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March 1, 2026 
 
The Public Utilities Board of Manitoba 
400-330 Portage Avenue 
Winnipeg, MB R3C 0C4 
 
Attention: Rachel McMillin, Executive Director & Secretary          VIA E-MAIL 
 
Dear Ms. McMillin: 
 
Re: MANITOBA HYDRO’S IRP & MNF REVIEW – REPLY TO INTEVERVENER 

APPLICATIONS  
 
Manitoba Hydro has reviewed the applications for Intervener Status from the following six parties 

for Manitoba Hydro’s Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) and Major New Facilities (“MNF”) Review: 

 General Service Small and General Service Medium Customer Classes (“GSS/GSM”);  

 Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak Inc. (“MKO”); 

 Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence Canada (“MEED”);  

 Consumers Coalition (made up of the Consumers’ Association of Canada (Manitoba 

Branch), the Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg, Winnipeg Harvest, and the Manitoba Seniors 

Equity Action Coalition); 

 Wa Ni Ska Tan - An Alliance of Hydro-Impacted Communities (“Wa Ni Ska Tan”); and 

 Manitoba Industrial Power Users Group (“MIPUG”). 

 

Subject to the comments provided herein, Manitoba Hydro has no objection to the PUB granting 

Intervener Status to the GSS/GSM, MKO, MEED, Consumers Coalition, and MIPUG for this 

review proceeding; however, Manitoba Hydro objects to the PUB granting Intervener Status to 

Wa Ni Ska Tan. 

 

Manitoba Hydro is providing the following written comments for the benefit of the PUB panel and 

all interested parties in advance of the Pre-Hearing Conference scheduled to commence at 9:00 

a.m. on March 2, 2026. 

 

This submission is organized as follows: 

 Section 1 provides an overview of the mandate set out for this review in accordance with 

Order in Council 12/2026; 

 Section 2 provides examples of issues that have been identified in Applications for 

Intervener Status that are not in scope for this review; 
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 Section 3 discusses the work already completed by independent external advisors and 

extensive public engagement in relation to the IRP; 

 Section 4 provides comments on the proposed scope of intervention and planned number 

of expert consultants in the Applications for Intervener Status; 

 Section 5 discussed matters specific to the Application for Intervener Status of Wa Ni Ska 

Tan;  

 Section 6 provides comments in relation to the need to foster a constructive and productive 

process; and 

 Section 7 provides comments on the hearing schedule. 

 

1. Mandate and Context for this Review Process 

 

In accordance with section 38.1(1) of the Manitoba Hydro Act (the “Act”), Manitoba Hydro 

prepared and submitted to the minister its 2025 IRP (“IRP”). On February 2, 2026, the 

Government of Manitoba referred the IRP to the PUB for review and recommendation according 

to s. 38.1(4) of the Act. This referral from the Government included the Order in Council (the 

“OIC”), as well as the Terms of Reference for the IRP, which are included as Attachment A to this 

submission.  

 

Through the Terms of Reference, the Government explicitly stated what the specific mandate of 

the PUB is with respect to this IRP review process, as well as the issues that are expressly ruled 

out of scope.    

 

Issues within scope in accordance with the Terms of Reference: 

1. Are Manitoba Hydro’s planning objectives appropriate and reflect section 38.1 of The 

Manitoba Hydro Act, Section 2(1) of The Manitoba Hydro Act, the government’s policies 

set out in the Affordable Energy Plan, the Minister’s 2023 mandate letter to Manitoba 

Hydro and any additional mandate letters to Manitoba Hydro including all directives issued 

to Manitoba Hydro under The Crown Corporation Governance and Accountability Act? 

2. Do Manitoba Hydro’s evaluation methodologies reflect industry best practices?  

3. Are Manitoba Hydro’s estimates of demand for electrical power, electrical energy, and 

natural gas appropriate and represent a sufficient range of assumptions? 

4. Have Manitoba Hydro’s export obligations for electricity been appropriately considered? 

5. Have the impacts of fuel switching on the demand for electricity and natural gas been 

appropriately considered? 

6. Have the supply-side and demand-side resources to meet future energy and capacity 

needs been appropriately considered in terms of: 

 the types of resources included in the plan; 

 screening out resources; 

 reliability of the cost estimates for the selected resources; and 

 selecting preferred resource options? 
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7. Does the IRP appropriately consider how the recommended development plan changes 

with changes to the underlying inputs and assumptions? 

8. Does the plan appropriately include Efficiency Manitoba’s demand-side management plan 

and expertise regarding demand-side management programs, including any potential for 

additional savings? 

9. Is the recommended development plan the least-cost option? If not, did Manitoba Hydro 

appropriately prioritize the factors that led to the plan being recommended? 

10. Have non-wire alternatives, such as rate-enabled initiatives, been appropriately 

considered? 

11. What are the key risks and uncertainties in Manitoba Hydro’s IRP, and have they been 

appropriately addressed and mitigated? This should include market risk, economic risk, 

climate risk, political risk, and technological risk. 

12. Does the IRP appropriately incorporate the required transmission and distribution 

investments to support the recommended development plan? 

13. Has Manitoba Hydro adequately considered the near-term actions required to support the 

IRP, including required steps and milestone dates for proposed resource options? 

 

Exclusions from the scope: 

1. Bipole I & II refurbishment; 

2. The commercial and benefit agreements between Manitoba Hydro and its Indigenous 

partners for the development of the proposed generating facilities (the impacts of these 

are included in the cost of the projects that are part of the development plan); 

3. The environmental reviews of the proposed projects that are part of the development plan, 

including Environmental Impact Statements (these will be conducted through individual 

processes by the Manitoba Clean Environment Commission (“CEC”), and where possible 

the impacts of the matters to be considered by the CEC are included in the costs of the 

projects that are part of the development plan); 

4. Consultation pursuant to section 35 of the Constitution Act (this is conducted as a separate 

Crown-Indigenous consultation process); and 

5. Historic environmental costs. 

 

This mandate is binding upon the PUB and all parties to this IRP review process. It serves as the 

fundamental scoping document for this review process. It is not appropriate for any party to the 

proceeding to circumvent this mandate with attempts to persuade the PUB to reframe, revise or 

expand the mandate. This includes Coalitions suggestion to “use this public review as a shared 

learning opportunity to invite vigorous debate and consider the breadth and depth of experience 

from leading experts in North America” (p. 3) or allowing public engagement to become an issue 

