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CC/Daymark I-1 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 3.4 Page #: Daymark pp. 28–37, 92–93 

Topic: Demand-Side Management 

Subtopic: Selectable Energy Efficiency: Measure Selection and Load Forecast Integration 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report Table 3 (p. 34), residential air source heat pump (ASHP) and 
cold-climate ASHP measures are listed as Selectable Energy Efficiency programs but 
report "N/A" in the levelized cost of capacity column, indicating no winter peak capacity 
contribution. Dual-fuel heat pumps, which would deliver winter peak capacity through 
gas backup at low temperatures, are not included in the Selectable Energy Efficiency 
measure list. 

Question: 

a) The Selectable Energy Efficiency measure list (Daymark Table 1, p. 32) includes air 
source, cold-climate air source, and ground-source heat pumps but does not include 
dual-fuel heat pumps, which would deliver winter peak capacity through gas backup at 
low temperatures. Does the Selectable Energy Efficiency measure list — which scopes 
capacity-relevant Energy Efficiency around all-electric configurations only — reflect best 
practice for capacity-relevant Energy Efficiency selection? 
 
b) Did Daymark assess the integration between Selectable Energy Efficiency programs 
that include fuel switching from natural gas to electricity (Daymark § 3.4) and the load 
forecast's projected growth in electric heating market share (Daymark Tables 16–17, pp. 
92–93), to verify there is no double-counting of heat pump adoption between Demand-
Side Management accounting and the load forecast electrification trajectory? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's view on the basis for Selectable Energy Efficiency measure 
inclusion and exclusion decisions, and the integrity of the integration between Energy 
Efficiency accounting and the load forecast's electric heating projections. 

Response: 

a) Unless specifically prohibited by policies, the addition of dual fuel heat pumps 
should be included as a resource option. A ’best practice’ is assuring that the IRP 
incorporates relevant public policy and PUB regulations. 

b) See response to PUB/Daymark I-4. Daymark’s understanding is that the process 
utilized for developing the parameters for Selectable Energy Efficiency programs 
and fuel switching avoids double-counting.  
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CC/Daymark I-2 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 3.5, § 6.2; Exhibit 
MH-05 (Dunsky DR MPS) 

Page #: Daymark pp. 41–46, 137; 
MH-05 p. 12 

Topic: Demand-Side Management 

Subtopic: Demand Response: Anchor to Load Projections and Tariff-Structure Sensitivities 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 3.5 (p. 41), demand response is modelled as 151 MW of 
existing Curtailable Rates Program capacity plus additional Demand Response 
programs from the Dunsky Demand Response Market Potential Study (Exhibit MH-05), 
totalling 312 MW by 2035 (per MH's response to CC/MH I-22). The Dunsky DR MPS 
states that it "employs the baseline peak demand forecast developed for the Efficiency 
Manitoba DSM Market Potential Study" (Exhibit MH-05, p. 12), a forecast that predates 
the MH IRP load projections. Daymark § 3.5.3 (p. 43) notes that the IRP does not test 
alternative Demand Response program designs or rate structures, including "the 
interruptible rate program, Critical Peak Pricing dynamic rates, or expanded C&I 
curtailment measures identified in the DR MPS." 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark assess whether the Dunsky Demand Response potential figures, 
anchored to the Efficiency Manitoba DSM Market Potential Study load forecast (Exhibit 
MH-05, p. 12), should have been re-derived against the IRP's own load projections 
(LP1, LP2, LP3) before being carried into the build-out target? What is Daymark's view 
on treating Demand Response as a fixed planning input while capacity imports, 
batteries, and supply-side resources are scaled to the higher load projections? 
 
b) Daymark § 3.5.3 (p. 43) and § 6.2 (p. 137) identify that the IRP does not test 
alternative Demand Response program designs or rate structures. Has Daymark 
estimated the magnitude of additional Demand Response potential foregone by carrying 
the Dunsky AMI-scenario figure (245 MW) without testing the underlying tariff-design 
assumptions in the IRP itself? Did Daymark recommend (or consider recommending) 
sensitivities on dynamic rate or time-of-use tariff variants, and if so, what did that 
recommendation comprise? 

Rationale for Question: 

To verify that the demand response capacity carried into the IRP build-out target is 
appropriately scaled to the load projections driving the IRP's resource needs, and to 
characterize the magnitude of foregone Demand Response potential resulting from the 
absence of tariff-structure sensitivities in the IRP modelling. 
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Response: 

a) Daymark did not make an assessment to determine the change in Demand 
Response resources that should have been modeled in the High Load scenarios. 
Even though Daymark did not conduct an assessment, Daymark would 
recommend this ‘calibration’ between Demand Response resource size and load 
forecast be incorporated into future IRPs. 

b) Daymark did not estimate the magnitude of demand response that could be 
realized if the implementation of AMI was assumed. Daymark did not make any 
specific recommendations on how to incorporate advanced rate designs other than 
include examples of rate design options that could be considered. 
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CC/Daymark I-3 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 4.4, § 4.5, § 4.7 Page #: Daymark pp. 56–72, 78–80 

Topic: Load Forecast 

Subtopic: EV Adoption Trajectory and Annual-to-Peak Translation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 4.7 (recommendation #5), Daymark recommends that 
"Manitoba Hydro should better document the process used to generate the assumptions 
regarding the forecast adoption rate of electric vehicles ..." and that "Manitoba Hydro 
should also shift the paradigm of the EV model to reflect the evolution of current consumer 
purchasing trends, rather than managing a path to meeting federal mandates." Daymark 
also observes that the EV adjustment process in MH's load forecast is "not clearly 
documented," and the methodological step that converts projected annual EV energy 
consumption (kWh per vehicle) into peak-coincident MW capacity is not described in the 
public IRP record. 

Question: 

a) What quantification or alternative trajectory does Daymark recommend for the 
consumer-behavior reference EV adoption forecast contemplated in recommendation 
#5? How does MH's policy-mandate-anchored EV adoption (reaching 100% in some 
scenarios) compare to peer utility and other-Canadian-province IRP assumptions 
Daymark has reviewed? 
 
b) What is Daymark's view on the methodological gap in MH's translation of annual EV 
energy consumption into peak-coincident MW capacity? Did Daymark probe the load-
shape assumptions underlying this conversion, and do the undocumented assumptions 
undermine the prudence record on EV-driven peak demand? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's recommended consumer-behavior reference trajectory for EV 
adoption, and Daymark's view on the methodological gap in MH's translation of EV 
energy assumptions into peak-coincident capacity demand. 

