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REPLY TO: Jessica Saunders 
        FILE NO.: 37462-001 
 
        Writer’s Direct Line: (204) 926-4182 
                                                                                                                                  Email: jsaunders@myersfirm.com 
 
February 21, 2014 

***VIA Email and Regular Mail*** 
The Public Utilities Board  
400-330 Portage Ave. 
Winnipeg, MB R3C 0C4 
 
Attention: Hollis Singh, Secretary  
 
Dear Sir: 

 
Re: Manitoba Hydro’s motion regarding the evidence of  

 Whitfield Russell Associates (“Whitfield Russell”)  

filed by the Manitoba Metis Federation (“MMF”)  

 
 

The MMF is in receipt of Manitoba Hydro’s motion dated February 18, 2014 and is providing a 

written answer in response to this motion in accordance with section 22(4) of the Public Utilities 

Board (“PUB”) Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Rules”). While not requested in Hydro’s 

motion and as indicated in our previous correspondence, the MMF would request that the Board 

direct this motion be heard and disposed of in writing, without an oral hearing.  

 
Procedural note 

 

Based on our reading of PUB Rule 22(2) on motions, a motion must contain a clear and concise 

statement of the facts, the order or the decision sought and the reasons for such an order or 

decision. A number of facts have been referred to in various paragraphs of Manitoba Hydro’s 

motion and for ease of reference, we would prefer to include a brief statement of facts and a 

summary of the decisions the parties are seeking, to assist in considering our response to this 

motion. We will then provide our response to Hydro’s grounds for its motion in the numerical 

order provided and offer our comments on other matters as brought forward by Hydro. We have 
also highlighted documents the MMF is submitting in support of our response in accordance 

with Rule 22(5).1   

 

                                                
1 For ease of reference, we have included as Schedule “A” to this response, all of the Rules being 
referred to.   
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Statement of facts  

 

The MMF applied for intervener standing in the NFAT in the prescribed form and by the 

deadline of May 14, 2013 and provided oral submissions regarding its application at the first 

pre-hearing conference of the NFAT held on May 16, 2013. The PUB provided the MMF 

intervener standing in PUB Order 67/13 to speak to the following as referenced in the NFAT 

terms of reference (“TOR”): 

 

(a) The impact on domestic rates; 

(b) Financial and economic risks; 

(c) Socio-economic impacts and benefits of Manitoba Hydro’s Preferred Development Plan2 

and alternatives to Northern and Aboriginal communities; 

(d) Macro-environmental impacts of the PDP compared to alternatives; and 

(e) Whether the PDP is the highest level of overall socio-economic benefit to Manitobans.3  

 

(Referred to as “in-scope items” for MMF’s consideration in its intervention)  

 
In the MMF’s submissions leading up to the PUB’s decisions regarding approval of interveners’ 

proposed consultants and budgets, firstly in Order 92/134 and additionally in Order 127/135, the 

MMF did not indicate how it proposed to consider the in-scope item of financial and economic 

risk and what consultants would be hired to provide this evidence on behalf of the MMF as 
these details were not yet known.  

 

Once these details were known, the MMF informed the PUB on November 12, 2013 of its desire 

to have Whitfield Russell Associates (“Whitfield Russell”) provide evidence on in-scope items for 
MMF’s consideration and that the MMF proposed to provide this evidence within the budget 

already approved by the PUB. The PUB approved the involvement of Whitfield Russell on 

November 20, 2013 to assist the MMF in “issues that have been determined to be in scope for 

MMF”. The MMF provided an additional submission to the PUB on January 30, 2014 providing a 
scope of work and budget for additional funding to be provided for the evidence of Whitfield 

Russell and on February 5, 2014, the PUB provided its approval of a portion of the proposed 

budget. The MMF filed the report on February 12, 2014 and Hydro filed the motion herein on 

February 18, 2014.   
 

At issue in the motion and as dealt with in this response to the motion, is whether or not portions 

of evidence filed by the MMF’s consultant, Whitfield Russell, in respect of the above in-scope 

item (b) financial and economic risks, should be stricken from the record for dealing with matters 
that are ‘out of scope’ of the terms of reference.  