“to be explored in depth” (p. 16). Manitoba Hydro submits that any revision or expansion to this 

mandate by the PUB in any procedural order, or otherwise, is not permissible, and would 

represent an error in law. 
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While Manitoba Hydro recognizes the importance of this review proceeding, and the need to 

consider broader overarching issues related to long-term- resource planning for the entire system, 

this review process is distinguishable from applications routinely advanced to the PUB by 

Manitoba Hydro and Centra Gas Manitoba Inc. The PUB must recognize this fundamental 

distinction when deciding the role of intervening parties, including the number of legal counsel 

and consultants intervening parties seek to retain. Any participation of an intervening party to this 

review proceeding, and the extent thereof, that may be approved by the PUB, must be expressly 

constrained and commensurate with the scope set forth in the mandate.   

 

Importantly, and consistent with the mandate, this review proceeding is not, and cannot become, 

a: 

 General Rate Application; 

 Cost-of-Service Review; 

 Review of accounting policies or related matters; 

 Review of financial matters that are routinely the subject matter of a GRA and thoroughly 

tested and reviewed therein; 

 The review or setting of rates for power except for the potential impact of the proposed 

major new facility on the rates for power in accordance with section 16(6) of the Act; 

 The implications of financial health metrics on access to the capital markets; 

 Review of overall business operations capital, major capital or asset management 

practices; 

 Review of specific impacts to individual customer classifications such as GSS/GSM, inter-

class impacts or specific class rate design which are reviewed as part of GRAs; 

 Review or determination of the sufficiency of Manitoba Hydro’s consultation or engagement 

efforts for this IRP; or 

 Review of Efficiency Manitoba’s Annual Plan as stipulated in The Efficiency Manitoba Act, 

beyond matters proposed to be in “EM’s Scope” as defined by EM’s legal counsel in letter 

to the PUB dated February 26, 2026.  

 

Manitoba Hydro has significant concerns regarding the scope of intervention proposed by several 

parties and the number of consultants they seek to retain at the sole cost of Manitoba Hydro 

customers. Participation by interveners and/or their consultants in previous PUB Applications 

should not, and must not, equate to the PUB granting the same level of participation in this distinct 

review process given the scope defined by the Lieutenant Governor in Council for this review 

proceeding as provided in the mandate.   

 

2. Items Identified by Interveners that are Not In-Scope for this Review 

 

The following sections provide a high-level overview of issues that have been raised by 

interveners that are generally out of scope within the mandate set out for this review. This is not 

meant to be an exhaustive list or overview of those issues. 
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Impact of Past Hydro Development and Licenses 
 

Both the Coalition and Wa Ni Ska Tan intervener applications raised issues related to licenses 

under Water Powers Act for Churchill River Diversion and Lake Winnipeg Regulation within their 

proposed scope of intervention. In addition, the Wa Ni Ska Tan application states that “The IRP 

represents an important vehicle to redress past and ongoing harms…” (p. 3). Historic 

environmental impacts are explicitly excluded from the scope of the review in accordance with 

the OIC, and contrary to suggestions by the Coalition, neither regulatory or legal risks are 

contemplated in the list of specific issues the Lieutenant Governor in Council is seeking the PUB 

to make recommendations on.  

 
Issues Specific to MKO’s Application 
 

As noted above, Manitoba Hydro does not oppose the intervention application of MKO, however 

notes that all they key issues listed within their application (p. 3) include aspects that are to be 

excluded from the IRP and MNF review based on the specific exclusions within the OIC or are 

matters that are better suited to discussions in other forums. While these are topics of utmost 

importance, they extend well beyond the defined mandate for this review. This is particularly the 

case for matters related to improvements or additions to existing grid infrastructure in the north, 

adequacy of emergency relief and assessing environmental effects and broader impacts on First 

Nations. 

 

Class-Specific Programming and Considerations 

 

The GSS & GSM intervener application states that a main reason guiding their intervention is to 

ensure “that adequate and cost competitive demand-side management portfolios (including rates 

and programs) are prioritized and developed to provide access for GSS and GSM customers to 

participate in efficient electricity use, in a manner that also benefits Manitoba Hydro's overall 

system usage and planning”  (p. 2). Manitoba Hydro submits that while it is appropriate to consider 

the overall role that efficiency programming is playing in meeting Manitoba Hydro’s resource 

needs, the sufficiency of specific customer class programming or rate design is a matter that 

ought to be considered in a review of Efficiency Manitoba’s Efficiency Plan or, as applicable, in a 

rate design hearing (including one held as part of a Manitoba Hydro GRA). 

 

Public Engagement 

 

A number of interveners have proposed having experts to review and provide evidence on the 

engagement undertaken by Manitoba Hydro. A specific review of the IRP engagement, or its 

sufficiency, is not defined within the scope of the mandate within the Terms of Reference. As 

such, and despite assertions by the Coalition, the conclusion is that the Lieutenant Governor in 

Council was satisfied that Manitoba Hydro’s engagement process was in fact meaningful and 
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satisfactory given the fact that these efforts were reported to it when Manitoba Hydro provided its 

IRP to it in accordance with section 38.1(1), particularly subsection (f) which requires the IRP to 

include “a description of the stakeholder consultations carried out by the corporation in developing 

the plan”.  

 

Furthermore, as detailed below, Manitoba Hydro’s engagement process was not simply “checking 

a box” but was extensive and instrumental in guiding and developing the IRP. Engagement 

followed International Association for Public Participation practices throughout the process, 

supported openness and transparency in energy planning and enabled the consideration of 

diverse perspectives from customers and interested parties, all of which helped improve project 

outcomes, ongoing planning and future analyses. Manitoba Hydro submits that while parties are 

free to make suggestions as to the engagement process for consideration for future IRPs in 

closing submissions, a detailed review should be out of scope and should not be a subject matter 

for intervener evidence or consultants. 

 

Clarity of Scope is Required 

 

Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that a clearly defined procedural ruling from the PUB is 

required at the outset confirming that the issues specified in the mandate are in scope for this 

review proceeding, including identifying specific matters that are not in  scope. This scoping must 

be informed and guided strictly by the Order in Council and accompanying Terms of Reference.  