Response: 

a) Daymark does not recommend a specific alternative trajectory but rather an 
approach to provide a more nuanced and flexible forecast. Manitoba Hydro’s 
forecast assumes that the province will meet policy targets. As discussed in the 
report, using an econometric approach or Bass Diffusion model to define these 
adoption rates will allow Manitoba Hydro to generate a forecast that accounts for 
historical rates of EV adoption and any economic indicators that might influence 
these adoptions rates (such as EV prices or disposable income).  
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Daymark is aware of other Canadian utilities that use the Dunsky market potential 
model to inform EV forecasts. The structure of the model, which estimates the 
portion of new vehicle sales attributable to EV sales appears to be reasonable. 
However, forecasting approaches for EV growth vary significantly. Some utilities 
use forecasts generated by the Electric Power Research Institute or other third-
party providers to inform their EV forecasts. 

b) Daymark’s understanding is that the EV load shape assumptions in Manitoba 
Hydro’s forecasts are based on observed behavior of EVs on the system. Further 
explanation from Manitoba Hydro of how this data was collected and applied to the 
EV forecast is reasonable. 

 

  



 
Manitoba Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan  

Consumers Coalition (CC) / Daymark Information Requests 
May 8, 2026 

May 8, 2026 Page 6 of 34 

CC/Daymark I-4 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 4.4, § 4.5 Page #: Daymark pp. 56–72, 92–93 

Topic: Load Forecast 

Subtopic: Residential Fuel-Switching Modelling and Cross-Scenario Penetration 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 4 (Load Forecast review), Daymark identifies that MH does 
not include a stock-turnover model for residential heating, and describes MH's 
residential heating forecast as relying on survey data as a key input rather than solely 
using an econometric approach. Daymark Table 17 (p. 93) shows MH's forecasted 
cumulative penetration of electric heating, which moves modestly across the three load 
projections despite materially different decarbonization assumptions. 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark assess MH's residential heating fuel-switching modelling, including the 
absence of a residential existing-customer fuel-switching layer parallel to the LGS/SGS 
Bass Diffusion structure used for non- residential customers? What is Daymark's view 
on whether this modelling asymmetry is defensible given the policy-driven scale of 
structural change in heating decarbonization? 
 
b) What is Daymark's view on the modest cross-scenario variation in Table 17 
cumulative penetration of electric heating, despite the IRP's materially different 
decarbonization assumptions across LP1, LP2, and LP3? Does the limited variation 
reflect defensible electrification trajectory assumptions or a methodological constraint in 
MH's heating forecast? 
 
c) Did Daymark assess whether the suggestion to move from a bottom-up survey-based 
approach to a strictly econometric top-down approach for residential heating will serve 
MH in future planning processes, given that policy-driven structural change in heating 
decarbonization may not be well represented by historical patterns? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's analysis of MH's residential heating fuel-switching modelling, 
the cross-scenario penetration projections, and the choice between top-down 
econometric and bottom-up survey-based forecasting methodologies. 

Response: 

a) Daymark did not conduct the referenced analysis. There may be reasonable 
justifications for using differing modelling approaches across class; for example, a 
Bass Diffusion model may be preferrable for a class where fuel switching is a 
relatively novel phenomenon. However, Daymark did not analyze this question 



 
Manitoba Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan  

Consumers Coalition (CC) / Daymark Information Requests 
May 8, 2026 

May 8, 2026 Page 7 of 34 

specifically. Further consideration of this question would be appropriate in future 
IRPs. 

b) It is not clear that the modest variation is necessarily a point of concern, particularly 
as it refers to cumulative customers as opposed to incremental (new) customers. 
Given varying population forecasts in each scenario, these penetration rates 
should not be compared directly, but in the context of the population growth 
forecasts. Daymark recommends further consideration of various models and 
forecast components that may impact these penetration rates, but these 
penetration rates should be interpreted as outputs of the model, as opposed to 
inputs. 

c) Policy driven structural change is an uncertainty that is difficult to consider in any 
forecast, whether using a survey-based approach or an econometric approach. 
However, there are generally various approaches to accounting for this uncertainty 
in econometric models (such as the use of dummy variables to reflect policy 
implementation or continuous variables where applicable). Daymark did not 
perform an analysis considering the pros and cons of using either methodology. 
There may be reasons to retain the “bottom-up” approach; however, an effective 
econometric model may be a means for the Company to more efficiently conduct 
these forecasts. 
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CC/Daymark I-5 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 4, § 11.2 Page #: Daymark pp. 50–80, 207 

Topic: Load Forecast 

Subtopic: Reference Scenario, Forecast Errors, Baseline Divergence 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 4, Daymark observes that MH's econometric load forecast 
models have "reasonable" R² fits but produce load projections that diverge from 
historical patterns, and that MH constructed its IRP load projections by modifying input 
assumptions within the 2024 Electric Load Forecast (ELF) structure, producing IRP 
forecasts higher than the 2024 ELF baseline. Daymark recommendation #6 calls for 
"more rigorous reporting of forecast errors and performance." 

Question: 

a) Has Daymark identified which independent-variable forecasts in MH's regression-
based load forecast are driving the divergence between historical patterns and the 
projected load trajectories, despite the "reasonable" R² fits? What is Daymark's view on 
whether those independent-variable forecasts are themselves defensible? 
 
b) What is Daymark's view on the consistency between MH's two forecast products (the 
2024 Electric Load Forecast and the IRP load projections), given the systematic upward 
divergence of the IRP forecasts? What are the implications for the prudence review of 
resource decisions driven by the higher IRP forecast? 
 
c) Did Daymark assess the magnitude of the gap between MH's current forecast-error 
reporting and reporting robust enough for a regulatory proceeding, as contemplated by 
recommendation #6? What is Daymark's view on whether this gap should be 
characterized as a concern for prudence review given that MH is relatively new to the 
IRP process? 
 
d) Did Daymark backcast the MH load forecast model? If so, can Daymark identify the 
structural drivers that cause even the baseline projection to grow above historical 
averages? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's analysis of the structural drivers of the IRP load forecast's 
divergence from historical trends, the consistency of MH's two forecast products, and 
the possible prudence implications of the identified forecast-error reporting gap. 
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Response: 

a) Generally, Manitoba Hydro uses third-party sources to inform economic indicator 
variables collected from reputable providers. This approach is standard to utility 
forecasts. However, the reasonableness of these forecasts may be altered in each 
of the scenarios, where the Company adjusts the growth rates for each of these 
variables. As discussed in the report, Daymark recommended that multiple 
assumptions be reconsidered. See Daymark’s discussion on pp. 107-109 of the 
report surrounding economic growth assumptions and the associated 
recommendations on p. 117.  

b) The IRP scenarios were derived using the same modeling tools as the 2024 ELF, 
ensuring a consistency of tools and general methodology. As discussed in the 
report, Daymark believes that the Baseline and High load projections may 
overstate upside risk while understating downside risk relative to the 2024 ELF. 
However, given the 2023 Mandate Letter instructing Manitoba Hydro to consider 
potential impacts of several policies, some “upward divergence” should be 
expected. 

c) While Daymark performed preliminary analysis of forecast error, Daymark notes 
that Manitoba Hydro has introduced a new and more granular peak forecasting 
approach with its 2024 Electric Load Forecast – namely using hourly load profiles. 
Given this new methodology, forecast errors from prior vintages no longer provide 
insight on the performance of the peak forecast presented in this IRP. Further data 
is necessary to examine the performance of this modelling approach. 
Notwithstanding this lack of available data, the approach taken to update their peak 
forecasting methodology appears reasonable. 

d) Daymark did not “backcast” the forecasting models used by Manitoba Hydro. 
However, the Baseline projection assumptions are generally aligned with the 2024 
ELF, except for lower economic growth assumptions. As such, status quo 
assumptions in the 2024 ELF largely inform the growth rates in the Baseline 
projection. 

