GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-1

Part and | DAY-1, IEC Report, Page #: | 12-14
Chapter: Section 11.2 206-208
Topic: Best Practice

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

In its report, Daymark concludes on page 13 that Manitoba Hydro used a reasonable process to
develop the 2025 IRP “in terms of the objectives, analytical approach, methodology, modelling
tools, and assumptions,” that the IRP includes “all the typical elements of an IRP,” and that
Manitoba Hydro provided extensive supporting documentation. Daymark further states that, in
many ways, Manitoba Hydro’s IRP “exceeds typical utility best-practices for IRP in terms of the
detail provided and the robustness of the analysis.”

On page 206 Daymark notes that:

The scale and scope of a full IRP means that there are many components that individually
can be designed from a “best practices” perspective. Also, as discussed previously in this
report, the integration of individual analyses requires its own “best practice” review. And
finally, all IRPs need to be designed and evaluated within the policy and regulatory
landscape of the utility, as well as the physical characteristics of that specific electric grid.

Considering this context, Daymark concludes, in general, that Manitoba Hydro’s IRP is
largely consistent with best practices.

Daymark also notes on page 12 that:

Ultimately, given the immediacy of expected capacity and energy needs, Manitoba Hydro
had relatively few resource options to consider when constructing the potential
development plans. Daymark observes that certain modifications to modelling
assumptions could have enlarged the pool of feasible resource options early in the study
period (most notably battery storage), and that the analysis did not fully consider the import
capacity as an option to meet capacity needs and mitigate risk.”

Question:

a.

Please provide a table that, for each element of Manitoba Hydro’s IRP, explains
Daymark’s conclusion that Manitoba Hydro’s 2025 IRP is reasonable and, in some
respects, exceeds typical utility IRP best practices. In the table please include (1) the
specific IRP best practice test (including citation and/or reference) that Daymark applied
to support its conclusion, (2) a brief summary of Manitoba Hydro’s approach to each step,
and (3) whether each step meets/falls short or exceeds the best practice standard. For
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any specific steps where Daymark has concluded that Manitoba Hydro exceeds typical
utility best practice please explain the reasoning that led to this conclusion. Please, at a
minimum, evaluate the following steps:

i.  Planning objectives,
ii.  Evaluation criteria,
iii.  Analytical approach,
iv.  Methodology,
V. Modelling tools,
vi.  Assumptions,
vii.  Supporting documentation,
vii.  Load forecasting/scenario development,
ix. DSM integration (separating for Energy Efficiency and Demand Response),
X.  Supply-side resource options,
xi.  Resource expansion modelling,
xii.  Least regrets analysis,
xiii.  Sensitivity/risk analysis (including any stress testing of key inputs),
xiv.  Implementation/action planning,
xv.  Financial and economic analysis, and
xvi.  Rate/bill impact analysis.

b. For the above table, where Manitoba Hydro has deviated from best practices, please
comment on any policy, regulatory and/or physical limitations that may have contributed
to the deviation from best practice.

Please explain whether Manitoba Hydro’s Preferred Plan achieves a least-cost utility plan.

Does Daymark consider “just in time” utility planning to be “best practice”. Please explain,
including whether Manitoba Hydro’s Preferred Plan meets this threshold.

e. In Daymark’s opinion, can a “best practice” planning process still lead to resource plan
results that are not in the best interest of ratepayers if the inputs considered and/or
evaluation criteria used are not fully considered or well developed?

f. Please explain whether “modifications to modelling assumptions [to] enlarge[] the pool of
feasible resource options early in the study period” could have led to a lower cost plan for
ratepayers.

g. Given Daymark’s conclusions with respect to the pool of feasible resource options and the
availability of import capacity, has the timing and need for energy and capacity adequately
been established in the application? Please explain the basis for your response.

Rationale for Question:
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Response:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

This question requests analysis and work product that has not been developed by
Daymark in the execution of its scope of work. Daymark’s support for our
conclusion regarding the general reasonableness and compliance with broad
industry best practices for integrated planning are contained within our report.
Furthermore, Daymark does not believe that there is a specific “best practice test”
that can or should be applied to integrated resource plans. See response to
CC/Daymark I-10 for more information regarding Daymark’s approach to reviewing
the Manitoba Hydro IRP from a “best practice” perspective.

Daymark is not aware of any “policy, regulatory and/or physical limitation” that
would prevent Manitoba Hydro from performing its IRP in a manner consistent with
general best practices.

No, the Preferred Plan is not an absolute least-cost plan. Manitoba Hydro
recognizes this and outlines why this is so in the Executive Summary: “The plan
reflects Manitoba Hydro’s mandate to deliver safe, reliable, and affordable energy
services, incorporating guidance from the Government of Manitoba’s 2023
Mandate Letter to the Manitoba Hydro-Electric Board and preparing for a net-zero
electricity grid by 2035 and a net-zero economy by 2050. It balances cost-
efficiency, reliability, environmental stewardship, and socio-economic benefits,
including economic reconciliation.” (2025 Integrated Resource Plan, page 10).

Daymark assumes that by “just in time” utility planning GSSM is referring to the
timing of this IRP relative to the timing of the need that is driving the selection of
the Recommended Development Plan. Assuming that interpretation is correct,
Daymark would agree that Manitoba Hydro’s IRP concluded that it had only a
limited set of available options to meet the capacity demand in 2029/30 and that
such a planning circumstance is not best practice.

The planning result that is in the best interest of ratepayers is likely to be a
subjective answer based on each party’s perspective. Notwithstanding that
general observation, a methodology that generally complies with best practices
can still fail to produce the desired result for multiple reasons, including skewed or
otherwise problematic inputs, poor choice of evaluation criteria, or failure to
balance competing criteria in a fair and reasonable manner. With the exception of
the items discussed in our report, Daymark does not believe such problems exist
within this IRP.