 

In addition, Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that the procedural order from the PUB should 

clearly specify the type of information that will meaningfully assist the PUB in formulating its 

recommendations to government on Manitoba Hydro’s IRP and MNF. Without an abundantly clear 

scope and well-defined boundaries for potential participation for interveners and the public 

(including public presentations), the risk of the review proceeding becoming inefficient and 

unfocused increases significantly, creating opportunities for parties to introduce issues that extend 

far beyond the intended purpose of this review as set forth in the mandate. 

 

3. Independent Expertise and Comprehensive Engagement Already Supporting the 

Review 
 

The number of consultants proposed by several interveners (and the areas of focus they seek to 

be retained for) does not reflect or acknowledge the extensive public engagement for the IRP and 

work already completed by Daymark Energy Advisors (“Daymark”). 

 

Daymark Energy Advisors 

 

The PUB retained Daymark Energy Advisors as an Independent Expert Consultant, to critically 

assess the IRP work of Manitoba Hydro on behalf of the PUB, for the benefit of all parties to the 
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proceeding, while acknowledging the commercially sensitive nature of certain of Manitoba Hydro’s 

information and regulatory efficiency. Daymark has conducted a thorough assessment of 

Manitoba Hydro’s planning processes and methodologies, including assessing them against 

industry best practices. Specifically, and given its expertise and familiarity with Manitoba Hydro 

from previous retainers with the PUB and work completed as an Independent Expert Consultant 

in Manitoba, Daymark was retained to complete and provide the PUB and all parties to the review 

proceeding with its impartial, independent and unbiased expert opinion on the following extensive 

list of items, closely aligned with the PUB’s mandate for this review proceeding: 

 

Scope of Daymark’s Review 

1. Are Manitoba Hydro’s planning objectives appropriate, unbiased, and reflect industry best 

practices, both in terms of which objectives are included and how those objectives are 

weighted? 

2. Review and comment on Manitoba Hydro’s estimates of demand for domestic electrical 

energy and power, as well as natural gas, Manitoba Hydro’s existing export obligations and 

any alternative demand scenarios. Identify the most important parameters and variables in 

the estimates. Comment on the appropriateness of any baseline assumptions made by 

Manitoba Hydro and its natural gas subsidiary, as well as the appropriateness of any planned 

contingencies. 

3. Review and comment on the increases and decreases in the demand for electrical energy 

and power and natural gas that arise from switching from one fuel to the other. 

4. Are the supply-side and demand-side resource options to meet the anticipated demand for 

electrical energy and power evaluated objectively, including fuel switching between natural 

gas and electricity and incorporating low-carbon gases. Is the list of resource options 

sufficiently expansive or should other options be considered as well? 

5. To the extent that power purchase agreements form part of the IRP, are the estimated prices 

for energy and capacity expected under such agreements reasonable and appropriate and 

does the proposed procurement process follow best practices? If executed power purchase 

agreements are submitted to the IEC for review, comment on the process followed by 

Manitoba Hydro to competitively determine or negotiate the terms and conditions, including 

prices, and whether the process followed is expected to provide optimal pricing for this supply. 

6. Are new rate structures, such as inclining block rates, time of use rates, etc., objectively 

evaluated and considered in identifying the recommended development plan? 

7. Review and comment on resources proposed by Manitoba Hydro to meet the demand for 

electrical energy and power, including determining the most cost-effective resource mix to 

meet those needs: 

a. in the absence of policy constraints (i.e., a least-cost approach);  

b. considering existing and anticipated legislative and policy constraints; and 

c. considering the impacts of fuel switching between electricity and natural gas, as well 

as any technical or policy constraints affecting the use of natural gas. 
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Please comment separately on baseline resources selected by Manitoba Hydro and any 

contingency scenarios that would result in additional energy or power resources above the 

baseline resources projected under the plan. 

8. Does the IRP adequately utilize Efficiency Manitoba’s expertise to support the IRP, through 

initiatives such as: 

a. reducing the demand for electrical power; 

b. increasing the demand-side initiatives designed to reduce the demand for electrical 

energy or natural gas; or 

c. electrification through fuel switching from natural gas to electricity. 

9. Does the IRP appropriately incorporate required transmission and distribution investments? 

10. Are the timelines for implementing or commissioning the proposed resource options realistic? 

Are there upcoming key milestone dates to implement such projects? 

11. If Manitoba Hydro includes estimates of the rate and bill impacts in the IRP, review and 

comment on whether a different resource mix could result in lower rate and bill impacts. 

12. Does the IRP follow: 

a. best practices for such plans as developed in other jurisdictions; and 

b. the requirements set out in subsections 38.1(1) and (2) of The Manitoba Hydro Act? 

 

Since April 7, 2025, Manitoba Hydro supported Daymark’s retainer with the PUB as an 

Independent Expert Consultant for this IRP review proceeding through an extensive, time-

consuming and costly coordinated enterprise-wide effort. This effort included facilitating over 20 

hours of structured technical engagement with the Daymark team of experts, including onboarding 

sessions, four load forecast deep dives, multiple modelling and resource planning discussions, 

and a full day in person workshop, with subject matter expertise from Manitoba Hydro’s Load 

Forecasting, Resource Options & Modelling, Electrical and Gas Transmission & Distribution 

Planning, and DSM teams.  

 

Through these sessions with the Daymark team of experts, Manitoba Hydro delivered more than 

25 onboarding information packages, over 60 additional technical submissions, and hundreds of 

modelling files, datasets, memos, and scenario outputs spanning load models, resource 

assumptions, transmission studies, modelling sensitivities, draft IRP components, and evaluation 

frameworks. In parallel, Manitoba Hydro’s coordination stream provided dedicated project 

management to the Daymark team of experts including, weekly touchpoints, seven project 

management check-ins, comprehensive request tracking, scheduling, and cross-department 

alignment.  Through these extensive efforts and corporate resources, Manitoba Hydro ensured 

timely, complete, and transparent support throughout Daymark’s multi-month review such that 

Daymark could deliver an impartial, independent and unbiased expert report to the PUB for this 

review proceeding. 