 

  



 
Manitoba Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan  

Consumers Coalition (CC) / Daymark Information Requests 
May 8, 2026 

May 8, 2026 Page 10 of 34 

CC/Daymark I-6 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report; IRP Appendix 5 Page #: Daymark pp. 97–99; IRP 
A5 pp. 46–49 

Topic: Decarbonization and Alternative Fuels 

Subtopic: DACCS Load Assumptions and Residual-Emissions Accounting in 2049/50 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report Table 23 (p. 99), the "Combustion Emissions" DACCS 
Assumptions for 2049/50 are presented for the Medium load projection only, with unit-
level emission source breakdowns including 118,715 passenger vehicles, 246,982 light-
duty trucks, and 30,690 heavy-duty trucks. The accompanying narrative (p. 98) states 
that "a similar structure is applied in the High projection, though with fewer emitting 
sources driven by higher electrification assumptions across the EV and Stationary 
Combustion sources," but the corresponding High-projection breakdown is not provided, 
and IRP Appendix 5 Table A5.13 (p. 46) reports only the aggregate combustion 
emissions total (5.7 Mt for High vs. 7.7 Mt for Medium). 

Question: 

a) Please provide the equivalent of Daymark Table 23 for the High Projection, including 
per-source unit counts (passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, medium-duty trucks, 
heavy-duty trucks, buses, off-road vehicles, railways, marine, aviation), per-unit 
emissions intensities, the avoided diesel/biodiesel and gasoline/ethanol offsets, and the 
decomposition of Incremental Stationary Combustion Emissions. 
 
b) For each of the Medium and High projections, please describe what MH shared as 
the basis for the residual-fleet assumptions, including what fraction of the current 
Manitoba vehicle fleet is assumed to remain unelectrified in 2049/50 and how those 
assumptions were reconciled with the higher electrification levels assumed in the High 
projection. 

Rationale for Question: 

To verify that the DACCS load assumption (~11,476 GWh in Medium and 7,558 GWh in 
High; Daymark Table 21) is internally coherent with each scenario's electrification 
pathway, and that the assumed residual vehicle fleet and stationary combustion sources 
are plausible 25 years out in a net-zero economy. 

Response: 

a) Below is table corresponding to the High Projection Combustion Emissions 
DACCS Assumptions in 2049/50. 
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EMISSIONS SOURCE UNITS 
ANNUAL EMISSIONS 
(tonnes CO2e/unit) 

EMISSIONS 
(tonnes CO2e) 

 Passenger Vehicles 112,436  3.898  438,229  

 Light Duty Trucks 208,030  3.898  810,817  

 Medium Duty Trucks 24,500  8.502  208,294  

 Heavy Duty Trucks 21,042  79.243  1,667,419  

 Buses 2,095  36.432  76,332  

"2022" Correction for Off Road Vehicles*  (3,943) 79.243   (312,457) 

Railways**    536,549  

Marine**    738  

Aviation**    445,132  

Avoided Diesel - Biodiesel (MMBtu) 674,900   (0.081)  (54,895) 

Avoided Gasoline - Ethanol (MMBtu) 14,314,932   (0.077) (1,101,786) 

Transportation Combustion Emissions Subtotal     2,714,372  

Incremental Stationary Combustion Emissions***    1,172,781  

Total Combustion Emissions     3,887,153  

DACCS Unit Energy Needs (GWh/1,000 tonnes CO2e)    1,944  

Total Combustion DACCS Energy Needs (GWh)     7,558,353  

*Corrects for observed 2022 emissions associated with ICE vehicles 

**Emissions based on observed 2022 emissions, held constant through the forecast period 

*** Emissions associated with gas usage, incremental to Emissions addressed by industrial CCS 

 

b) Assumptions for emitting vehicles are based on the Medium and High projection 
EV models. The units refer to the number of internal combustion engine vehicles 
expected to be operating in each year, calculated based on forecasts of new 
vehicles sales. The methodology corresponds to the methodology explained in 
Daymark’s report, with the portion of vehicles not expected to be EV or 
Hydrogen-powered contributing to the emitting vehicles forecast. 
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Higher electrification levels in the High projection led to lower emitting vehicles, 
as demonstrated in the response to part a above.  
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CC/Daymark I-7 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 5.4.10, § 5.5, § 
8.2.3 

Page #: Daymark pp. 130–134, 191 

Topic: Battery Storage Resource Modelling 

Subtopic: 350 MW Build Cap, Excluded Value Streams, T&D Deferral 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 5.4.10 (p. 130), Daymark describes MH's 350 MW battery 
storage maximum-build cap as "determined based on the difference between the 
average daily high and low demand levels during the winter, in order to ensure there are 
sufficient resources to recharge the battery each day," and notes that MH excludes T&D 
deferral, congestion relief, time-shifting, energy arbitrage, ancillary services, and 
customer-side services from battery valuation as "difficult to quantify or evaluate." 
Daymark § 5.5 (p. 132) recommends that battery storage assumptions "should be 
refined and expanded." 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark assess the rationale for labelling battery storage as "emerging 
technology" in MH's resource-screening framework, given commercial battery 
deployment levels in MISO and other North American systems? 
 
b) Did Daymark assess whether the 350 MW maximum-build cap reflects a self-limiting 
logic — battery deployment shrinks the daily demand spread, which by MH's own metric 
should reduce the future allowable cap — and whether the cap fails to update for the 
off-peak generation surplus created by other IRP resource additions (hydro 
enhancements, wind, imports)? What is Daymark's view on whether the cap is an 
unjustified constraint on storage selection? 
 
c) MH excludes T&D deferral, congestion relief, time-shifting, energy arbitrage, ancillary 
services, and customer-side services from battery valuation as "difficult to quantify or 
evaluate." Did Daymark assess this exclusion? Has Daymark or MH performed any 
shadow analysis quantifying these benefits? What specific T&D deferral analysis did 
Daymark recommend, given Daymark's observation that T&D deferral analysis was not 
performed for batteries? 
 
d) Daymark recommends that battery assumptions be "refined and expanded." What 
specific refinements does Daymark consider necessary, and what magnitude of effect 
on the Recommended Plan would Daymark expect from those refinements? 
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Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's assessment of MH's battery storage modelling constraints and 
value-stream exclusions, and the magnitude of effect on the Recommended Plan from 
Daymark's recommended refinements. 