Daymark does not have sufficient data or analysis to determine the potential
impact of adding other potential resources to the capacity expansion analysis.
Notwithstanding the lack of data and analysis, it is certainly possible that additional
resource options could have led to a lower-cost plan.
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g) The timing of capacity and energy needs is independent of both the pool of
resource options available to the capacity expansion model and the consideration
of new/incremental import contracts.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-2

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | 18
Chapter:

Topic: Resource Planning Steps

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

On page 18, Daymark reproduces the following figure (From Appendix 8 of Manitoba Hydro’s
Application) showing the steps of Hydro’s modelling and evaluation:
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Figure 1. Manitoba Hydro’s Flow Diagram for Modelling and Evaluation?

Question:

a. IsitDaymark’s experience in utility resource planning that scenario and sensitivity analysis
is typically used to directly identify candidate development plans, to test and stress-test
potential development plans, or both?

i. Please explain the distinction and describe how Manitoba Hydro’s approach
compares, including Daymark’s view on Manitoba Hydro’s use of scenario and
sensitivity results to inform the manual creation of candidate development plans.

b. IsitDaymark’s experience, especially when affordability is a plan objective (i.e. evaluation
criteria), that financial analysis, including ratepayer impact analysis, and key risk analysis
are typically applied after a decision to short-list potential resource plans?

i.  Please explain how Manitoba Hydro’s approach compares to Daymark’s typical
experience. In your response please note whether Daymark considers the timing
and scope of Manitoba Hydro’s financial analysis, capital-expenditure threshold,
and absence of completed ratepayer impact analysis to be consistent with utility
resource planning best practice.
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Rationale for Question:

Response:

a)

b)

As an initial matter, Daymark notes that terminology varies across IRPs, and terms
such as “scenarios,” “sensitivities,” or “futures” can either be used interchangeably
or can have different practical meanings within a methodology. Daymark’s
experience is that scenario and sensitivity analysis is often used for both plan
identification and plan testing. For plan identification, we typically find some level
of manual intervention after the capacity expansion work and before finalizing a
recommended or preferred development plan. This is because, no matter what tool
is used, models are imprecise and can sometimes select mathematically optimal
solutions that are not practical. Daymark observes that, based on our experience,
Manitoba Hydro’s specific methodology of conducting scenario and sensitivity
analysis, creating manual portfolios for certain years, and using capacity
expansion for additional years is a unique approach.

While net system costs are often distinct from typical considerations of affordability
and rate impact, the two are highly related. Production cost models are typically
designed to identify the lowest-cost portfolio (given model constraints) on a
system-wide, net present value basis. Using this metric to develop optimized
portfolios generally identifies plans that are likely to meet affordability objectives.
In Daymark’s experience, when IRPs consider rate impact or other affordability
metrics besides net present value of system costs, these evaluations are
conducted after the optimized capacity expansion analysis is complete.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-3

Part and | Exhibit Day-1 Page #: | 12, 14, 37
Chapter:

Topic: Least-Cost Planning

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

On page 37, with respect to energy efficiency measures incorporated into Hydro’s resource
planning process, Daymark notes that:

Given that the capacity expansion model chose some of the Selectable Energy Efficiency
measures to their maximum available level (discussed in Section 7.5.2), it is likely that excluding
the additional economic potential results in the model not meeting the goal of identifying a least-
cost plan.

On page 14, Daymark notes that:

the Recommended Development Plan likely skews toward a higher level of capacity build to
prioritize reliability “to the detriment of affordability,” and that Manitoba Hydro may not have fully
considered feasible options to mitigate capacity shortfall risk, including import capacity purchases.

On page 12 Daymark also highlights the lack of battery storage as a feasible capacity resource
consideration early in the study period.

Question:

a) Given Daymark’s conclusions regarding other options available to mitigate capacity
shortfall risk, in Daymark’s opinion are there any aspects of Manitoba Hydro’s
Recommended Development Plan that could potentially be delayed or changed that would
better align with least-cost planning?

i. Ifyes, please provide proposed recommended changes.
ii.  If no, why not?

b) Would any of the Alternate Development Plans adequately achieve the dual objectives of
reliability and affordability without sacrificing affordability?

c) Please quantify, to the extent possible, the potential impact on the Recommended
Development Plan of allowing the capacity expansion model to select from the full
economic energy efficiency potential identified in the DSM Market Potential Study,
including impacts on capacity additions, timing, net present value, and ratepayer cost.

Rationale for Question:
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Response:

a)

b)

c)

As discussed in the Daymark Report (pp. 188-189), if Manitoba Hydro constructs
all resources in the Recommended Development Plan and all planned DSM
measures are successfully deployed, it will have a significant surplus compared to
the 2024 Electric Load Forecast, and a moderate surplus compared to the build-
out target. In addition, this analysis does not include the additional capacity
contracts executed by Manitoba Hydro that are not included in the IRP analysis
(see GSS-GSM/MH I-11a), which increases the surplus through 2035.

These capacity and load projections indicate that some portion of the planned
resource additions included in the Recommended Development Plan could
potentially be delayed. However, consideration of such a change should address
the potential risks that resources (such as wind and DSM measures) do not come
online as scheduled, or that load grows even faster than Load Projection 2.

Daymark has not conducted the risk analysis necessary to make a firm
recommendation, but based on the information on the record, it appears that
delaying a portion of the combustion turbine build would reduce customer costs
without posing an undue reliability risk.

As a point of clarification, the defined term “Alternative Development Plan” refers
specifically to the plan identified in Table 1 on p. 16 of the 2025 IRP. Assuming
that the term “Alternative Development Plans” in this question refers broadly to any
development plan other than the Recommended Development Plan, Daymark
responds as follows: Based on the capital expenditures reported for the shortlist
plans (see IRP Appendix 9, Figure 9.1.6, p. 7), P3 has a lower total capital
expenditure while still meeting the build-out target. These expenditure totals are
based on the cost assumptions used in the IRP, and do not consider the updated
CT cost assumptions.