 

As the PUB and parties are aware, Daymark is currently scheduled to provide its report on April 

29, 2026, with its findings and recommendations and all parties will have the opportunity to pose 

information requests, cross-examine and test them on their report findings and recommendations. 
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Energy+Environmental Economics (E3) 

 

Additionally, as described in its filing, Manitoba Hydro engaged E3 as an external technical 

advisor to support the development of the IRP. E3’s role was advisory in nature, helping ensure 

that Manitoba Hydro’s inputs, analytical approach, and evaluation methods were robust, 

transparent, and aligned with industry best practices, while focusing on Manitoba’s 

circumstances.   

 

E3 played a comprehensive advisory and analytical role in supporting the development of 

Manitoba Hydro’s IRP. Their scope of work included collaborating closely with Manitoba Hydro to 

review project objectives, define the scope of work, develop foundational planning assumptions, 

and contribute to detailed work plans that guided the IRP process.  

 

E3 advised on modelling and analytical approaches, such as load projections, resource attributes, 

evaluation metrics, and enhanced electric and gas integrated planning, to ensure that resource 

planning was grounded in robust methods and sound analysis. They reviewed scenario and 

sensitivity modelling results, assessed associated risks, and provided recommendations on 

mitigation strategies to strengthen the viability of potential resource plans.  

 

In addition, E3 supported the development of key planning documents, including long-term 

strategies, near-term priorities, and actionable steps while aligning with Manitoba Hydro’s overall 

goals and objectives. Throughout the process, they also assisted in incorporating engagement 

outcomes to ensure stakeholder perspectives were appropriately reflected in the IRP. 

 

PUB’s Engineering Advisors 

 

Ryall Engineering has been involved in regulatory proceedings in Manitoba and is well versed 

with the utility industry and related issues in Manitoba. Ryall Engineering participated in the TAC 

as well throughout the IRP process and is an immediate additional resource to assist the PUB in 

fulfilling the mandate provided to it by the government. 

 

Extensive Engagement Process 

 

Furthermore, and important to the PUB’s consideration of intervener applications and the scope 

of their involvement in this proceeding, it is critical for the PUB to consider the substantial amount 

of work already undertaken over the past two years by Manitoba Hydro, stakeholders and the 

public in relation to engagement. These extensive engagement efforts informed the IRP and 

followed International Association of Public Participation best practices and was supported by an 

experienced, and independent Manitoba based consultant, Urban Systems Limited.  
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The IRP reflects fourteen months of complex data collection, analysis, and evaluation, 

incorporating input and feedback gathered from internal and external engagement. Engagement 

included over 150 subject matter experts from across Manitoba Hydro and approximately 50 

Departments. There were more than 170 people from 70 organizations engaged in the IRP 

process as part of the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) and Interested Party Sessions.  

 

TAC represented diverse sectors to gather deeper input throughout the IRP process. It included 

representatives from government, Indigenous organizations, municipalities, customer and interest 

groups, and academia, including organizations that routinely participate as interveners in PUB 

regulatory proceedings, such as the Consumers Coalition, Manitoba Industrial Power Users 

Group, and Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak. Dr. Fitzpatrick was also a member of TAC. 

Through structured meetings and related engagement activities and collaboration, TAC members 

provided valuable feedback on core IRP elements, including load projections, resource options, 

evaluation metrics, and the recommended development plan.  

In addition to TAC, the general public was engaged through multiple channels, including two 

province-wide public surveys, project newsletters distributed to more than 8,500 subscribers, and 

a dedicated project website providing updates and engagement materials. Additional insights 

were gathered through surveys and interviews with customers, municipalities, large industrial 

customers, and Indigenous Nations leadership. Targeted outreach, including direct mail to First 

Nations households, supported participation across communities. Manitoba Hydro also facilitated 

virtual workshops with interested parties.  

Manitoba Hydro also had ongoing peer consultation with utilities across the country within the 

Canadian IRP Network of which Manitoba Hydro is a founding member. 

 

4. Comments on the proposed scope of intervention and planned number of expert 

consultants  

 

The number of experts proposed by several interveners does not reflect or acknowledge the 

extensive independent work that is ongoing or already completed by external experts, as 

discussed above. Moreover, the number of experts reflects significant duplication and lack of 

focus in relation to the specific areas proposed to be addressed by each consultant that are under 

the review’s mandate. Any approved intervener participation by the PUB for this review 

proceeding, including the use of consultants, must acknowledge, or conversely cannot ignore or 

serve to replicate, these extensive work efforts to date. 

 

The intervener applications propose the retention of the following experts: 

 The GSS/GSM proposes to retain Melisa Davies of MNYD Consulting. 

 MKO proposes to retain two (2) consultants: 

o one consultant focused on renewable energy and investment in First Nations 

community energy 
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o one consultant to provide evidence on technical matters of the IRP and DSM.  

 MEED proposes to retain Wesley Stephens of TeraTrends Consulting. 

 Consumers Coalition proposes to retain a total of nine (9) consultants, representing five 

(5) consulting organizations and one (1) expert from academia: 

o Pelino Colaiacovo of Morrison Park Advisors. 

o Darren Rainkie of Darren Rainkie Consulting 

o Kelly Derksen of Kelly Derksen Consulting 

o Dr. Patricia Fitzpatrick of the University of Manitoba 

o Chris Oakley of Midgard Consulting Inc. 

o Peter Helland of Midgard Consulting Inc.,  

o Jamil Farbes of Evolve Energy Research 

o Jeremy Hargreaves of Evolve Energy Research 

o Cameron Wade of Evolve Energy Research 

 Wa Ni Ska Tan proposes to retain a total of six (6) consultants and ten (10) community 

witnesses. 

o Les Dysart of the Community Association of South Indian Lake 

o Daniel Gladu Kanu of the Lake Winnipeg Indigenous Collective 

o Robert Spence of the Tataskweyak Environmental Monitoring Agency 

o Dr. Steph McLachlan of the University of Manitoba 

o An additional consultant focused on the political and policy related and legal risks 

associated with the IRP focusing on northern Manitoba 

o An additional consultant focused on economic risk  

 MIPUG proposes to retain a total of three (3) consultants, representing two (2) consulting 

organizations: 

o Patrick Bowman of Bowman Economics 

o Dale Friesen of InterGroup Consultants 

o Joshua Dyck of InterGroup Consultants 

 

The Table below provides the distribution of intervener consultants across the TORs and 

alignment with Daymark’s defined scope, demonstrating duplication and resulting overlap. 