Response: 

a) In most instances, Manitoba Hydro includes long-duration battery storage as an 
emerging technology (see, e.g. IRP Appendix 2, p. 21, IRP Appendix 6, pp. 58-
60). Daymark acknowledges that short-duration battery storage is listed under the 
“Emerging Technology Resources” header in IRP Appendix 6, p.2.  However, that 
designation does not have a practical implication on the analysis, as short-duration 
battery storage resources were modeled as a selectable resource in the 10-year 
development horizon. 

b) Daymark does not agree with the premise of the question, that the “maximum-build 
cap reflects a self-limiting logic.” Discharging the battery as a resource to meet 
peak load does not reduce the peak demand. Charging the battery during the 
lowest-demand periods does narrow the spread between daily high and low 
demand, but that narrowing would only be relevant to future incremental battery 
additions. 

c) In general, Daymark believes the 350 MW maximum build should be reevaluated 
as Manitoba Hydro begins deploying batteries and gains experience with resource 
operations. Manitoba Hydro should also consider the use of system imports as an 
option to charge batteries during periods with limited surplus daily energy. 

d) As noted in the preamble, Daymark acknowledged the potential benefits of battery 
storage that were not valued in the IRP analysis and recommended that 
assumptions should be refined. Daymark did not perform the “shadow analysis” 
referenced in the question and is not aware of similar analysis conducted by 
Manitoba Hydro. Daymark did not recommend a specific T&D deferral analysis to 
Manitoba Hydro.  

Daymark’s report includes multiple specific recommendations regarding changes 
to the consideration of battery storage, including additional sizes and durations, 
consideration of long-duration storage, and modeling structure. It is not possible to 
accurately predict the magnitude of the impact of such modifications on the 
capacity expansion results or the creation of the Recommended Development 
Plan, which is created using utility judgement and not solely based on model 
results. 
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CC/Daymark I-8 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report Executive 
Summary, § 5.4.8, § 5.5, § 8.3 

Page #: Daymark pp. 12, 124, 133, 
194 

Topic: Capacity Imports 

Subtopic: Premium Basis, Risk Pre-Screen Asymmetry, Sensitivity Standards 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 5.4.8 (p. 124), Daymark observes that MH's 20% cost 
premium on capacity imports relative to an aeroderivative CT "does not appear to be 
derived from market analysis or empirical evidence that market purchases would cost 
more than domestic alternatives." Daymark's Executive Summary notes that "the 
analysis did not fully consider the import capacity as an option to meet capacity needs 
and mitigate risk," and that "the interactions between these analyses may have 
inadvertently biased the results toward a higher-end build-out target." Daymark § 8.3 (p. 
194) further observes that "capacity is still available and sold among counterparties, 
even if at elevated prices." Daymark § 5.5 records that MH conducted a CT cost update 
sensitivity "in response to discussions with Daymark" that "showed a meaningful impact 
on capacity expansion results." 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark validate the 20% import cost premium against historical bilateral 
capacity contract prices, peer-utility benchmarks, or observed counterparty offers? What 
is Daymark's view on the premium compared to import-cost treatment in peer winter-
peaking systems? 
 
b) Capacity imports are excluded on a pre-screen risk basis, while in-province 
resources are not given the same pre-screen. Did Daymark assess this asymmetric risk 
treatment? If the same risk treatment were applied to every resource class, what would 
Daymark expect to change in the Recommended Plan? 
 
c) Did Daymark assess whether MH's IRP modelling reveals an implicit shadow price for 
the in-province preference; that is, the cost MH is willing to pay rather than rely on 
imports? Has Daymark or MH computed this shadow price, and what is Daymark's view 
on framing the in-province preference as a quantifiable economic choice rather than a 
categorical exclusion? 
 
d) Daymark prompted MH to run a CT cost update sensitivity (§ 5.5) that "showed a 
meaningful impact on capacity expansion results." Why did Daymark not prompt a 
parallel sensitivity for capacity imports, modelling expanded import use at higher cost 
and a relaxed MW cap, and documenting the impact on the Recommended Plan, given 
Daymark's own observation in the Executive Summary that import capacity was not fully 
considered as a risk-mitigation option? 
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Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's validation of the 20% import premium, the asymmetric risk pre-
screen treatment, and the rationale for not prompting a parallel sensitivity analysis on 
import costs equivalent to the CT cost sensitivity Daymark prompted. 

Response: 

a) No, Daymark did not independently validate the 20% cost premium for imports 
against historical data. Our understanding is that the 20% premium is not intended 
to represent expected import contract prices, but rather is a penalty intended to 
force the model to select import contracts as a last resort. 

b) Daymark did not specifically address the “asymmetric risk treatment,” as 
described. It is unclear what is meant by applying “the same risk treatment to every 
resource class.” Regardless, Daymark has not analyzed how the Recommended 
Development Plan would change with alternative risk screening for each resource. 

c) Daymark did not assess or compute an implied shadow price for an in-province 
preference, and Daymark is not aware if Manitoba Hydro has calculated such a 
shadow price. 

d) As a point of clarification, Daymark did not specifically request that Manitoba Hydro 
run a CT cost sensitivity. Daymark expressed its view that the reference CT costs 
appeared to be significantly below market prices, and Manitoba Hydro decided to 
conduct the sensitivity. See PUB/DAYMARK I-1. 
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CC/Daymark I-9 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 8.2.2 Page #: Daymark pp. 191–192 

Topic: Transmission and Distribution Cost Methodology 

Subtopic: Distribution Transformer Costs and Lower-Voltage Drivers 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 8.2.2 (pp. 191–192), Daymark describes MH's sub-
transmission and distribution planning cost methodology, with a focus on line cost 
components. 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark assess whether MH provided planning costs for distribution 
transformers in addition to line costs, given that lower-voltage transformer investment is 
often a significant cost driver on distribution systems? What is Daymark's view on 
whether the § 8.2.2 methodology adequately captures lower-voltage cost drivers, given 
distribution- investment patterns observed in U.S. utility rate proceedings? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish whether Daymark's review confirms that MH's § 8.2.2 distribution cost 
methodology adequately captures lower-voltage transformer investment as a significant 
cost driver. 

Response: 

No, Daymark did not analyze the drivers of distribution costs within this IRP. 
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CC/Daymark I-10 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 5.5 Page #: Daymark pp. 132–134 

Topic: CT Cost Update Sensitivity 

Subtopic: Sensitivity Output, FX Disclosure, and Plan Incorporation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 5.5 (p. 133), Daymark describes a CT cost update sensitivity 
that MH performed "in response to discussions with Daymark," which "showed a 
meaningful impact on capacity expansion results." The updated CT cost in the 
sensitivity is redacted in the public Daymark filing. MH's CT and combined-cycle cost 
assumptions in the capacity expansion analysis derive from US data sources (NREL, 
EIA, Lazard, LBNL) reported in 2024 CAN$, but the CAD/USD exchange rate 
assumption is not disclosed. 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark obtain the full output of the CT cost update sensitivity analysis, 
including the updated cost figure and the post-update Recommended Plan run? If the 
underlying cost figure is confidential, can Daymark identify the cost components (vendor 
source, year of estimate, scope of work) that would allow the public to evaluate whether 
the post-update cost reflects current market conditions? 
 
b) Did Daymark probe MH on whether the FX assumption is held flat across the study 
horizon? What is Daymark's view on the sensitivity of the Recommended Plan to a 
±10% FX swing? 
 
c) What is Daymark's assessment of the rationale for not incorporating the updated CT 
cost into the Recommended Development Plan, given Daymark's observations that the 
sensitivity "showed a meaningful impact on capacity expansion results" and that MH's 
assumption of declining CT/CC costs over time "contradicts recent market realities"? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish the public availability of the CT cost update sensitivity results, the FX 
assumption underlying MH's 2024 CAN$ cost figures, and Daymark's assessment of 
why the meaningful sensitivity result was not incorporated into the Recommended Plan. 