There are multiple development plans among the ten tested that balance the dual
objectives of reliability and affordability slightly differently. Whether any of them
would be “adequate” is not an analysis that Daymark performed.

Daymark would expect that if the Selectable Energy Efficiency options were
created to model all Economic Potential, including some blocks of the additional
Economic Potential programs at somewhat higher to even significantly higher
costs, that an impactful amount of additional Energy Efficiency would be selected.
There are multiple factors that would impact the effect of considering additional
economic energy efficiency potential in the model. First, with the higher cost of
those additional resources included in the Selectable Energy Efficiency, it is
unknown whether the capacity expansion model would select those resources.
Second, the amount of Selectable Energy Efficiency added to the system by the
capacity expansion model is not only limited by the amount of total capacity, but
also by the amount of incremental DSM measures that are assumed to be
deployable per year. Even if the total DSM capacity increases, the amount

May 8, 2026 Page 8 of 33



May 8, 2026 Manitoba Hydro 2025 IRP Review
GSSM/MH Information Requests to Daymark

deployed in the near-term might not increase, given Manitoba Hydro’s
assumptions regarding annual build limits.

Daymark does not have access to data or model runs necessary to quantify the
impacts requested.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-4

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | 14, 202
Chapter: Appendix 8
PUB/MH I-70
GSSM/MH I-5b (once filed)
Topic: Affordability
Subtopic

Preamble (if any):
Page 14 of the report states:

Manitoba Hydro developed the IRP to balance dual objectives of affordability and reliability, and
the totality of the analysis suggests that the Recommended Development Plan likely skews
towards a higher level of capacity build, to the detriment of affordability, in order to improve
reliability outcomes in a load growth scenario that is unlikely to develop in the near term.

Page 202 of the report states:

Manitoba Hydro did not include any specific analysis to estimate the rate impact or customer bill
impact of the investments included in the Recommended Development Plan, or any other plans
evaluated in the IRP. The IRP conducted significant economic analysis which can inform broad
assessments of customer cost, but does not replace a rate/bill impact analysis.

From Appendix 8 of Hydro’s Application, page 2, to evaluate and short list potential development
plans, Hydro uses the following evaluation metrics:

43 = N it
Reliability Costs Environmental Socio-Economic
Adequate Supply MNet Systern Costs GHG Emissions Economic Reconciliation
Resource Diversity Customer Direct Costs Emvironmental Risk Economic Opportunity
Technology Maturity Considerations (non-GHG)

Figure AB.2 - 2025 IRP Evaluation Themes and Metrics

Where net system costs and customer direct costs (excluding customer rates) are assumed to be
the metrics used to assess ‘affordability’.

Manitoba Hydro’s IR responses to PUB/MH |-70 and GSSM/MH 1-5b include rate impact analysis
of the short-listed plans.

Question:
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a. In Daymark’s experience are the two metrics ‘net system cost’ and ‘customer direct costs’
common approaches to evaluating the affordability of potential resource plans? Please
explain.

b. Please provide jurisdictional examples (especially Canadian examples) of other utility
evaluation metrics for affordability and compare how they are quantified compared to
Manitoba Hydro’s affordability metrics.

i.  Please include the affordability metrics utilized, the assumptions and methodology
employed to evaluate using these metrics and steps undertaken afterwards to
stress test conclusions on affordability.

ii. Please compare each of these components from other jurisdictions to Manitoba
Hydro’s approach.

c. Would Daymark consider Manitoba Hydro’s evaluation metrics for affordability to be “best
practice”?

i. If so, please explain how Daymark arrives at this conclusion.

ii.  If not, please provide examples of metrics that better represent ‘best practice’ to
evaluate resource plans for affordability — including how these are calculated.

iii. If possible, please calculate these metrics for the short-listed plans, explain how
the calculation was undertaken and evaluate the result on the basis of affordability.

d. In Daymark’s experience, are there ‘best practices’ for evaluating objectives/evaluation
criteria to assess whether criteria are being appropriately weighted and prioritized relative
to objectives?

i.  With respect Manitoba Hydro’s three evaluation metrics used to assess the
reliability of potential development plans, are the use of these metrics and the
guantification methodology used common practice compared to other utilities?

e. Please comment on Manitoba Hydro’s rate impact analysis provided in response to
PUB/MH 1-70 and GSSM/MH I-5b (which when filed will provide the financial analysis and
rate impact analysis for Resource Option A + LP2 and potentially Resource Option A +
LP3), does Daymark draw any conclusions with respect to affordability on the short listed
plans.

i. Please explain whether Manitoba Hydro’s choice to only provide rate impact
analysis for the short-listed plans as late stage analysis (and not in the plan
evaluation stage) impacts Daymark’s conclusions with respect to affordability.

f. Could the use of ratepayer impacts as an evaluation metric, instead of net system costs
and/or customer direct costs lead to different conclusions with respect to preferred
resource plans?

i. If yes, is this the case for Manitoba Hydro’s Preferred Resource Plan?

Rationale for Question:

Response:
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b)

c)

d)

e)

f)
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In Daymark’s experience, net system cost or a similar metric is frequently used to
evaluate the overall economic efficiency of plans. Affordability, which is not
universally included in IRPs, requires additional consideration regarding the timing
and short-term rate impacts of selected resources as well as potential impacts on
consumption from selected customer side solutions.

This questions requests research, analysis and work product that has not been
developed by Daymark in the execution of its scope of work.