 
Order in Council 12/2026 Terms of 
Reference (TOR) 
 

Intervener/Consultant 
Addressing the TOR 

Daymark Scope Related to TOR 

1. Are Manitoba Hydro’s planning 
objectives appropriate and reflect 
section 38.1 of The Manitoba 
Hydro Act, Section 2(1) of The 
Manitoba Hydro Act, the 
government’s policies set out in the 
Affordable Energy Plan, the 
Minister’s 2023 mandate letter to 
Manitoba Hydro and any additional 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard, Fitzpatrick 
 

Does the IRP follow 
(a) best practices for such plans as 
developed in other jurisdictions; and 
(b) the requirements set out in 
subsections 38.1(1) and (2) of The 
Manitoba Hydro Act? 

Wa Ni Ska Tan: Kanu 
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Order in Council 12/2026 Terms of 
Reference (TOR) 
 

Intervener/Consultant 
Addressing the TOR 

Daymark Scope Related to TOR 

mandate letters to Manitoba Hydro 
including all directives issued to 
Manitoba Hydro under The Crown 
Corporation Governance and 
Accountability Act? 

MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 

2. Do Manitoba Hydro’s evaluation 
methodologies reflect industry best 
practices?  

 

MEED: Stephens Are Manitoba Hydro’s planning 
objectives appropriate, unbiased, and 
reflect industry best practices, both in 
terms of which objectives are included 
and how those objectives are  
weighted? 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 
Wa Ni Ska Tan: Kanu, 
McLachlan 

3. Are Manitoba Hydro’s estimates of 
demand for electrical power, 
electrical energy, and natural gas 
appropriate and represent a 
sufficient range of assumptions? 

 

MEED: Stephens Review and comment on Manitoba 
Hydro’s estimates of demand for 
domestic electrical energy and power, 
as well as natural gas, Manitoba 
Hydro’s existing export obligations and 
any alternative demand scenarios. 
Identify the most important parameters 
and variables in the estimates. 
Comment on the appropriateness of 
any baseline assumptions made by 
Manitoba Hydro and its natural gas 
subsidiary, as well as the 
appropriateness of any planned 
contingencies. 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

GSS/GSM: Davies (GS 
service load/scenario focus) 

MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 

4. Have Manitoba Hydro’s export 
obligations for electricity been 
appropriately considered? 

 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

 

5. Have the impacts of fuel switching 
on the demand for electricity and 
natural gas been appropriately 
considered? 

 

MEED: Stevens Review and comment on the increases 
and decreases in the demand for 
electrical energy and power and 
natural gas that arise from switching 
from one fuel to the other. 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 
MIPUG: Friesen, Dyck 

6. Have the supply-side and demand-
side resources to meet future 
energy and capacity needs been 
appropriately considered in terms 
of: 

i. the types of resources 
included in the plan; 

ii. screening out resources; 
iii. reliability of the cost estimates 

for the selected resources; and 
iv. selecting preferred resource 

options? 
 

MEED: Stevens Are the supply-side and demand-side 
resource options to meet the 
anticipated demand for electrical 
energy and power evaluated 
objectively, including fuel switching 
between natural gas and electricity 
and incorporating low-carbon gases. Is 
the list of resource options sufficiently 
expansive or should other options be 
considered as well? 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 
Wa Ni Ska Tan: Dyart, Kanu, 
Spence, McLachlan 
(Indigenous alternatives & 
impacts).  

7. Does the IRP appropriately 
consider how the recommended 
development plan changes with 
changes to the underlying inputs 
and assumptions? 

 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

 

MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 
GSS/GSM: Davies 

8. Does the plan appropriately include 
Efficiency Manitoba’s demand-side 
management plan and expertise 
regarding demand-side 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

Does the IRP adequately utilize 
Efficiency Manitoba’s expertise to 
support the IRP, through initiatives 
such as: MEED: Stephens 
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Order in Council 12/2026 Terms of 
Reference (TOR) 
 

Intervener/Consultant 
Addressing the TOR 

Daymark Scope Related to TOR 

management programs, including 
any potential for additional 
savings? 

 

GSS/GSM: Davies (a) reducing the demand for electrical 
power; 
(b) increasing the demand-side 
initiatives designed to reduce the 
demand for electrical energy or natural 
gas; or 
(c) electrification through fuel switching 
from natural gas to electricity. 

MIPUG: Friesen, Dyck 

9. Is the recommended development 
plan the least-cost option? If not, 
did Manitoba Hydro appropriately 
prioritize the factors that led to the 
plan being recommended? 

 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

Review and comment on resources 
proposed by Manitoba Hydro to meet 
the demand for electrical energy and 
power, including determining the most 
cost-effective resource mix to meet 
those needs: 
(a) in the absence of policy constraints 
(i.e., a least-cost approach);  
(b) considering existing and 
anticipated legislative and policy 
constraints; and 
(c) considering the impacts of fuel 
switching between electricity and 
natural gas, as well as any technical or 
policy constraints affecting the use of 
natural gas. 
Please comment separately on 
baseline resources selected by 
Manitoba Hydro and any contingency 
scenarios that would result in 
additional energy or power resources 
above the baseline resources 
projected under the plan. 

MEED: Stephens 
MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 
GSS/GSM: Davies 

10. Have non-wire alternatives, such 
as rate-enabled initiatives, been 
appropriately considered? 

 

Coalition: Evolve Energy, 
MPA, Derksen, Rainkie, 
Midgard 

Are new rate structures, such as 
inclining block rates, time of use rates, 
etc., objectively evaluated and 
considered in identifying the 
recommended development plan? 

MEED: Stephens 
GSS/GSM: Davies 

MIPUG: Friesen, Dyck 

11. What are the key risks and 
uncertainties in Manitoba Hydro’s 
IRP, and have they been 
appropriately addressed and 
mitigated? This should include 
market risk, economic risk, climate 
risk, political risk, and technological 
risk. 

