:  

 

 

 

OEB Staff Question Updates

Staff Question #1

a) Tab 1 - Rate-Setting Method updated to "Price Cap"

b) Tab 1 - Question #2 and Question #3 updated to "2015"

c) Tab 1 - Question #6 updated to "Yes"

d) Tab 1 - Question #7 updated to "Fully Embedded"

Staff Question #2

a) Tab 6 - updated customer #9 to GS 3000 to 4999 kW customer classification

b) Tab 6 - Class B volumes for customer 11 entered into Table 3-a

c) No change to model

d) 2016 volumes entered into Table 3-a and Table 3-b

Staff Question #3

a) Tab 6.2a - 2017 kWh volume entered

b) Tab 6.2a - 2016 kWh volume entered

Staff Question #4 Tab 12 updated. Amounts for Line Connection and Transformation Connection were switched.

Staff Question #5

a) Revised rate class selction to "RSVA - Global Adjustment" and re-populated the table in step 3.

b) No change to model.

Staff Question #6 No effect application, models, and reports. 

Staff Question #7 No effect application, models, and reports. 

Staff Question #8 No effect application, models, and reports. 

Staff Question #9 No effect application, models, and reports. 

Staff Question #10 Updates to GA Analysis Workfrom and DVA Continuity Schedule

Staff Question #11 No effect application, models, and reports. 

Staff Question #12 No effect application, models, and reports. 