   

 

 

                                                
2 Note on references to Hydro’s Preferred Development Plan – is also referred to as the “PDP” or the 
“Plan”. 
3 Page 28 of Order 67/13 – http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/nfat/67-13.pdf. 
4 See decision on MMF at page 10 – http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/nfat/92-13.pdf 
5 See decision on MMF at page 7 – http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/nfat/127-13.pdf 
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Decision sought by Hydro 

 

Hydro is seeking to strike from the written evidence of Whitfield Russell, those sections 
indicated in the first paragraph of its motion. For ease of reference, we have included these 
sections and attached them to this submission as Schedule “B”.6 Hydro is also seeking to avoid 

paying for the costs of Whitfield Russell’s report as an additional sanction. Alternatively, Hydro 

indicates that if the MMF is allowed to maintain the evidence in question, then additional 
evidence as outlined in Hydro’s motion should be heard.  

 
Decision sought by the MMF  

 
In response, the MMF seeks for the PUB to dismiss Manitoba Hydro’s motion in its entirety and 

decide not to strike from the evidence of Whitfield Russell, those sections as outlined by Hydro 

in its motion. In response to Hydro’s alternative argument, the additional evidence outlined by 

Hydro can be appropriately addressed in the normal course in submitting rebuttal evidence 
which is something that Hydro, as the Applicant in these proceedings, is entitled to do.   

 

Alternatively, if the PUB at this time, will be reviewing the portions of Whitfield Russell’s report 

as called into question by Hydro, the MMF would seek to have the written and oral evidence of 
Whitfield Russell heard and that any determinations on the part of the PUB regarding whether or 

not the evidence of Whitfield Russell is in-scope for the NFAT, be determined in the course of 

hearing the evidence in public hearings. Further, that determinations on the weight the PUB will 

give to such evidence, be reserved and spoken to in the PUB’s final report.  
 
Response to Hydro’s grounds for its motion 

 

Overview 

 

The terms of reference note assertions made by Manitoba Hydro that, “the Plan will provide 

significant benefits to Manitobans” and that the value proposition of the Plan “is justified on a 

very broad basis”. Further, that it is “the best development option when compared to 

alternatives”.7 These are significant assertions by Manitoba Hydro.  The point of the NFAT is 

that they should be tested.  In order to test these assertions, interveners such as the MMF, need 

to be able to provide evidence to the PUB (that can then be tested by Hydro) that provides the 

PUB, as well as all Manitobans, with comfort that Hydro’s claims have veracity and substance.   
Attempting to exclude relevant, in-scope evidence, will not achieve that goal. This is what 

Manitoba Hydro is attempting to do and the PUB should reject this attempt.   

 

Having reviewed the Plan and completed the information request process in the NFAT, the 
MMF has aimed to assist the PUB in considering the Plan and provide a unique perspective in 

speaking to particular in-scope items that the PUB has identified for MMF’s consideration.  The 

evidence of Whitfield Russell examines Hydro’s Plan and completes a thorough analysis of the 

financial and economic risks of the Plan when compared to Alternatives. While this evidence 
discusses Bipole III as it relates to the project components of the Plan and alternatives, it does 

                                                
6 In Schedule “B”, the sections not being called into question by Hydro have been stricken through. The 
sections in question have been left blank for ease in reading.  
7 Page 1, NFAT Terms of Reference http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/nfat/TermsOfReference-Ap25.pdf 
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not consider Bipole III as a project component in and of itself as is specified in the terms of 

reference8.  

 
With respect, and for the reasons that will be discussed in greater detail below, the MMF 

believes that any independent review that does not consider a $3.3 billion transmission line that 

is necessary for the implementation of the Plan would undermine the credibility of this NFAT 

review on the Plan as a whole. Contrary to Manitoba Hydro’s assertions, considering Bipole III 
as a part of assessing the Plan does not equate to undertaking an NFAT on Bipole III or a 

hearing on whether Bipole III is truly needed for reliability. This type of contextual evidence is 

needed for the PUB to undertake a credible review of a Plan in which Bipole III is a fundamental 

and necessary part. 
 

(1) Portions of Whitfield Russell’s evidence are not “out of scope” 

 

The terms of reference for the NFAT on page 4 read as follows: 
 

The following items are not in the scope of the NFAT:  
- The Bipole III transmission line and converter station project; (emphasis added) 

 

Hydro refers to this section of the TOR and argues that the portions of WRA evidence deal 

explicitly with the Bipole III transmission line and that this evidence is out of scope. There are 

two competing views of what exactly is being referred to in the TOR. Hydro is of the view that 
any mention of Bipole III, whatsoever, is out of scope. The MMF notes that there is a distinction 

between considering Bipole III as a project in and of itself where questions posed on the merits 

and purposes of Bipole III are fully tested and considering Bipole III as it relates to in-scope 

items of the TOR.  
 