Response: 

a) Daymark obtained the output data from the capacity expansion model runs 
conducted for the sensitivity, including the cost figure, as well as a document 
summarizing the sensitivity and results. These materials were designated 
confidential by Manitoba Hydro. 
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b) Daymark’s understanding is that the foreign exchange rate is effectively held 
constant through the study period. In the case of resource capital costs, reference 
costs are established in 2024 CAD$ and escalated/de-escalated over time. 
Daymark does not expect that the Recommended Development Plan would be 
sensitive to a +/-10% change in foreign exchange rate due to the limited pool of 
resource options in the 10-year planning period, and the results of the Updated CT 
Cost sensitivity. 

c) While the impact of the sensitivity was meaningful, it did not result in large changes 
to the optimized resource buildout. Daymark does not have any insight on 
Manitoba Hydro’s rationale for the consideration of the results. However, Daymark 
believes that the results of the updated CT cost sensitivity are relevant to the 
consideration of the Recommended Development Plan and that it would be 
valuable to the Board for Manitoba Hydro to provide it as evidence in this 
proceeding. 
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CC/Daymark I-11 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 7.3, § 7.5; 
CC/MH I-21 response 

Page #: Daymark pp. 140–147, 
149–162; CC/MH I-21 
response 

Topic: PSR Modelling Structural Limitations 

Subtopic: Temporal Resolution, Rolling Horizon, Long-Term Scope 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 7.3 (pp. 140–147), Daymark concludes that the PSR 
modelling system "appears to provide an appropriate set of analytical capabilities for the 
IRP study," while elsewhere noting that "Unlike many system planning models, [MH's] 
production cost model does not simulate each hour chronologically," and that "'Model 
noise' and convergence issues limit value of long-term results." In responses to CC/MH 
I-21(a) and (c), MH indicates that the long-term study horizon is intended to identify 
"indicative results that may affect near-term actions" rather than to optimize long-term 
plan decisions, and that "long-term system needs beyond a sub-horizon are not 
considered during optimization." 

Question: 

a) What specific analytical capabilities did Daymark validate in concluding that the PSR 
modelling system is appropriate, against what use cases? Why was no sensitivity 
performed on the 21-block production cost modelling resolution to test intra-day 
variability handling? Identify the peer system planning models that do simulate 
chronologically, and provide the records of any MH–Daymark conversation regarding 
hourly chronological test runs along with the actual test results. 
 
b) Did Daymark probe the rationale for differing rolling horizons across the IRP runs (5 
scenarios use 2024–2034 as the initial sub-horizon, 3 scenarios use 2024–2029)? Did 
Daymark request a sensitivity holding rolling horizon constant across scenarios? 
 
c) Does Daymark agree with MH's representation in CC/MH I-21(a) that the binding 
planning output is the 10-year development plan and that long- term modelling is 
intended only as indicative? On what basis does Daymark draw conclusions in its report 
about post-2035 portfolio composition, technology selection, or net-zero pathway 
feasibility, in light of the model noise and convergence limits Daymark itself identifies? 
 
d) What is Daymark's basis for the "continuous units" criticism applied to solar and 
battery storage modelling? Do MH's results show regular sub-economic-scale 
deployment of solar and battery storage that the criticism implies? 
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Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's basis for endorsing the PSR modelling system as appropriate, 
given the structural limitations Daymark identifies, and Daymark's view on the scope of 
long-term findings the report relies on given MH's characterization of long-term results 
as indicative. 

Response: 

a) Daymark’s conclusions related to the suitability of the PSR model are based on 
discussions with Manitoba Hydro regarding model functionality, inputs and 
outputs, and review of the documentation provided in IRP Appendix 7.1. In 
addition, Daymark has previously reviewed elements of the software package, as 
discussed in the Daymark Report (p. 145). 

Daymark’s understanding is that Manitoba Hydro has tested chronological 
modeling and compared the results to the 21-block approach (see Daymark 
Report, p. 147), but the results of these tests were not provided. Daymark is not in 
possession of specific records of the conversation(s) related to the tests. 

There are several other capacity expansion and production cost models that use 
hourly chronological modeling, including PLEXOS, Aurora, and EnCompass. 

b) No. While Manitoba Hydro informed Daymark of the use of rolling horizons during 
discussions throughout the engagement, Daymark did not discover the details of 
the differences in rolling horizons between scenario runs until late in the process. 

c) Manitoba Hydro’s response to CC/MH I-21(a) does not appear to discuss the 10-
year development plan or long-term results as “indicative.” Notwithstanding this 
discrepancy, Daymark agrees that Manitoba Hydro has described the long-term 
results as indicative as discussed in the Daymark Report (p. 154). 

It is unclear which of Daymark’s conclusions regarding “portfolio composition, 
technology selection, or net-zero pathway feasibility” are being referred to in the 
question. However, the Daymark Report notes that improvements should be made 
to increase confidence in long-term results, and that the model noise and 
convergence issues limit the value of the long-term results (pp. 147, 160-161). 

d) Yes, some scenario results include very small unit additions. For example, 
Scenario 3C adds a 0.79 MW battery in 2032, followed by a 2.38 MW battery in 
2035. 
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CC/Daymark I-12 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 7.5, § 7.9.4, § 11 Page #: Daymark pp. 149–161, 
176–177, 206–209 

Topic: Manual Judgment in Plan Construction and Reliability Margin Layering 

Subtopic: Manual Plan Construction, LRA, PRM vs Build-out Target, Probability Weighting 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 7.5, Daymark notes that 8 of 10 development plans were 
manually constructed through 2032 prior to the capacity expansion model being re-
engaged for the post-2032 period, and flags the LRA portfolio construction and shortlist 
risk analysis as raising concerns about manual judgment and transparency. Daymark § 
7.9.4 identifies two concerns about the development-plan evaluation process: that the 
build-out target is an "unreasonable screening measure", and that "the use of evaluation 
metrics and build-out target is not fully clear". While Daymark § 7.11 nonetheless 
endorses MH's selection of P5A as the Recommended Development Plan. Daymark § 
11 Item 1 concedes that the build-out target above the reference forecast is "an atypical 
approach in most IRP processes." 