 

Coalition: Derksen, Rainkie, 
MPA 

 

Wa Ni Ska Tan: Kanu, 
McLachlan, Dyart, Spence, 
Expert 5, Expert 6 
MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 
GSS/GSM: Davies 
MKO: Expert 1, Expert 2  

12. Does the IRP appropriately 
incorporate the required 
transmission and distribution 
investments to support the 
recommended development plan? 

 

Coalition: Derksen, Rainkie, 
MPA 

Does the IRP appropriately incorporate 
required transmission and distribution 
investments? 

MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 

13. Has Manitoba Hydro adequately 
considered the near-term actions 
required to support the IRP, 
including required steps and 
milestone dates for proposed 
resource options? 

Coalition: Derksen, Rainkie, 
MPA 

Are the timelines for implementing or 
commissioning the proposed resource 
options realistic? Are there upcoming 
key milestone dates to implement such 
projects? 

MIPUG: Bowman, Friesen, 
Dyck 
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Scoping of Intervener Applications Must Not Lead to the Replication or Duplication of the 

extensive amount of work already completed  

 

The intervener applications collectively propose the involvement of twenty-two (22) individual 

consultant experts. Given the mandate and the extensive IRP work completed to date including 

the detailed review by Daymark as an IEC, this proposed level of consultant participation is 

alarming and raises significant concerns about the scope of this review proceeding, duplication, 

relevance, regulatory efficiency, costs, and the practical ability to complete this proceeding within 

the hearing timetable to meet the deadline specified by government in the OIC for the PUB to 

submit recommendations. Furthermore, the potential involvement of twenty-two (22) individual 

consultants creates demands on Manitoba Hydro’s resources that cannot be meaningfully met 

within the established schedule for this proceeding. 

 

As is detailed below, Manitoba Hydro suggests that certain individual consultants are more suited 

to a General Rate Application and are not experts in areas that would be of assistance to the PUB 

for its critical assessment on the specific matters identified in the mandate.  

 

To reiterate, this review process is distinct from an application and cannot be a carry-forward or 

revisiting of issues that are out-of-scope, or are otherwise determined in other legal or 

administrative proceedings, such as active litigation matters, government consultations, or GRAs 

before the PUB. Previous intervener and consultant participation in GRAs before the PUB, for 

example, does not justify participation, or qualify for the same level or scope of participation, in 

this review proceeding.  

 

The Coalition’s application includes the use of nine (9) separate consultants for this process, six 

(6) of whom have appeared before the PUB on other occasions. Manitoba Hydro is of the view 

that prior participation in GRA proceedings should not be assumed to demonstrate that a 

consultant’s services or expertise is suited to the defined mandate of the IRP or MNF review. 

Based on the information provided in Coalition’s intervener application, the stated areas of 

consulting services or expertise of Mr. Darren Rainkie, Ms. Kelly Derksen, or Midgard Consulting 

do not appear to align with the scope of issues to be reviewed within this filing. Furthermore, while 

the Coalition’s application asserts that individual consultants will not overlap in their respective 

areas of work, Manitoba Hydro submits that there will undoubtedly be duplicative efforts in the 

area of discovery, hearing preparation and attendance and in the eventual preparation of 

evidence amongst the proposed Coalition experts. If the PUB is inclined to permit a consultant to 

be used by the Coalition on aligning with and limited to in-scope financial and/or rate matters, 

Manitoba Hydro submits that MPA (Mr. Colaiacovo) would be best suited to provide this 

assistance to the PUB if it warrants necessary.  

 

Similarly, there is significant overlap between Coalition consultants and those being proposed by 

GSS/GSM, MIPUG, MKO, in particular, it appears that the proposed intervener consultants would 

revisit, duplicate and replicate work that has already been examined by Daymark as the PUB’s 
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IEC, without demonstrating why such duplication is necessary or how it would add specific value 

to this review proceeding.  

 

Manitoba Hydro submits that it is vital for the PUB to strongly emphasize that any approved 

consultant as part of this review process must not replicate or duplicate the substantial amount of 

work already engaged upon and completed by Manitoba Hydro and Daymark. Any approved 

consultant’s work should be limited to a specific issue that is identified in the mandate, not already 

addressed by Daymark or where the PUB requires additional perspective, particularly given the 

compressed schedule. The PUB should closely monitor the work of any approved consultants 

such that it remains properly in scope with the mandate of this review proceeding and consider 

specifying a cap to the number of information requests that can be posed or on the hours that can 

be reimbursed for each specific consultant at the outset of the proceeding. Manitoba Hydro 

submits that the entire review must build on the substantial work already completed to date and 

not serve to replicate it at a significant cost to all parties. 

 

In addition, Manitoba Hydro stresses the fact that this review process is not intended to be another 

GRA and therefore, it is unnecessary for each customer classification or group to retain its own 

expert as this review process is not intended to consider the IRP through the lens of each 

customer group but rather all Manitoba Hydro customers globally speaking. This is consistent with 

the finding from the British Columbia Utilities Commission (“BCUC”) in their recent Order G-299-

25 regarding BC Hydro’s 2025 IRP Submission; 

 

The CEC, RCIA and BCOAPO submit that they represent the interests of 

commercial class, residential consumers, and economically vulnerable ratepayers 

respectively. Each also indicated interest in broadly addressing the adequacy, 

reasonableness and appropriateness of BC Hydro’s 2025 IRP. While the Panel 

acknowledges that there may be certain aspects of the IRP which impact 

these ratepayer classes differently, we consider there are more similarities 

than differences in terms of the strategic planning level impacts of the IRP 

upon small and medium-sized ratepayers. The Panel considers it appropriate 

for these three interveners to work together as a single group.1 (emphasis added) 

 

In setting the scope of the proceeding for the review of BC Hydro’s 2025 IRP, to promote 

regulatory efficiency, the BCUC set out a limit for the number of Information Requests; where 

there were interveners grouped together as one intervener group for the proceeding they were 

limited to the same number of Information Requests, collectively amongst the group. In making 

their ruling the BCUC acknowledged the extensive review and engagement that had taken place:  

 

We note that the majority of the accepted interveners were also involved in the 

2021 IRP, and have been part of BC Hydro’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 

 
1 doc_84872_a-3-g-299-25-bch-2025-irp-interveners-timetable-scope.pdf p. 3 
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meetings. The Panel observes that TAC meetings have provided extensive 

opportunities for parties to understand BC Hydro’s development of the 2025 IRP, 

and the Panel expects parties to leverage this experience to minimize the volume 

of clarification IRs required.  