In PUB Order 119/139, handed down after the first round of information requests, the PUB 

directed Hydro to answer IRs posed by the Independent Expert Consultants (“IECs) that among 

other things, dealt with the outputs of Bipoles I, II and III as well as information on incremental 
costs for Bipole III, Keeyask and Conawapa10. The PUB found that this information was relevant 

to Hydro’s ability to deliver on its export commitments – a matter that was in-scope for 

consideration by the IECs. The PUB further ordered11 that Hydro did not have to answer IRs 

posed by the Consumers’ Association, Manitoba (“CAC”) as the questions related to the level of 
cost contingencies and capital cost estimate for Bipole III and were found to be out of scope12.    

 

The PUB’s direction in Order 119/13 indicates that there is a distinction between discussions of 

Bipole III as it relates to matters that are in-scope for the NFAT and discussions of Bipole III as 
a project component in and of itself. As will be set out in further detail below, the MMF submits 

that the discussions of Bipole III in Whitfield Russell’s evidence are relevant and in-scope items 

for consideration in the NFAT.  

 

                                                
8 Page 4, NFAT Terms of Reference  
9 Pages 10-11 Order 119/13 http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/nfat/119-13.pdf 
10 See Information Requests – PUB-105 (a)-(c) http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/nfat_information_requests.html 
11 Pages 11-12 Order 119-13  
12 See Information Requests – CAC-195 (a)-(c) 
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MMF’s comments on the portions of Whitfield Russell’s evidence called into question by 

Hydro 

 
While there is much comment on the purported “partisan” agenda on the part of the MMF and 

many rhetorical questions posed by counsel, Manitoba Hydro provided very little consideration 

of the specific sections it is moving to strike. As such, we have included for the PUB’s 

consideration, our comments on how the proposed sections relate to in-scope items of the 
terms of reference. 

 

In summary, the PUB in this proceeding is analyzing "alternatives to" the Plan, which includes 

Keeyask in 2019, Conawapa in 2026, Bipole III and enhanced interconnections to the United 
States.  The PUB's analysis encompasses impacts of financial risk. Although Bipole III was 

positioned front and center in the Clean Environment Commission (“CEC”) hearings on Bipole 

III, Keeyask, Conawapa and enhanced interconnections to the United States were not. The 

CEC proceeding focused on the environmental impacts and transmission reliability associated 
with delivering Hydro's existing Northern Hydro generation – other than Keeyask and 

Conawapaa – to Manitoba consumers.   

 

The CEC’s inquiry did not encompass a broad range of engineering, financial and ratemaking 
issues associated with developing Keeyask and Conawapa for export. Although the CEC 

addressed enhanced interconnections to the United States as an alternative to Bipole III, it did 

so only in combination with massive blocks of unneeded in-Manitoba gas-fired generation and 

long-term firm power purchases from the United States. Keeyask and Conawapa were not front 
and center in the CEC but were instead addressed only in passing. The ability of Manitoba 

Hydro to deliver the output of Keeyask and Conawapa by means of Bipole III was positioned by 

Hydro for consideration by the CEC only as a nice ancillary benefit in the remotely possible 

event that Keeyask and/or Conawapa were developed later. 
 

Now, however, Keeyask and Conawapa are front and center in this NFAT as components of a 

detailed engineering and financial review of Manitoba Hydro's preferred total long-term system 

plan. The clear link between Keeyask and Conawapa, on the one hand, and Bipole III, on the 
other, has crystallized. That link has become inextricable in terms of system engineering, 

impacts on ratepayers and financial risk. The facts underlying the PUB's inquiry, differ 

substantially from those before the CEC, and the scope of the PUB's inquiry into the nature and 

range of the impacts of Bipole III has been expanded beyond the issues addressed by the CEC. 
 

