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Staff Question-1
Ref: Rate Generator Model, Tab 4 Billing Det. for Def-Var
Ref: Rate Generator Model, Tab 15 RTSR Rates to Forecast
A portion of Tab 4 and Tab 15 are reproduced below:
Tab 4 – Billing Det. for Def-Var

Tab 15 – RTSR Rates to Forecast

OEB staff notes that there were several formula errors in Tab 4, Cell C30 and Tab 5,
Cells J39 & 40, 45, 50 & 51 & 56.
OEB staff has made the necessary corrections to the Rate Generator Model and
provided it along with these questions.
Please confirm Branford Power’s acceptance of the revised model.
BPI Response:
BPI confirms the model provided by OEB staff is consistent with BPI’s expectation and
the figures presented in the Application document. Many of the formulas in question are
run through macros and not available for BPI to view/review. The outcomes in the
model provided by OEB staff were consistent with those in BPI’s version of the model
as it was uploaded in August. BPI notes, a further version of the model with changes
proposed as a result of these OEB Staff Questions will be provided shortly.
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Staff Question-2
Ref: 2020 IRM Model, Tab 20 – Bill Impacts
OEB staff notes that the % change in the impact of RTSRs for the “Connection and/or
line and Transformation Connection” on every rate class exceeds 4% (from -4.64% to 5.36%).
a) Please explain the reasoning for the change in RTSRs.
BPI Response:
BPI believes the RTSR deceases are driven by a decrease in wholesale billings (units)
between 2018 and 2019 leading to a decrease to the wholesale billings to be collected
throughout 2021. BPI notes that 2021 Uniform Transmission Rates have not yet been
released and therefore the wholesale billings forecast is based on unchanged rates (as
compared to 2020- current year rates). Should the wholesale rates be updated to
increase (as expected), the % impact of RTSRs may change.
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Staff Question-3
Ref: Account 1595 Analysis Workform, Tab 1595 (2017)
Ref. EB-2016-0058, Decision and Rate Order, November 24, 2016
A portion of reference 1 is reproduced below:

OEB staff is unable to reconcile the principle balance of ($2,778,621) and carrying
charges of balances for the line item “Total Group 1 and Group 2 Balances excluding
Account 1589 – Global Adjustment” to the amounts approved for disposition as per the
OEB’s decision in EB-2016-0058.
a) Please reconcile the two figures and make any updates, as necessary.
BPI has included a screen shot, below, from BPI’s Settlement Proposal
underpinning the Decision and Order in EB-2016-0058.
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In the table above, the total GA Disposition (Account 1589) is Principal of
$1,613,940 + Interest of $24,341 for a total disposition of $1,638,281.
The total amount for disposition is a Principal Amount of (1,164,681) + $49,905
Interest Amount for a total disposition of ($1,114,776).
This results in a non-1589 Disposition of ($2,778,621) in principal plus $25,564
of interest for a total non-GA disposition of ($2,753,057).
Principal Amount
$
1,613,940
Account 1589
-$
Total Disposition
1,164,681
Total Disposition less 1589 -$
2,778,621

Interest Amount
$
24,341
$
49,905
$
25,564

Total Disposition
$
1,638,281 (A)
-$
1,114,776 (B)
-$
2,753,057 C=A-B

BPI notes there is a small discrepancy in the allocation of 1589 Balance between
Class A and (non-RPP) Class B in when reviewing the table above and the DVA
Model supporting the Decision and Order in the 2017 COS. As shown in the table
below, the overall 1589 balance is consistent between the two documents, as
well as the amount included in the Account 1595 Workform.
2017 COS Decision/Settlement Agreement
Total 1589 Disposition
1,638,281 Table 26
Class A 1589 Disposition (included above) 81,377 Table 26
Class B 1589 Disposition
1,556,904
2017 COS Settlement- DVA Model
Class B 1589 Disposition
1,557,844 Tab 5
Class A 1589 Disposition
80,437 Tab 5a
Total 1589 Disposition.
1,638,281
Difference in Total 1589 Disposition
Difference in allocation to Class A/B
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-$
-$

0
940

Staff Question-4
Ref: A portion of IRM Rate Generator, Tab 6, Section 3a - Class A Consumption
Data is reproduced below

a) Customers #1 & 6
With respect to Customers #1 and #6, please confirm the accuracy of the Nonloss Adjusted billing determinants for both customers for the period of January to
June 2018, given the large variance between those figures and the ones reported
in July to December 2018.

BPI has reviewed the customer’s data for both customers #1 and 6 and confirms
the accuracy of the non-loss adjusted billing determinants reported in Tab 6,
Section 3a – Class A Consumption Data.

b)

With respect to Customer #12, please explain why cells H63 and H64 for January
to June 2018 have been left blank.
Customer 12 began service in October 2018 therefore the non-loss adjusted bulling
determinants reported for the period of January to June 2018 was intentionally entered
as zero and is accurate.
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Staff Question-10
Ref: GA Analysis Workform, GA 2019 tab
Under Note 5 – Reconciling items of the GA 2019 tab, Brantford Power included the
following item #9:
9

Over estimate unbilled revenue from 2018

$ (484,889)

Removing over estimated
unbilled revenue from 2018?

a) Please confirm that the ($484,889) overestimate from 2018 was reversed in
the GL in 2019 – i.e. a debit of $484,889 was included in the 2019
Transactions in the Year of $3,024,393.
BPI confirms that the overestimate in unbilled revenue was reversed in the 2019 GL and
the Transactions in the year of $3,024,393 includes the reversal.
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Staff Question-11
Ref: GA Analysis Workform, GA 2018 and GA 2019 tabs
Under Note 5 – Reconciling items, Brantford Power noted the following loss factor
variances for 2018 and 2019:
2018

$ 287,382

2019

$ 1,870

Variance between the loss factor used for billings (based on
2017 COS) and calculated actual losses
Variance between the loss factor used for billings (based on
2017 COS) and calculated actual losses

a) Given that there was no large year-over-year change in consumption, please
explain the large variance between 2018 and 2019 loss factor variances.
BPI used somewhat different approaches in the calculations for 2018 and for 2019. In
both cases, the non-RPP Class B monthly kWh losses were estimated and then
multiplied by the posted GA rate for the month. The following are the differences in how
this was accomplished:
Billed Losses
• For 2018, the billed losses were assumed to be 3.2%, which is in line with BPI’s
billing loss factor for secondary-connected customers. With 2018 billings
occurring in the prior billing system, BPI is unaware of any report in that system
which would have calculated the actual billed loss factor for non-RPP Class B
customers.
• For 2019, as a result of new reports from the new billing system, BPI was able
to calculate the actual loss factor billed for non-RPP Class B customers.
Because some customers in this group are billed using the loss factor for
primary metered customers, a lower billed loss factor was used.
Actual Losses
• For 2018, the actual line losses were calculated on an annual basis, consistent
with the calculation of losses in the RRR. This actual annual loss percentage
was applied to each of the months as the “true line losses”.
• For 2019, the monthly actual line losses were calculated based on internal
reports. This approach allows for the same month’s monthly estimated losses to
be applied to the GA pricing for a given month.
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