Manitoba Hydro has identified additional analysis under way that is relevant to this
guestion (the Energy Wallet analysis). While Manitoba Hydro’s IRP uses
conventional methodologies to select least-cost portfolios, Daymark would not
characterize the completed analysis and information provided as of the filing date
of the IRP to be best practices with respect to affordability. As discussed on pages
203-204 of the Daymark Report, we believe a timely and complete Energy Wallet
analysis would provide significant value to intervenors and would be more than is
done by many utilities and could be characterized as best practice.

See PUB/DAYMARK I-16 for a discussion on evaluating criteria and weighting.

i) With respect to Manitoba Hydro’s three evaluation metrics used to assess the
reliability of potential development plans, Daymark believes that the first two
metrics are commonly used by utilities when evaluating reliability risk. We more
often find technology maturity used in screening activities but do note that
differing technology maturities would have an impact on reliability, so do not
find its inclusion here counter to best practices.

See response to PUB/DAYMARK I-1.

Daymark does not have sufficient data or analysis to determine the potential
impact of utilizing ratepayer impact as an evaluation metric. Notwithstanding the
lack of data and analysis, it is certainly possible that the addition of that metric
could have led to a different Recommended Development Plan.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-5

Part and | DAY-1 Page #:
Chapter: Appendix 8

Topic: Evaluation Metrics - Reliability

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

Page 14 of the Daymark report states:

Manitoba Hydro developed the IRP to balance dual objectives of affordability and reliability, and
the totality of the analysis suggests that the Recommended Development Plan likely skews
towards a higher level of capacity build, to the detriment of affordability, in order to improve
reliability outcomes in a load growth scenario that is unlikely to develop in the near term.

From Appendix 8 of Hydro’s Application, page 2, to evaluate and short list potential development
plans, Hydro uses the following evaluation metrics:

43 = N it
Reliability Costs Environmental Socio-Economic
Adequate Supply MNet Systern Costs GHG Emissions Economic Reconciliation
Resource Diversity Customer Direct Costs Emvironmental Risk Economic Opportunity
Technology Maturity Considerations (non-GHG)

Figure AB.2 - 2025 IRP Evaluation Themes and Metrics

Where ‘Adequate Supply’, ‘Resource Diversity’ and ‘Technology Maturity’ are used as metrics to
evaluate potential development plans on the basis of reliability.

Question:

a.

Are Manitoba Hydro’s three evaluation metrics used to assess the reliability of potential
development plans, including their quantification methodology, common practice across
other utilities?

Please provide examples of other utilities (particularly Canadian) that Daymark has
experience with that evaluate their potential resource plans on the basis of reliability.

i.  Please include the reliability metrics utilized, the assumptions and methodology
employed to evaluate on the basis of reliability and steps undertaken afterwards
to stress test conclusions on the basis of reliability.

ii. Please compare each of these components from other jurisdictions to Manitoba
Hydro’s approach.

Specifically with respect to the ‘Technology Maturity’ evaluation metric, does Daymark
agree that it is appropriate to include this metric to assess reliability given development
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plans were largely established considering the near-term technology maturity to begin
with? Please explain.

i.  If agreed, how might the use of this evaluation metric have altered the selection of
development plans for short listing, if at all?

ii.  Does the use of this evaluation metric result in an overweighting on the importance
of reliability? Please explain.

Rationale for Question:

Response:
a) See response to GSSM-DAYMARK I-4(d) above.

b) This question requests research, analysis and work product that has not been
developed by Daymark in the execution of its scope of work. As a general matter,
all utilities conduct IRP analysis using reliability criteria as a core objective.

c) Yes, it is reasonable to include this. As discussed in the response to GSSM-
DAYMARK I-4(d) above, differing technology maturities can impact reliability.

i) Daymark has no reason to believe this evaluation metric altered the selection
of development plans.

i) Daymark does not have an opinion on the question of whether the use of this
metric resulted in an overweighting of the importance of reliability.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-6

Part and | MH Application, Appendix 9.1 Page #: | 7-8
Chapter:

Topic: Financial Analysis

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

The two figures below are from Hydro’s Financial Analysis appendix:

Figure 6 below provides a summary of Manitoba Hydro's investments required as a result
of each of the five shortlisted potential development plans under both load projections.

In Billions of 2024 ELF 2024 ELF Post 2024 ELF 2-Medium 2-Medium Post 2-Medium
Nominal $s To Mar 31/35 Fiscal 2035 20-Year Total To Mar 31/35 Fiscal 2035 20-Year Total
P3 (Lower Cost) $3.0 $33 $6.3 $33 $9.0 $123
P54 (Diversified $34 $33 $67 $36 $106 $142
Capacity)
P5 (Diversified $39 $31 $70 $41 $91 $132
Capacity)
P5B (Diversified $3.9 $4.2 $8.0 $4.1 $85 $126
Capacity)
P7 (Maximized $4.0 $4.8 $86 $41 $109 $151
Alternatives)
Figure 9.1.6 - Capitalized Expenditures
Development Plan Average Retained Average Retained Earnings
Annual Net Earnings at Annual Net at March 31, 2045
Income / (Loss) March 31, 2035 Income / (Loss)
(25/26-34/35) (35/36-44/45)
P3 (Lower Cost) 2024 ELF $112M $43B $139 M $57B
P3 (Lower Cost) 2-Medium $116 M $43B $35 M $47B
P5A (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF $71M $39B $38 M $43B
P5A (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium $78 M $40B $71 M $32B
P5 (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF $35M $35B ($93) M $26B
P5 (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium $44M $36B ($163) M $20B
P5B (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF $56 M $37B ($66) M $31B
P5B (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium $70M $39B ($187) M $20B
P7 (Maximized Alternatives) 2024 ELF ($14) M $30B ($123) M $18B
P7 (Maximized Alternatives) 2-Medium ($22)M $30B ($235) M $06B