In the NFAT, the PUB must consider the rate impacts of NOT building Keeyask and Conawapa, 

and as part of that consideration, the PUB would be remiss not to address the question of 

whether enhanced interconnections to, and imports from, the United States can meet the 
reliability need that  Manitoba Hydro originally asserted could be fulfilled by Bipole III and, if so, 

the question of whether Bipole III can be deferred or cancelled, thereby further reducing the 

burden on Manitoba ratepayers and risks to their power supply.  It is those questions, on which 

Whitfield Russell’s report is focused in its discussion of Bipole III, the MMF submits, are highly 
relevant for the PUB’s consideration in the NFAT.  
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(2) The terms of reference and MMF’s submissions regarding the evidence of Whitfield 

Russell 

 
Manitoba Hydro submits that the MMF cannot unilaterally ignore or amend the terms of 

reference to include matters that are explicitly excluded. Hydro notes that the Minister 

determined the relevant matters for consideration in the TOR and we would note that the PUB 

has considered the discussion of Bipole III as it relates to relevant matters in the TOR in Order 
119/13. In submitting this evidence, the MMF endeavored to adhere to the requirements of the 

TOR and Order 119/13. Rather than ignoring or attempting to amend the TOR as Hydro 

suggests, the MMF submitted this evidence after careful consideration and with full regard for 

and particular attention to the TOR and Order 119/13.  
 

Hydro references a number of the MMF’s submissions regarding its proposed evidence and the 

evidence of Whitfield Russell. Hydro has already had the opportunity to fully express these 

concerns in responses to MMF’s proposals regarding its evidence and the PUB has already 
provided its approval of the MMF’s submissions. The MMF proposed and has submitted a report 

that provides an analysis of the financial and economic risks of the Plan and alternatives which 

is a relevant matter for consideration in the NFAT.  

 
(3) Leave of the PUB is not needed to call this evidence      

 

As referred to above, the Minister determined the relevant matters for consideration in the TOR 

and the PUB has considered the discussion of Bipole III as it relates to relevant matters in the 
TOR in Order 119/13. Leave of the Public Utilities Board to file the evidence of Whitfield Russell 

is not required, as this evidence has been filed in accordance with the TOR and Order 119/13. 

The MMF would note that Hydro did not suggest that the PUB seek leave of the Minister after 

the PUB made its decision on the discussion of Bipole III in Order 119/13.  
 

(4) It is not unfair to hear the evidence of Whitfield Russell  

 

To clarify, the discussion of Bipole III as a reliability project in Whitfield Russell’s report, has 
been provided in response to Hydro’s discussion of “The Bipole III Reliability Project” in Chapter 

5, The Manitoba Hydro System Interconnections and Export Markets, of Hydro’s Business 

Case. In response to Hydro’s insistence that Whitfield Russell’s evidence speaks to the merits 

of Bipole III and its purpose in meeting Hydro’s reliability needs, mentions of “reliability”, “need” 

or “deferral” of Bipole III in Whitfield Russell’s report, do not speak to the merits of Bipole III as a 

project in and of itself. Rather, as has been set out in the above sections, this discussion is 

based within the analysis of the financial and economic risks of the Plan when compared to 

alternatives.  
 

As outlined in the statement of facts, financial and economic risks of the Plan and alternatives 

has been an issue of interest to the MMF since the very first pre-hearing conference in the 

NFAT. Once the MMF reviewed Hydro’s Business Case, completed the first round of 
information requests and reviewed the PUB’s Order 119/13, the MMF sought the expertise of 

Whitfield Russell in speaking to this issue. The MMF submitted its proposals regarding the 
evidence of and funding for Whitfield Russell in accordance with the Rules and direction 

provided by the PUB, and all of the parties in the NFAT were copied on same.   
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This is a matter that has not only been considered by the MMF, but has been considered by 

other parties and remains open for consideration by other parties to some extent. For instance, 

the IECs have considered the costs associated with Bipole III and Hydro’s ability to deliver on its 

export commitments. Parties had the ability to expand on the analysis started by the IECs in 

asking information requests of IECs on its analysis in this regard. In addition, other participants 

will have the opportunity to ask information requests of, and cross examine Whitfield Russell on, 

this evidence as well as refer to the information obtained in the pre-hearing and hearing stages 
of the NFAT in final submissions if they so choose. Manitoba Hydro, as the Applicant in this 

process, has the ability to file rebuttal evidence immediately before the commencement of 

hearings and without any further information requests on that evidence from the other parties.  