Question: 

a) Has Daymark assessed whether the volume of manual intervention in MH's plan 
construction and evaluation process (manual construction of 8 of 10 development plans 
through 2032, manual scenario selection, theme rollup with the "utility planning 
experience" override clause, and manual shortlist evaluation) is normal practice in peer 
utility IRPs Daymark has reviewed? 
 
b) What is Daymark's view on the analytical purpose of including capacity expansion 
model output portfolios that are then screened out against the build-out target, given 
that the build-out target was the very constraint the model was already operating under? 
 
c) Daymark § 7.9.4 identifies concerns about elements of the development-plan 
evaluation process while § 7.11 endorses the P5A selection. On what basis is the P5A 
selection robust beyond the narrow pairwise comparison with P3? Given the § 7.9.4 
concerns, what alternative comparison set or criteria would Daymark consider 
sufficient? 
 
d) Has Daymark assessed whether layering a build-out target above the reference 
forecast on top of the existing planning reserve margin constitutes double-counting 
reliability margin? Did Daymark review the reliability metric that MH relies on to 
conclude "the risks of underbuilding are far greater than overbuilding"? If so, can 
Daymark speak to how that metric captures the ratepayer cost of overbuilding? 
 
e) Equal probability weighting of the three load projections is implicit in the IRP analysis 
and not made explicit. Has Daymark assessed alternative probability-weighted 
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formulations, and on what basis does Daymark accept equal weighting as a defensible 
analytical default? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's assessment of the cumulative effect of manual judgment across 
the IRP analytical process, the basis for the P5A selection given the identified 
evaluation flaws, the layering of reliability margins, and the implicit equal probability 
weighting of load projections. 

Response: 

a) It is not uncommon for utility IRPs to use some element of manual intervention in 
the development of portfolios. However, Daymark is not aware of other utilities 
using Manitoba Hydro’s specific approach of combining manual plan development 
for certain years and capacity optimization model results for other years. 

b) As a point of clarification, the capacity expansion model did not use the build-out 
target as the planning objective; only the three load projections were used in the 
model.  Daymark’s concerns regarding the use of the build-out target as a 
screening measure are provided on pp. 176-177 of the Daymark Report. 

c) The concerns discussed in Section 7.9.4 of the Daymark report relate to the use 
of the build-out target as a screening measure, and the lack of clarity on how 
evaluation metrics were applied, neither of which is a distinguishing factor between 
P5A and P3. As discussed in Section 7.11, the Recommended Development plan 
includes a diverse set of resources that are aligned with the Affordable Energy 
Plan. 

d) Daymark does not agree that the use of the build-out target constitutes a double-
counting of “reliability margin.” Manitoba Hydro’s conclusion that “the risks of 
underbuilding are far greater than overbuilding” was based on the Least Regrets 
Analysis, which is a combination of an economic metric and a capacity shortfall 
metric, not a reliability analysis. 

e) Daymark did not directly assess alternative probability weighting approaches, 
rather recommending that Manitoba Hydro define each load projection to define 
specific risks that it intends to mitigate. Additionally, Daymark recommended the 
use of a reference case forecast, which should represent a P50 methodology. Any 
alternate scenarios to this reference case forecast would inherently not be P50 
forecasts, identifiable by their distance from the reference case. Daymark’s 
reservations regarding the implicit equal weighting of the load projections are 
discussed in the Daymark Report (see, e.g., p. 168). 
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CC/Daymark I-13 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 4.8.5, § 11 Page #: Daymark pp. 117, 206–209 

Topic: Best-Practice Framework and Peer-Utility Comparison 

Subtopic: Section 11 Benchmarking and "Unique Priorities" Substantiation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

In Daymark IEC Report § 11, Daymark concludes that MH's IRP is "largely consistent 
with best practices." § 11 opens with the observation that "The concept of best practices 
for IRP is a complex topic." Daymark § 11 Item 1 concedes that the build-out target 
above the reference forecast is "an atypical approach in most IRP processes." Daymark 
also describes MH's "unique priorities" as justification for the four-theme evaluation 
framework, without identifying specific peer-utility comparators or named best-practice 
frameworks against which MH was scored. Daymark § 4.8.5 separately recommends 
that MH "begin with external forecasts of input assumptions to inform a reference case 
forecast, particularly in the case of a load projection that informs a build-out target." 

Question: 

a) Identify the best-practice framework or frameworks that Daymark used to benchmark 
MH's IRP; for example, DOE/LBNL, RAP/Synapse, NWPCC, AEMO, CPUC, or another 
specifically named framework with citation. If none of these or comparable named 
frameworks were used, please state so explicitly. Identify three to five peer utility IRPs 
Daymark used as benchmarks for the conclusion that MH's IRP is "largely consistent 
with best practices." Please provide an electronic link to the document relied upon to 
conclude the peer utility was an appropriate benchmark. 
 
b) For the following MH-specific choices — manual plan construction through a near-
term lock-in window (8 of 10 plans through 2032); the build-out target set above the 
reference load forecast (Daymark § 11 Item 1 "atypical"); the theme-rollup ruleset in the 
evaluation framework that carries a "utility planning experience" override; the "unique 
priorities" framing for the four-theme evaluation framework; and hydro-inflow archive 
size and clustering practice in peer hydro-dominated systems — indicate whether peer 
utilities adopt similar approaches and how peer utilities differ. 
 
c) What specific "unique priorities" does Daymark believe MH has that other utilities do 
not? Which of MH's evaluation themes (Costs, Reliability, Environmental, Socio-
Economic) reflect those unique priorities, versus standard utility-IRP themes? 
 
d) Substantiate the § 11.2 conclusion that MH's supply-side resource parameterization 
meets best practice. Specifically, justify the TRL inclusion and exclusion thresholds 
applied to screen resource options, and explain whether the exclusions are defensible 
given the commercial-deployment status of marginally-excluded technologies. 
 
e) Daymark § 4.8.5 recommends that MH "begin with external forecasts of input 
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assumptions to inform a reference case forecast, particularly in the case of a load 
projection that informs a build-out target." MH's load projections do not include a clearly 
designated reference case. How is the absence of a clear reference scenario consistent 
with the § 11.2 conclusion that the load forecast and load projection scenarios 
"generally align with utility best-practices"? In peer utility IRPs Daymark has reviewed, 
how prevalent is a designated reference case as best practice? 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish the specific best-practice framework and peer utility IRPs Daymark used to 
benchmark MH's IRP, and to substantiate the § 11 best-practice endorsements against 
the specific MH-choice anomalies and § 7 critiques Daymark has elsewhere identified. 

Response: 

a) Daymark did not use a specific framework for benchmarking Manitoba Hydro’s 
IRP. Daymark’s conclusions regarding best practices were based on the extensive 
experience of its experts analyzing numerous utility IRPs and providing expert 
witness testimony in related regulatory proceedings over the course of many years. 
Utilities for which Daymark’s experts have recently reviewed IRPs in regulatory 
contexts include Nova Scotia Power, Georgia Power Company, Entergy Arkansas, 
Southwestern Electric Power Company, Combined Northeast Utilities and United 
Illuminating, State of Connecticut, Duke Energy Carolinas, Oklahoma Gas and 
Electric Company, and PacifiCorp. Daymark experts also regularly review IRPs 
from utilities outside of proceedings in which we are actively engaged. The 
assessment of best practices relies on the application of fundamental planning 
principles to Manitoba Hydro’s planning conditions and regulatory context. 

b) Daymark’s assessment of each element is provided below: 

 “manual plan construction through a near-term lock-in window (8 of 10 plans 
through 2032)” – Daymark is not aware of another utility using this approach 
to plan creation. 