Figure 9.1.7 - Projected Annual Average Net Income/(Loss) under the 2024 ELF and the 2-Medium load projection
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Question:

a. Given the minimal variation between the 2024 ELF and 2 — Medium Load Projection
results for each plan with respect to the forecast capital investments and retained earnings
for each development plan at March 31, 2035, please provide Daymark’s observations on
the following:

i.  The range between 2024 ELF and Medium Load Projections utilized to test short
list plans for financial analysis;

ii.  The short-listed plans selected for financial analysis (including methodology for
selection);

iii.  Inputs used in the financial analysis (including the 3.5% rate path for all short-listed
projects);
iv.  Modelling assumptions used in the financial analysis; and
v.  Results of the financial analysis.
Rationale for Question:

Response:

a) It is unclear from this question what Daymark is being requested to opine on
regarding the connection between the “minimal variation between the 2024 ELF
and 2 — Medium Load Projection results” and the items specified in subparts i. — v.
Daymark’s observations regarding the financial analysis are discussed in Sections
7 and 10 of the Daymark Report, and observations regarding the differences
between the 2024 ELF and the load projections are discussed primarily in Section
4 of the Daymark Report.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-7

Part and | Daymark Report Section 3.6 Page #: | Daymark pp. 48
Chapter:

Topic: DSM

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

On page 48, Daymark concludes that:

a fully integrated IRP should not be constrained by deriving efficiency and demand response
potential using illustrative program designs. A broader methodology should be used to determine
a least-cost target for energy efficiency within the IRP based on the inclusion of all beneficial
energy efficiency measures.

Question:

a.

[oN

Given Daymark’s conclusion, how can it be reasonably established that EE and DR targets
can be achieved?

Please explain what Daymark recommends to employ when it says “a broader
methodology”?

Please explain what benefits are drawn from utilizing “a broader methodology”.

Rationale for Question:

Responsé:

a)

b)

Daymark assumes that the reference to “EE and DR targets” refers to the size of
EE and DR programs included in the Recommended Development Plan.
Daymark’s recommendations for future improvements relate to the identification of
an optimized portfolio of supply-side and demand-side resources and does not
relate to the ability of Efficiency Manitoba and/or Manitoba Hydro to effectively
deploy programs.

An improved methodology would include a broader set of affordability metrics such
as bill impacts, coupled with a more inclusive set of analysis of Scenarios, all with
Selectable Energy Efficiency resources available to be chosen by the capacity
expansion model. Also, expanding the Selectable Energy Resources to include all
Economic potential measures not constrained by costs of specific program designs
will also improve the validity of energy efficiency to determine affordability. Lastly,
each measure should have a supply curve associated with it to reflect increasing
marginal cost as measure penetration increases.
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c) One benefit is that the expanded analysis would provide indication as to which
efficiency measures would be better candidates for utility programs versus those
that would be best implemented through changes in codes and standards
modification.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-8

Part and | 1.3.4 — Daymark Approach Page #: | 19
Chapter:

Topic: Daymark’s Involvement in IRP Development
Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

In part 1.3, Daymark describes its involvement in the development of the IRP. At p. 19, Daymark
explains:

Throughout Daymark’s engagement as IEC, we have worked closely with Manitoba Hydro to
identify data needs, conduct technical sessions with Manitoba Hydro personnel, and provide
feedback and observations. Manitoba Hydro, in turn, has provided full access to requested data
and personnel, and has provided detailed responses to many questions from Daymark’s team.

Question:

Please explain whether Manitoba Hydro made material changes to the IRP in response to
Daymark feedback and observations. If so, please provide details of the material changes that
were made in response.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

See Daymark’s response to PUB/DAYMARK I-1. Further to that response, the timing of
Daymark’s engagement in the IRP was such that Manitoba Hydro was very far along in the
analysis process as well as the stakeholder engagement process by the time Daymark received
full access to Manitoba Hydro’s analysis and data. Daymark is not aware of any material changes
to the IRP made in response to Daymark feedback and observations.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-9

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | 12
Chapter:

Topic: Time Horizons

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

On page 12 of Daymark’s report its noted that:

Ultimately, given the immediacy of expected capacity and energy needs, Manitoba Hydro
had relatively few resource options to consider when constructing the potential
development plans. Daymark observes that certain modifications to modelling
assumptions could have enlarged the pool of feasible resource options early in the study
period (most notably battery storage), and that the analysis did not fully consider the
import capacity as an option to meet capacity needs and mitigate risk.

Question:

a.

Does Daymark have any concerns that decisions with long-term (25 year +) ramifications
were rushed by Manitoba Hydro overfocusing on potential capacity issues in the short-
term?

. Daymark raises a concern that the high degree of complexity of the analysis may hinder

effective engagement by stakeholders and the Board, what steps can be taken especially
as it relates to determining potential capacity issues to provide a clearer picture to the
Board in anticipation of the IRP.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a)

b)

As articulated in our report, Daymark has concerns with the potential impact that
recent CT costs might have on the selection of the Preferred Development Plan.
We also have some concerns that the analysis might have led to an overstatement
of need and could have resulted in a buildout target that may be slightly longer in
capacity than a balancing of over- and under-build would suggest. Despite those
concerns, we do not believe that those are the result of any rush to judgement on
the part of Manitoba Hydro. Given the impending expected capacity shortfall,
Manitoba Hydro appropriately prioritized addressing near-term reliability needs.

Many of our recommendations within our Report are focused on transparency and
engagement. For instance, our recommendation that Manitoba Hydro consider
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more load projection scenarios with fewer moving parts per scenario is a
recommendation specifically crafted to assist the PUB and intervenors better
understand the moving parts and become better engaged.