 

This approach would be consistent with the PUB’s expectation set out if Order 25/26, that “the 

information session and technical conference will reduce the number of information requests 

posed in this proceeding” (p. 7). Additionally, the BCUC provided guidance regarding both the 

proportionality between the effort required for the applicant to respond to the IR with the materiality 

of the issue as it related to its impact on the IRP, and to be mindful of pursuing detailed information 

that will be the subject of future applications.  

 

Manitoba Hydro strongly recommends the PUB consider and adopt some of the practices the 

BCUC adopted for their review of BC Hydro’s 2025 IRP, in order to help promote an effective and 

efficient regulatory review. The BCUC’s Order can be found in Attachment B for ease of reference.  

 

Participation of Mr. Friesen 

 

In past proceedings, Manitoba Hydro has objected to Mr. Friesen being approved as an 

independent expert consultant as he serves as a representative for, and advocate for, MIPUG 

and certain of its individual members. After taking into account all of Manitoba Hydro’s positions 

in this submission, If the PUB is to authorize Mr. Friesen to provide some level of consulting 

services to advance the interests of MIPUG, or its individual members, in this review proceeding 

at the cost to Manitoba Hydro, Manitoba Hydro proposes that any participation of Mr. Friesen be 

treated in the same manner as was agreed to between Manitoba Hydro and MIPUG and endorsed 

by the PUB in the Fiscal 2026-2028 General Rate Application. Specifically, that:  

 Mr. Friesen participate as a witness in a similar manner as employees of Manitoba Hydro, 

and MIPUG not seek to have Mr. Friesen qualified as an independent expert.  

 Mr. Friesen participate as a professional engineer with significant knowledge and 

experience on issues faced by the industrial ratepayer classes.  

 Mr. Friesen not be presented as a representative of MIPUG.  

 Should MIPUG consider it necessary for Mr. Friesen to file evidence, and the PUB permits, 

he would file a written report, answer information requests, provide oral testimony, and be 

subject to cross-examination. 

 

5. Matters Specific to the Application for Intervener Status of Wa Ni Ska Tan 

 

Manitoba Hydro is opposed to Wa Ni Ska Tan’s Application for Intervener Status in the IRP and 

MNF review, namely on the three (3) primary grounds, that: 
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a) the application identifies issues for intervention that are consistent with the reasons for the 

very being of the Alliance of Hydro Impacted Communities; which are out of, or beyond 

the scope of the Mandate issued by the Government. The issues identified by the Wa Ni 

Ska Tan Alliance of Hydro Impacted Communities, primarily the impact of electric 

development, will not be addressed or affected by the PUB’s recommendations to 

government resulting from this review process. 

 

b) While Wa Ni Ska Tan, and its proposed consultants, may have knowledge of the impacts 

of electric development, they do not have the technical expertise within the specified in 

scope issues; and 

 

c) Wa Ni Ska Tan’s proposed consultants are not independent.  

 

Manitoba Hydro further opposes Wa Ni Ska Tan’s application for Intervener Status on three (3) 

additional/secondary grounds, that:  

 

d) Wa Ni Ska Tan is affiliated with Jerch Law, and the Public Interest Law Centre (“PILC”); 

 

e) some of Wa Ni Ska Tan’s members are represented by MKO; and 

 
f) some of Wa Ni Ska Tan’s members have ongoing litigation against Manitoba Hydro.  

 

Wa Ni Ska Tan’s application proposes a total of six (6) consultant  witnesses, four (4) of which 

are named (leaving two (2) to be named at a later date), as well as up to ten (10) community 

witnesses. From this onset, it is important to note that two (2) of the named proposed consultants 

are, by their own admission, employees or otherwise directly related/tied to Wa Ni Ska Tan, those 

being Les Dysart, and Steph McLachlan.  

 

While Manitoba Hydro opposes Wa Ni Ska Tan’s application for intervener status, it does not 

oppose Wa Ni Ska Tan’s participation as a presenter if such presentations relate directly to scope 

issues, subject to the continuing overarching principles of proportionality, expeditiousness, and 

cost efficiency.   

 

Scope of Wa Ni Ska Tan’s Application for Intervener Status 

 

The Government articulated the scope of the IRP review in its Mandate, as found in the Terms of 

Reference attached to the OIC included in Attachment A. The Mandate articulates thirteen (13) 

enumerated grounds/issues that are within the scope of the IRP review, as well as five (5) 

enumerated grounds/issues that are outside the scope of the IRP review. Sections 2 and 4 of this 

letter identifies issues proposed in Wa Ni Ska Tan’s Application for Intervener Status that are out 

of scope or otherwise objectionable. This is not meant to be an exhaustive list of those issues. 
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Proposed Consultants Are Not Experts or Independent 

 

The guiding law on the admissibility of expert evidence is the Supreme Court of Canada case of 

White Burgess Langille Inman v. Abbott and Haliburton Co., 2015 SCC 23 (“White Burgess”), 

which has been cited before the PUB many times.  

 

While not diving into a full-blown analysis herein, summarily speaking the White Burgess test 

contains a threshold stage, as well as a gatekeeper stage that follows the threshold stage. As 

noted by the Supreme Court of Canada:  

 

“Expert witnesses have a special duty to the court to provide fair, objective and 

non-partisan assistance. A proposed expert witness who is unable or unwilling to 

comply with this duty is not qualified to give expert opinion evidence and should 

not be permitted to do so. Less fundamental concerns about an expert’s 

independence and impartiality should be taken into account in the broader, overall 

weighing of the costs and benefits of receiving the evidence.” 

 

Les Dysart’s CV indicates that he is an executive committee member of Wa Ni Ska Tan, and the 

latter’s website confirms same. This violates both the threshold and gatekeeper stages of the 

White Burgess test, as Mr. Dysart is clearly not impartial, independent, and unbiased.  