 “the build-out target set above the reference load forecast” – Daymark is not 
aware of other utilities constructing a build-out target in the same way as 
Manitoba Hydro, but we are aware of other utilities using reserve margin 
adders or otherwise planning to add more capacity than is specifically 
needed by the load forecast plus reserve margin. 

 “the theme-rollup ruleset in the evaluation framework that carries a ‘utility 
planning experience’ override” – Daymark is not aware of another utility 
using this specific approach, but it is common for utility planning experience 
to play a significant implicit role in resource selection. 

 “the ‘unique priorities’ framing for the four-theme evaluation framework” – 
all utilities have some unique circumstances that provide important context 
to the evaluation framework used in IRP analysis and plan selection. 
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 “hydro-inflow archive size and clustering practice” – Daymark is not aware 
of another utility using the same method of using the extensive inflow record 
used by Manitoba Hydro. Daymark is not clear what is meant by the term 
“clustering practice” 

c) All utilities plan for their unique circumstances, policy and regulatory landscape, 
and resource conditions. Examples of Manitoba Hydro conditions and priorities 
that are not shared by all utilities include its majority hydroelectric system, policy 
targets for a net-zero grid in 2035 and net-zero economy by 2050, Affordable 
Energy Plan requirements, prioritized in-province resources, economic 
reconciliation with Indigenous peoples, and others. 

d) This question is ambiguous as to the definition of “marginally-excluded 
technologies.” The Daymark Report discusses our conclusions related to long-
duration storage (pp. 135-136). And more broadly, Section 5 substantiates our 
finding that Manitoba Hydro generally employed best practices in evaluating 
potential resources for their near-term capacity needs. Other emerging 
technologies that were excluded (hydrokinetic, solar thermal, and enhanced 
geothermal) are not likely to be deployable in Manitoba before the end of the 
planning period in 2035. 

e) While the inclusion of an explicit reference case is common, and valuable for 
reasons we articulate in our report and in various IR responses, it is not ubiquitous 
and, in our opinion, cannot be considered an absolute barometer of best practice. 
Without providing a number or percentage, we can say that we find it to be more 
often the case than not that a reference case is included.  
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CC/Daymark I-14 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report § 4.8, § 7.10, § 10, 
§ 11.2 

Page #: Daymark pp. 80–82, 187, 
202–205, 207 

Topic: Customer Impact and Financial Analysis 

Subtopic: Use of Electricity Rates and Prices Across the IRP: Circularity, Financial Analysis, 
and Customer Impact 

 

Preamble (if any): 

MH uses electricity prices and rate trajectories at multiple points in the IRP — as inputs 
to load-forecast regressions (Daymark § 4.4), as energy price assumptions in the IRP 
scenarios (Daymark § 4.8), and as a basis for financial and customer-impact analysis 
(Daymark § 7.10, § 10). Daymark § 4.8 observes that "the intersecting forecasts of 
electric prices, gas prices, and inflation rates across the three scenarios may be 
impacting each scenario in ways that have not been sufficiently considered," while 
Daymark § 11.2 broadly endorses the load forecast as "generally align with utility best-
practices." MH did not provide a rate / bill impact analysis as part of the IRP, and 
Daymark § 10.5 describes an Energy Wallet concept under development that "has the 
potential to be a highly valuable tool for future IRP processes." 

Question: 

a) Did Daymark assess whether the price elasticity coefficients in MH's residential and 
general-service load forecast regressions reflect IRP implied rate trajectories or an 
independent rate path? What is Daymark's view on the circularity risk if the regressions 
and IRP-driven rates are inconsistent? 
 
b) Reconcile Daymark § 4.8 (price assumptions "may be impacting each scenario in 
ways that have not been sufficiently considered") with Daymark § 11.2 (load forecast 
"generally align with utility best-practices"). Does the § 4.8 observation undermine the § 
11.2 endorsement, and what would Daymark consider necessary for the price-derivation 
assumptions to support the load forecast endorsement? 
 
c) Did Daymark probe the rate-independence assumption, that rate trajectories are 
treated as independent of plan-driven cost outcomes, embedded in MH's financial 
analysis? What is Daymark's view on whether the financial analysis is defensible 
without an explicit rate/bill impact analysis to tie costs to ratepayer outcomes? 
 
d) Has Daymark gained an understanding of why deployment of the Energy Wallet 
concept was delayed beyond the 2025 IRP? What is Daymark's view on whether the 
energy-cost figures used in the IRP financial analysis incorporate rate assumptions 
beyond the IRP's own load-forecast price inputs? 

 



 
Manitoba Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan  

Consumers Coalition (CC) / Daymark Information Requests 
May 8, 2026 

May 8, 2026 Page 28 of 34 

Rationale for Question: 

To establish Daymark's assessment of the consistency of electricity rate and price 
assumptions across the load forecast, financial analysis, and customer-impact 
components of the IRP, and the implications of the identified circularity in the IRP 
analysis. 

Response: 

a) Daymark did not specifically analyze the price elasticity coefficients for consistency 
with implied rate trajectories. Ideally, rates in econometric forecasts are aligned 
with the IRP rate trajectories. With respect to IRP scenario analysis, Daymark’s 
view is that these assumptions should be broadly consistent, since the objective is 
to quantify uncertainty rather than forecast a specific future. 

b) While further consideration of price and inflation assumptions would be beneficial 
as noted, it is not clear that the current assumptions are necessarily distorting the 
forecasting power of the model. While Daymark was not involved in the GRA, our 
understanding is that the IRP and GRA were largely concurrent activities and the 
IRP resulting rates do not appear materially out of line with GRA results. While 
there are areas for improvement, Daymark does not believe that this topic 
undermines Manitoba Hydro’s general alignment with utility best practices. 

c) Daymark did not specifically analyze the rate-independence assumption. 

d) Daymark understands that the Energy Wallet analysis was not developed further 
due to timing. Daymark’s view is that the energy-cost figures in the IRP financial 
analysis incorporate rate assumptions beyond the IRP’s own load forecast price 
inputs.  
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CC/Daymark I-15 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report  Page #:  

Topic: Range and Breadth of Expertise in the IRP Process 

Subtopic: Credentials and Qualifications of Daymark Consultants 

 

Preamble (if any): 

While Daymark’s scope of work is included in the report, the background and experience 
of the authors are not yet on the record of this proceeding.  

Question: 

a) Please provide an overview and expression of the expertise of the individual 
Daymark consultant team members tasked with working on the Manitoba Hydro 
IRP. Please provide each team member’s Curriculum Vitae and a narrative of their 
experience and role in IRP planning processes over the last five years. 

b) Please indicate which team member held primary responsibility over each section 
of the Daymark Report. 

Rationale for Question: 

To adequately understand, assess and test the qualifications of Daymark consultants as 
it relates to the Manitoba Hydro IRP. 