Daymark does not consider Manitoba Hydro, or any utility, as the sole decision-
maker in choosing paths forward based in information from an IRP. The tailoring
of the analysis starts with the choice of metrics. Metrics are insufficient if the
metrics are not understandable by, and transparent to, all decision-makers, in
areas such as how the metric result was produced, or if additional metrics would
be necessary for decision-makers and stakeholders the communication value of
an IRP analysis is significantly diminished.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-10

Part and | Section 3.3.1 Page #: | 28 - 29
Chapter:

Topic: Efficiency Plan Impacts

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

The difference between the Efficiency Plan Projection requirements calculated using the 2024
ELF (and used for all scenarios) and the requirements that should have been used to match the
mandated savings levels is significant. Adjusting the energy and peak savings volumes
accordingly would adjust the energy and peak planning targets in the capacity expansion analysis
and could have a meaningful impact on resource selection decisions by the optimization model.
This effect will be particularly significant in the later years of the study period as load projections
diverge.

Question:

a.

b.

With respect to Manitoba Hydro’'s Recommended Resource Plan, are there any
modifications or delays that Daymark would explore further to produce a plan with a more
moderated approach to incorporating EE and DR? If so explain the rationale for each
modification.

Assuming a least-cost resource planning approach was prioritized and that there were no
legislative constraints for resource development (such as for wind), would Daymark
conclude differently from the answer to (a) above.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a) Please see responses to PUB/Daymark I-2 and PUB/Daymark 1-3

b) Many of Daymark’s recommendations in Section 3 of the Daymark Report are

intended to improve the representation of DSM resources in the IRP modelling
analysis to identify resources that are cost effective compared to supply-side
options. These recommendations would not change if legislative constraints were
removed. In that circumstance, Daymark would recommend that measures
currently included in the Efficiency Plan Projection be instead included as
Selectable Energy Efficiency measures.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-11

Part and | DAY-1 Page#: | 32 & 34
Chapter:

Topic: Selectable Energy Efficiency Measures

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

Daymark’s Table 1 provides the full list of Selectable Energy Efficiency resources modelled:

Table 1. Selectable Energy Efficiency Resources Modelled

RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
Home Insulation Ground Source Custom Energy
Heat Pumps Solutions

Energy Efficiency Assistance Program, Cold Climate
Air Source Heat Pump

Community Heat Pump, Cold Climate Air Source
Heat Pump

Air Source Heat Pumps

Energy Efficiency Assistance Program, Ground
Source Heat Pumps

Community Heat Pump, Ground Source Heat
Pumps

Ground Source Heat Pumps

Electric Furnace with Electric Thermal Storage

Electric Furnace with Electric Thermal Storage &
Cold Climate Air Source Heat Pump

Table 3 summarizes LCOE and LCOC:
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Table 3. Cost of Selectable Energy Efficiency through 2035 with Avoided T&D
Cost (2024 CANS)™

LEVELIZED COST OF LEVELIZED COST OF
MEASURE ENERGY $/MWH CAPACITY $/KW-YR
Residential — Home Insulation 73 93-101
Residential — Energy Efficiency Assistance 52-175 N/A
Program, Cold Climate Air Source Heat
Pump
Residential — Community Heat Pump, Cold 52-175 N/A
Climate Air Source Heat Pump
Residential — Air Source Heat Pumps 52-175 N/A
Residential — Energy Efficiancy Assistance 60.95 63-151
Program, Ground Source Heat Pumps
Residential — Community Heat Pump, 60.55 63-151
Ground Source Heat Pumps
Residential — Ground Source Heat Pumps 60.95 63-151
Residential — Electric Furnace with Electric 501 82-161
Thermal Storage
Residential — Electric Furnace with Electric 501 82-161
Thermal Storage & Cold Climate Air Source
Heat Pump
Commercial — Ground Source Heat Pumps 60.85 63-151
Industrial — Custom Energy Sclutions 89 559-673

Question:

a. With respect to the selectable energy efficiency measures incorporated into Manitoba
Hydro’s model as continuous resources:

i.  Specifically for commercial programs which include only one program option
(unlike Industrial, where the one program but has wide ranging implementation for
these customers) are there concerns about the lack of options being planned for
commercial customers?

ii. Incorporating the base efficiency programs, does Daymark conclude that
measures are appropriately and fairly split between residential, commercial and
industrial? Please explain.

b. In Daymark’s experience, how does the range of selectable DSM programs/measures
incorporated in the resource plan, especially for commercial customers, compare to other
jurisdictions for resource planning purposes?

i. Please provide examples of other jurisdictions (especially Canadian) that
incorporate DSM measures in resource planning and provide a list of the measures
included, especially for commercial customers.

c. With respect to the levelized cost of energy and levelized cost of demand in Table 3, do
any of the EE measures raise affordability concerns? Please explain.
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With respect to Table 3, please add columns that include the anticipated energy and
capacity savings for each measure, and if they vary under different load/resource
scenarios.

The static treatment of the Efficiency Plan Projection (base energy efficiency) in all load
projections is identified as problematic in Daymark’s Report. Was Daymark aware in its
preliminary review of the IRP that Manitoba Hydro was undertaking the load projections in
this fashion? If so, were recommendations made to take appropriately incorporate the
Efficiency Plan Projection by calculating the forecasted load for each scenario.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a)

b)
<)

d)

e)

Daymark noted the lack of additional commercial customer energy efficiency
options for Selectable Energy Efficiency. Daymark explored the methodology for
determining the scope of the Selectable Energy Efficiency options with both
Manitoba Hydro and Efficiency Manitoba. Both parties appeared satisfied that the
options were inclusive given the characteristics of Manitoba Hydro’s customers
and the available and expected energy efficiency technologies. Daymark did not
consider a deeper review of Efficiency Manitoba’s participation and efficiency
measure developments as part of the IRP review and therefore cannot opine on
the question of whether measures are appropriately and fairly split between
residential, commercial and industrial.

Please see the response to (a) above.