 
As a result of the foregoing, the MMF submits that the other parties, particularly Manitoba 

Hydro, will not be unfairly disadvantaged if this evidence is allowed to proceed. Further, there 

will be opportunities for parties to consider the matters discussed in Whitfield Russell’s evidence 

in the pre-hearing and hearing stages of the NFAT. 
 

In addition, Manitoba Hydro argues that it is unfair to the public, to allow the evidence of 

Whitfield Russell to be heard. We find this argument particularly troubling coming from Hydro, 

as the Applicant in these proceedings, that is on one hand, boldly asserting that the Plan is the 
best development option when compared to alternatives and on the other hand, is vehemently 

opposed to a thorough analysis of the financial and economic risks of the Plan compared to 

alternatives.  

 
The terms of reference speak to the need for the NFAT to be held in public and that participation 

by the public is welcomed. Even certain information that is considered to be commercially 

sensitive, is to be made available in a particular form as there is to be a balancing of the need to 

protect commercially sensitive information with the need for evidence to be presented in a 
transparent and public manner. Similarly, as financial and economic risks of the Plan have been 

included for consideration of the PUB in the terms of reference, one would expect that the public 

is entitled to a thorough analysis of same. Committed to this end, the MMF is of the view that 

the public will benefit from hearing the evidence of Whitfield Russell and engaging in the 
important discussions that may result.  

 

(5) The CEC did not test or make any determinations on Bipole III’s reliability need or 

undertake a NFAT on Bipole III  

 

The MMF is of the view that the consideration of Bipole III is relevant to the financial and 

economic risks of the Plan compared to alternatives which is an in-scope item for consideration 

in this NFAT and is the focus of our submissions in response to Hydro’s motion. However, since 
Hydro has made statements regarding the CEC’s consideration of Bipole III, we feel the need to 

provide further clarification of these matters as have been brought up by Manitoba Hydro. 

 

The MMF believes that all parties familiar with the CEC hearings on Bipole III, can agree that an 
NFAT has not been conducted on Bipole III. Prior to the commencement of its hearing on Bipole 

III, the CEC sought clarification from the Minister as to whether or not the terms of reference, 
were to include an NFAT review. The Minister clarified that the terms of reference did not 

include instruction for the CEC to conduct an NFAT on Bipole III. These letters have been 
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attached to this submission as Schedule “C”. The MMF, while greatly concerned that there has 

not been an NFAT review of a $3.3 billion transmission line, is fully aware and accepts that this 

hearing is not a NFAT review of Bipole III.   
 

Similarly, the “reliability” need for Bipole III was not addressed or determined in the CEC 

hearing. Contrary to Manitoba Hydro’s assertions, the CEC Chair made it very clear at the 

beginning of the Bipole III hearing that issues with respect to the reliability need were not within 
the CEC’s review. The following testimony from the CEC hearing is relevant to this: 

 
· The Chairman: We would see that whatever Manitoba Hydro presents under the rubric of NFAAT 

would be by way of background. As we have noted, it will not be tested, given the Minister’s 

direction on our terms of reference. It is also something that we will not, as a result, be providing 

any advice to the Minister in respect of.13 

 

· Mr. Meronek: …For example, when Mr. Bedford mentioned reliability, is that off the table in the 

sense that – is the Commission going to be making recommendations or rendering any advice to 

the Minister with respect to whether the Bipole III is needed from a reliability point of view, or is it 

a given that Bipole III will be build, it is just a matter of where?......14 

 

· The Chairman: We see those as being off the table.15 

 

While some evidence with respect to the “reliability need” of Bipole III was provided in the 

hearings, participants were limited in their ability to test this evidence, and, more importantly, the 
CEC made no finding or determinations with respect to that evidence. In effect, Manitoba 

Hydro’s claims on this front have been left untested based on the manner in which the Manitoba 

Government has scoped the various reviews before the PUB and the CEC. 

 
With that said, the MMF is in no way suggesting that the PUB hear the evidence of Whitfield 

Russell as a sort of last minute NFAT review of Bipole III. These comments are offered in 

response to Manitoba Hydro’s mention of the Bipole III hearings before the CEC. The MMF 

submits that the consideration of Bipole III in Whitfield Russell’s evidence is relevant and 
necessary to the financial and economic risks of the Plan compared to alternatives which is in-

scope for this NFAT.  

 
(6) Selective references to WRA evidence  

 

Sections of Whitfield Russell’s evidence are quoted by Hydro without reference to the full text. 