Response: 

a) Daymark will present three witnesses for cross examination in a panel. All three 
have testified in Manitoba proceedings before. A brief overview of their expertise, 
including a narrative of their experience, is included in this response. Current CVs 
for each witness are attached to this response. 

Jeff Bower 

Jeff Bower is a Principal Consultant with over 15 years of experience in utility 
regulation, resource planning, power markets, and economic cost-benefit analysis 
of infrastructure projects. Over the past five years, Jeff has led a range of 
integrated resource planning engagements on behalf of Daymark for multiple 
clients across the United States and Canada. His work spans all stages of the IRP 
process, including load forecasting, resource and transmission planning, 
renewable and storage assessment, regulatory support, and expert witness 
testimony. Across these engagements, he has served as a core technical and 
strategic contributor, with significant involvement in several large-scale IRP 
proceedings, updates, and implementation-related support efforts. Jeff has 
recently appeared as an expert witness on IRP and resource planning issues 
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before regulators in Nova Scotia and multiple U.S. states (Arkansas, Georgia, and 
North Carolina). 

Jeff has previously appeared before the Manitoba PUB for the Manitoba Hydro 
2023/24 & 2024/25 General Rate Application, and has supported other Daymark 
engagements as IEC for the PUB. 

Doug Smith 

Doug Smith is a Principal Consultant with over 20 years of experience in utility 
regulation, resource planning, power markets, transmission and generation 
infrastructure evaluation. Doug has been led projects related to resource planning, 
load forecasting, transmission and distribution assessment, resource assessment 
and modeling, risk analysis and financial modeling for over twenty years. In the 
past five years, he has led teams developing or reviewing utility IRPs and the 
underlying analyses in Newfoundland Labrador, Louisiana, Georgia, and Vermont. 

Doug has previously appeared before the Manitoba PUB for the Manitoba Hydro 
2017/18 & 2018/19 General Rate Application, the 2023/24 & 2024/25 General Rate 
Application, and has supported other Daymark engagements as IEC for the PUB. 

John Athas 

John has been involved in resource planning and rate making throughout the last 
40 years. This includes work in Manitoba as a Principal IEC in the NFAT review 
and initial Efficiency Manitoba DSM Plan review. John has been involved in 
Integrated Resource Planning since it was initiated under his responsibilities at 
Northeast Utilities, now Eversource, in 1986. Mr. Athas has been involved in either 
developing or reviewing utility IRPs in Nova Scotia, Connecticut. Vermont, 
Pennsylvania, Oklahoma, Hawaii, Arkansas, Georgia, and Wyoming. Most of 
these include issues related to energy efficiency resource evaluations within the 
IRP. In addition to the Efficiency Manitoba Plan review, he has participated for over 
a decade in EfficiencyOne plan review in Nova Scotia. He has significant expertise 
in Energy Efficiency Cost-Benefit analysis. His background brings rates and 
ratemaking skills to the team, having served as the Director of Market Pricing and 
Policy (rates) for Northeast Utilities. He has been in several workshops and 
reviews, including expert witness appearances, on Rates, Cost Allocation, AMI 
investment justification, time-value pricing, and large customer contracting. 
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b) Responsibility for each section of the report is as follows: 

Report Section Responsible Witness 

Executive Summary All 

Introduction All 

IRP Planning Objectives All 

Demand-Side Management Resources John Athas 

Manitoba Hydro Load Forecast Doug Smith 

Review of Resource Options Jeff Bower 

Rate Structures John Athas 

Resource Expansion Analysis Jeff Bower; Doug Smith 

Transmission and Distribution Doug Smith 

Action Plan Milestones and Timelines All 

Rate Impact Jeff Bower; John Athas 

Consistency with Industry Best Practices All 
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CC/Daymark I-16 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report – Executive 
Summary 

Page #: Daymark pp. 10-14 

Topic: Recommended Development Plan 

Subtopic: Integration of resources and longer-term priorities  

 

Preamble (if any): 

The Daymark Report Executive Summary notes that while “resources pursued in the 
Recommended Development Plan are not expected to conflict with longer-term priorities”, 
“the analytical methodology for longer-term resource planning requires important 
improvements to adequately evaluate future portfolio decisions.” (page 11) 

Question: 

a) Despite the conclusion that important methodological improvements are required to 
adequately evaluate future, longer-term portfolio decisions, please provide rationale and 
analytical support for the conclusion that even without requisite improvements to MH’s 
long term priority methodology, Daymark does not expect conflict with the Recommended 
Development Plan. 

Rationale for Question: 

To assess the analytical reasoning supporting Daymark’s conclusion that despite the 
requirement of significant methodological improvements in MH’s long-term planning 
capacity, no conflicts are anticipated between the Recommended Development Plan and 
longer-term planning. 

Response: 

a) While Daymark makes a range of recommendations to improve the longer-term 
analysis, many of those recommendations are targeted at improving confidence in 
the selection of longer lead-time or emerging technologies (large hydropower, 
nuclear, hydrogen, storage, etc.). These changes would be unlikely to impact the 
development plan through 2035, given the expected resource needs and the 
limited pool of resources that can be developed within the 10-year planning period.  
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CC/Daymark I-17 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report §1.3 Page #: Daymark pp. 18-20 

Topic: Daymark Approach 

Subtopic: Recommendations to Manitoba Hydro 

 

Preamble (if any): 

§1.3 outlines Daymark’s phased approach to review and analyze major component’s of 
MH’s IRP, including a preliminary review and development plan review. §1.3.4 states that 
this iterative and phased approach allowed Daymark to “provide Manitoba Hydro with an 
opportunity to take into consideration professional recommendations of the IEC and 
incorporate them in the finalized plan if appropriate.” 

Question: 

a) Please provide a detailed list of the “professional recommendations of the IEC” given 
to MH in the preparation of the final IRP. Indicate which recommendations were rejected 
or accepted and any reason provided by Manitoba Hydro, or Daymark’s understanding if 
reasons were not provided by Manitoba Hydro, of why recommendations were rejected 
or accepted. 

Rationale for Question: 

To understand the extent to which Manitoba Hydro responded to recommendations for 
improvement made by the IEC on issues within the scope of the PUB’s review.  

Response: 

a) See response to PUB/DAYMARK I-1. 
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CC/Daymark I-18 

Part and Chapter: Daymark IEC Report; 3.6 Page #: Daymark pp. 47-48 

Topic: Demand Side Management 

Subtopic:  

 

Preamble (if any): 

§3.6 of the Daymark Report make key findings and recommendations for improvement 
respecting energy efficiency measures and their treatment in Manitoba Hydro’s IRP.  

Question: 

a) Please describe the expected magnitude of effect on Manitoba Hydro’s 2025 IRP 
analysis and the Recommended Development Plan if Manitoba Hydro had followed the 
approach recommended by Daymark through its key findings and recommendations 
improvement respecting energy efficiency measures and their treatment in Manitoba 
Hydro’s 2025 IRP.  

Rationale for Question: 

To assess and test Manitoba Hydro’s treatment of demand-side management measures 
in Manitoba Hydro’s 2025 IRP.  

Response: 

a) Please see the response to GSSM/DAYMARK-3c. 