Daymark views affordability as best evaluated within a review of potential
development plans and not based on characteristics and costs of any specific DSM
or supply-side resource.

The values of energy savings for each Selectable Energy efficiency option can be
found in Efficiency Manitoba’s Information Package for Manitoba Hydro 2025
Integrated Resource and Major New Facilities Review filed March 13, 2026,
Attachment 2. Capacity savings for the Selectable Energy Efficiency options are
shown in Manitoba Hydro IRP Appendix 6 Section 2.14 Additional Energy
Efficiency.

Please see responses to PUB/Daymark I-2 and PUB/Daymark 1-3
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-12

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | ??
Chapter:

Topic: Demand Response

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

Daymark’s Figure 2 provides an analysis of DR achievable potential by scenario and year per the
DR MPS.
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Figure 2. DR Achievable Potential by Scenario and Year per the DR MPS
Daymark Table 5 provides a summary of the scenarios considered:
Table 5. Summary Data on Scenarios Considered
. . High

Scenarios Low High AMI Electrification
Achievable Potential 208 MW 282 MW 245 MW 324 MW
Achievable Potential as Percent 3.50% 4.70% 4.10% 3.40%
of Peak Load
Portfolio Annual Spend in 2037 515.3 million 534 million 512.4 million 5139 million
Average Supply Cost in 2037 S7T7/kW 5124/kW 550/kw 5136/kW
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Daymark concluded at page 44 that:

Manitoba Hydro does not explore intermediate sensitivities, such as 50% or 75% of assumed
participation or gradual degradation over time. Manitoba Hydro also does not incorporate the
deployment of AMI into its sensitivity analysis, although it is stated throughout the IRP that AMI is
necessary for the expansion of DR.50 Manitoba Hydro also does not run any scenarios that add
new alternative DR or curtailable options. This means that the IRP does not test whether different
or expanded DR program designs — such as the interruptible rate program, Critical Peak Pricing
dynamic rates, or expanded C&I curtailment measures identified in the DR MPS — could provide
additional value.

Question:

a. With respect to DR measures identified by Manitoba Hydro, does Daymark conclude they
are appropriately and fairly split between residential, commercial and industrial? Please
explain.

b. In Daymark’s experience, how does the range of selectable DR programs/measures
incorporated in the resource plan, especially for commercial customers, compare to other
jurisdictions for resource planning purposes?

i. Please provide examples of other jurisdictions (especially Canadian) that
incorporate DR measures in resource planning and provide a list of the measures
included, especially for commercial customers.

c. Does Daymark agree with the approach taken by Manitoba Hydro to assume that the
existing CRP will be maintained across the study period and expanded by enrolling
additional participants to contribute to demand reduction.

d. Please explain the benefit that would have resulted from Manitoba Hydro incorporating
the deployment of AMI into its sensitivity analysis.

e. Please explain why AMI deployment must be known to determine the availability of DR
programs.

f. Daymark concluded that there could have been additional value resulting from Manitoba
Hydro testing different or expanded DR program designs — such as the interruptible rate
program, Critical Peak Pricing dynamic rates, or expanded C&I curtailment measures
identified in the DR MPS. Please explain particularly in the context of commercial
customers.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a) Daymark cannot conclude whether or not DR measures were appropriately and
fairly split between customer classes given that DR was modelled as a single
aggregated resource rather than as distinct programs. Daymark would expect
more transparent and improved distribution across customer classes if DR were
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disaggregated and AMI-enabled measures were incorporated, at minimum as a
sensitivity.

As noted in response to part (a) above, DR was modelled as a single aggregated
resource, which makes the requested comparison impossible.

i) This question requests research and work product that has not been developed
by Daymark in the execution of its scope of work.

The Daymark Report discusses our observations and recommendations regarding
the modeling of DR in Sections 3.5.3 and 3.5.4. These sections note additional
analysis and information that would have provided for a more robust consideration
of DR.

Analysis of potential plans with AMI will expand residential and commercial
customer demand response options. Incorporating AMI deployment into the
sensitivity analysis would have allowed Manitoba Hydro to test more categories of
demand response, including dynamic rates. It would have also allowed for the
benefits of AMI inclusion to be weighed against its costs, which is something that
the IRP analysis did not consider.

AMI is an enabling technology for rates driven demand response for customer
classes without sophisticated metering. This includes analysis of customer usage,
communication to customers and / or their automation equipment and as some
programs would require the measurement of customer load reductions. Because
program availability and timing align with AMI implementation across the system,
the determination of which DR programs can be offered, and when, is largely tied
to AMI deployment. Manitoba Hydro also identifies AMI as a prerequisite for
implementing DR and curtailable rate programs.

Demand response is considered a ‘dispatchable’ resource option and as such it
will have extra value as more intermittent resources enter the Manitoba Hydro
resource portfolio. Expanding demand response to the commercial customer class
will provide more options to test to provide the best plan for Manitoba Hydro
customers.

May 8, 2026 Page 28 of 33



May 8, 2026 Manitoba Hydro 2025 IRP Review
GSSM/MH Information Requests to Daymark

GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-13

Part and | GSSM/MH I-17e Page #:
Chapter: Daymark Report, p. 17
Topic: Wind LCOE & Affordability

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

In this IR, when asked about potential risks to wind LCOE costs (on a $/MWh basis) in light of
experiences in other jurisdictions (and especially due to lack of economies of scale for Manitoba
Hydro’s Call For Power plans) and whether a $80/MWh levelized cost for wind energy would
change any of Hydro’s plan analysis/evaluation, Hydro responded that:

Changing the levelized cost of wind energy by the amount indicated would increase
costs proportionately but would not result in changes to resource planning decisions
in the Recommended Development Plan or the Alternative Development Plan. The
10-year Recommended Development Plan includes 600 MW of Indigenous majority-
owned wind projects to align with the Affordable Energy Plan, supporting economic
reconciliation and community partnerships, while diversifying Manitoba’s resource
mix with reliable and affordable energy for Manitobans.