These quotes were included as part of the analysis of the financial and economic risks of 

Hydro’s Plan when compared to alternatives. Hydro suggests that hearing the evidence of 
Whitfield Russell would be a waste of time. While we are not sure what Hydro envisioned when 

it first asserted that its Plan provided, “the best development option when compared to 

alternatives”, by we would hope that an NFAT review of its Plan would allow for the terms of 

reference to be given the full consideration that is required. 
 

                                                
13 Lines 14-21 on page 52, Transcript of CEC Pre-Hearing on Bipole III dated September 11, 2012.  
14 Lines 20 -25 on page 62, and line 1 on page 63.  
15 Lines 6-7 Page 63.  
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MMF’s comments on PUB’s authority to award costs 

 

Manitoba Hydro argues that as an additional sanction, it should not be made to pay the costs 
associated with Whitfield Russell’s evidence. As Hydro is aware, upon hearing the submissions 

of the MMF and Hydro on the proposed budget for Whitfield Russell’s evidence, the PUB 

provided its approval of a budget for Whitfield Russell in its decision as set out in its 

correspondence of February 5, 2014. Hydro does not have the ability to seek to avoid to pay for 
these costs. It had the ability and exercised that ability, to provide comments to the PUB on 

MMF’s submission.  

 

Additionally, in accordance with the Rules and the NFAT billing protocol, Hydro will have the 
opportunity to make submissions on 30% of intervener budget amounts being held back 

pending final approval of the PUB at the conclusion of hearings. Hydro and all other parties, 

must adhere to and respect, the PUB Rules and processes that the PUB has put in place for the 

funding for parties in the NFAT.  
 
MMF’s comments on the credibility of Whitfield Russell  

 

Manitoba Hydro argues that the MMF has encouraged Whitfield Russell to “revisit” Bipole III and 

that this is in furtherance of “patently partisan objectives”. In accordance with the PUB’s 

approval of MMF’s proposal on the involvement of Whitfield Russell, the MMF asked Whitfield 

Russell to complete an analysis of the financial and economic risks of the Plan when compared 

to alternatives. In preparing the report, Whitfield Russell reviewed Hydro’s Business Case, 

responses from Hydro to parties’ information requests, and other documents related to issue of 

financial and economic risk in the NFAT.  

 

Whitfield Russell is a highly qualified expert that has provided analyses in all areas of electric 

utility regulation. Whitfield Russell Associates' professionals have appeared as regulatory and 

litigation expert witnesses on electric utility planning, operations, contracts and rates before 

State and federal courts and agencies in more than 30 States in the United States, the District 

of Columbia, and three Canadian Provinces, including an NFAT Review before the Public 

Utilities Board here in Manitoba. It is utterly offensive for Manitoba Hydro to suggest that the 

evidence prepared by a highly qualified expert like Whitfield Russell and submitted by the MMF 

in accordance with the in-scope items for its consideration, is “partisan”.    

 
Conclusion 

 
The evidence of Whitfield Russell relates to relevant matters that are in-scope for consideration 

by the PUB.  The MMF respects the mandate provided by the Minister for this NFAT and has 

been grateful for the opportunity to assist the PUB in accomplishing its task in providing 

recommendations to the Minister. In furtherance of this, the MMF remains primarily focused, in 
contributing to the important analysis being undertaken by all parties involved in the NFAT.  

 

  
 
 



10 

 

 

For the reasons as set out herein, the MMF is of the view, that the PUB should decide not to 

grant the decision sought by Hydro and that Hydro’s motion be dismissed in its entirety. If you 
have any questions or if you would like to discuss this further, please call or email and we will be 

sure to respond at our earliest opportunity.  

 

 
Yours truly, 

 
MYERS WENBERG LLP 

 

Per: “Sent Electronically”  

 

JESSICA SAUNDERS 

JMS/ra 

 

 
cc. R.F. Peters and Sven T. Hombach, Board Counsel, Fillmore Riley LLP 

 Douglas A. Bedford, Patricia J. Ramage and Marla D. Boyd, Manitoba Hydro 

 Registered Interveners   

 
att. Schedule “A”: Sections of Rules being referred to 

 Schedule “B”: Portions of WRA evidence being called into question 

 Schedule “C”: Letters of the CEC and the Minister re: CEC Terms of Reference  

   
  

 

  
 

 

 

 
































