Wind generation is being advanced through a Call for Power process and will be
procured via long-term Power Purchase Agreements (“PPA”). Price of the PPA will
be a key consideration in the selection of the successful proponent.

At p. 157, Daymark suggests:

The addition of the near-term wind resources increases the present value of net
system costs through 2035, but there is no clear signal regarding long-term financial
impacts for Load Projections 2 and 3.

Question:

a. Does Daymark agree with Manitoba Hydro’s response? If not, please explain whether this
scenario raises any concerns on affordability and risk to ratepayers?

b. Isitreasonable to stress test and undertake sensitivity analysis on varying costs of power
purchases, including the impact this could have on rates over the long-term, in evaluation
and screening of potential development plans?

c. Does Manitoba Hydro’s response indicate it prioritized not only reliability, but also its socio-
economic evaluation theme over affordability in its plan development and selection?
Please explain.

d. Please explain whether Manitoba Hydro’s application adequately establishes the need for
wind procurement and the basis for your conclusion.
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Please explain in detail the risks to ratepayers from Manitoba Hydro’s proposed wind
procurement.

Please explain whether your answer to the prior two questions would differ if
unconstrained by policy, and if so please explain how.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

Daymark agrees with Manitoba Hydro that, given the fact that the 600 MW of wind
is required by the Affordable Energy Plan and was assumed to be a component of
all potential development plans, increasing the LCOE of wind would not change
the Recommended or Alternative Development Plan components, only their cost

In general, it is valuable to conduct sensitivity analysis on assumptions and
variables that may impact the resource planning conclusions of an IRP. Given that
600 MW of wind is included in the plan consistent with the Affordable Energy Plan,
sensitivity analysis on wind PPA costs could provide an indication of the range
customer impact of the policy, but would not necessarily change resource planning
outcomes.

Daymark’s interpretation of Manitoba Hydro’s response is that it constructed the
potential development plans to comply with the Affordable Energy Plan. The socio-
economic evaluation theme, as it pertains to the 600 MW of wind, would not have
varied across plans because they all included the same wind capacity.

The analysis conducted for Manitoba Hydro’s IRP establishes the need for energy
and capacity which is partially addressed by the wind capacity additions, but does
not specifically establish the need for the specific timing and quantity of planned
wind procurements, since the resource was manually added to the portfolio.

Daymark did not specifically evaluate risks associated with the planned wind
procurement as part of our scope of work. However, in general, the ratepayer risks
of wind procurement are similar to risks of any resource development project,
including increased costs related to siting, regulatory approvals, equipment, and
labor.

Regarding the response to part (d), if the IRP analysis did not automatically include
wind resources consistent with the Affordable Energy Plan, the analysis would still
support the need for energy and capacity, but the capacity expansion model results
would have included different timing and quantities of wind additions (see IRP
Appendix 7.2, Section 3.11, pp. 116-126).

Regard the response to part (e), Daymark’s response would not change if the IRP
analysis did not automatically include wind resources consistent with the
Affordable Energy Plan.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-14

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | 11, 14
Chapter:

Topic: Planning Horizon

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

At p. 11, “Daymark notes that the analytical methodology for longer-term resource
planning requires important improvements to adequately evaluate future portfolio
decisions.”

At p. 14, Daymark notes that Manitoba Hydro’s approach in the IRP “may have led
Manitoba Hydro to favour plans with higher levels of capacity addition than may be
necessary to balance the sometimes competing objectives of affordability and policy
support.”

Question:

a. Given Daymark’s concerns with Manitoba Hydro’s long-term planning, does Daymark agree
the long-term resource planning cannot, in its current form, reasonably be relied upon to justify
present resourcing decisions.

Rationale for Question:

Response:

a) No, we do not agree. While we do have concerns with the results of the capacity
expansion modeling in years after 2035, this is primarily a concern about sufficient
evidence to assist Manitoba Hydro in identifying additional near-term actions
regarding long lead time resource options and decisions or additional analysis that
might be needed in the shorter term. Put simply, our concern is that the state of
the modeling in those out years may present challenges for Manitoba Hydro that
persist into the next IRP if not addressed quickly.
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GSSMError! Bookmark not defined./DAYMARK-15

Part and | DAY-1 Page #: | 133-136
Chapter:

Topic: Battery storage

Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

At pp. 133 to 134, Daymark raises a number of concerns with Manitoba Hydro’s
treatment of short term batteries in the IRP. Similarly, at pp. 135 to 136, Daymark
raises concerns with Manitoba Hydro’s treatment of long duration batteries in the
IRP. Daymark makes recommendations to be addressed as part of Manitoba
Hydro’s next IRP.

Question:

a. In Daymark’s view, could more appropriate treatment of short and long duration batteries, as
recommended by Daymark, in the current IRP potentially lead to different conclusions
regarding resource needs. Please explain your response.

Response:

a) Improvements in the modelling and consideration of short- and long-duration
batteries in Manitoba Hydro’s IRP would not necessarily change conclusions
regarding the need for capacity and energy resources but could change the
optimized portfolio selected in the capacity expansion modelling. In the case of
short-duration batteries, certain modifications to the model assumptions (including
additional duration and size options, and the use of hourly chronological modeling)
could result in additional battery storage selection by the capacity expansion
model. On the other hand, Manitoba Hydro has expressed that preliminary analysis
indicates that the capacity credit for battery storage may need to be derated (see
Daymark Report, p. 131). If further analysis confirms this conclusion, it may reduce
the selection of battery storage by the capacity expansion model.

In the case of long-duration battery storage, this resource was not explicitly
modelled in the analysis, so including it as an option could impact the optimized
portfolio depending on its relative economics.
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