 

With respect to Steph McLachlan, Wa Ni Ska Tan’s own website indicates that Dr. McLachlan is 

a staff member researcher. Manitoba Hydro notes that there does not appear to be any reference 

to Dr. McLachlan’s employment/retainer found in Wa Ni Ska Tan’s application, nor in the 

accompanying CV. Nevertheless, this violates both the threshold and gatekeeper stages of the 

White Burgess test, as Dr. McLachlan is clearly not impartial, independent, and unbiased.  

 

Regarding the ten (10) community members, Manitoba Hydro emphasizes that same would not 

be experts, would not be independent, and would not otherwise be able to testify to matters 

included in the Mandate.  

 

Affiliation with Jerch Law and PILC 

 

Wa Ni Ska Tan’s website explicitly states that it is affiliated with both Jerch Law, and PILC. Both 

Jerch Law and PILC are respected for their knowledge and practice of law. However, duplicate 

representation ought not to be permitted.  

 

Furthermore, it is noted that Wa Ni Ska Tan’s website contains an opinion paper produced by 

Jerch Law on the topic of “Aboriginal Rights to water in Canadian law”, which goes into detail 

about challenging hydro development in Manitoba. Manitoba Hydro cautions that permitting Wa 

Ni Ska Tan to participate as an intervener not only raises an issue of conflict, but also of potentially 

turning Jerch Law from advocate into an evidence provider.  
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Duplicate Representation 

 

At this time it is unknown which First Nations Wa Ni Ska Tan represents. Its application for 

intervener status makes reference to somewhere between fifteen (15) and twenty (20) First 

Nations that it represents. However, on its website Wa Ni Ska Tan only mentions five (5) First 

Nations as Governing Partners. Duplication must be avoided, and the PUB ought to stay 

consistent with the principles of proportionality, expeditiousness, and cost efficiency. Which exact 

rate payers that Wa Ni Ska Tan represents needs to be known.  

 

Furthermore, based on the application itself, it appears that the proposed experts would be 

speaking about their first-hand experiences. It is noted that Les Dysart is a member of O-Pipon-

Na Piwin Cree Nation, and Robert Spence is a member of Tataskeyak Cree Nation; both of these 

respected First Nations are members of MKO. Again, duplication must be avoided. 

 

Ongoing Litigation 

 

The five (5) known member First Nations of Wa Ni Ska Tan all have public grievances against 

Manitoba Hydro. In 2026, two (2) of these known member First Nations commenced litigation:  

 

 KB File No. CI26-01-55582: Black River First Nation v. Manitoba Hydro, The Attorney 

General of Canada, and The Government of Manitoba; and 

 

 KB File No. CI26-01-55865: Norway House Cree Nation v. Manitoba Hydro, The 

Government of Manitoba, and The Attorney General of Canada.  

 

Manitoba Hydro cautions the PUB that this review process must not be used to further litigation 

purposes and otherwise used to expand discovery; the proper forum for that is in the Courts. 

Furthermore, this review process must not be used as a platform or fishing expedition to support 

any other outstanding grievances or disputes, including those relating to historical impacts.  Any 

such attempts must not be tolerated or permitted by the PUB. 

 

For all the above noted reasons, and consistent with the PUB’s finding in Order 95/25 (p. 10-11) 

with respect to the proposed use of consultants by MKO for Manitoba Hydro’s Fiscal 2026-2028 

GRA, Manitoba Hydro submits that Wa Ni Ska Tan should not be granted intervener status by the 

PUB for this review proceeding.  

 

6. Fostering a civil, constructive and productive review process 

 

Manitoba Hydro considers it necessary to address an important and ongoing concern arising from 

the Coalition’s Application for Intervener Status and its accompanying characterizations of the 
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work (or the alleged lack thereof) undertaken by Manitoba Hydro and many other parties over the 

past 18 months. In Manitoba Hydro’s view, several of the Coalition’s statements misrepresent the 

nature and intent of Manitoba Hydro’s efforts and appear to prejudge the outcomes of the IRP 

process.  

 

While Manitoba Hydro fully acknowledges that all planning processes, including the development 

of the IRP, can benefit from continuous improvement, the Coalition’s submissions including that 

“Manitoba Hydro’s plan is a well-intended first try hampered both by its inexperience and 

insularity” (p. 3) are factually untrue, inflammatory, insulting and dismissive of the extensive 

collection of work that has been completed to date by Manitoba Hydro, interveners and the public 

at large, including valued contributions from several individuals from the member organizations 

of the Coalition. Manitoba Hydro submits that the PUB ought to direct that such inflammatory, 

disparaging and false rhetoric from the Coalition (or any party to the proceeding) immediately 

cease so that this review proceeding may move forward in a productive and efficient manner.  

 

Manitoba Hydro is participating in this review proceeding in good faith, with the objective of 

supporting a constructive dialogue, ensuring an efficient and focused process, and ultimately 

assisting the PUB in developing recommendations to government that advance the interests of 

Manitobans and support long-term energy security and reliability.  

 

7. Proposed Timetable 

 

Manitoba Hydro acknowledges receipt of the revised draft hearing schedule circulated by PUB 

Counsel on Friday, February 27th. The revised schedule reflects, among other things, an earlier 

start to the oral hearing. Manitoba Hydro has reviewed the updated timelines and proposes a 

modest adjustment to help maintain the hearing preparation window that was contemplated in the 

previous schedule. Specifically, Manitoba Hydro suggests advancing the deadline for intervener 

evidence by four days, with corresponding shifts to subsequent deadlines. The proposed 

adjustment results in Interveners having the same amount of time to review Round II Information 

Request responses as they do for Round I, recognizing that Round II typically involves fewer 

requests as they are intended to address follow-up matters. These adjustments help to ensure 

that all parties retain sufficient time for hearing preparation activities within the compressed overall 

timeframe. 

 

The suggested adjustments are as follows: 

1. Advance the deadline for Intervener Evidence from June 12th to June 8th.  

2. Advance the deadline Information Requests to Interveners from June 26th to June 22nd 

3. Advance the deadline for Responses by Interveners to Information Requests from July 

10th to July 6th. 

4. Advance the deadline for Manitoba Hydro Rebuttal Evidence from July 16th to July 13th. 

 



2026 03 01 
Page 21 of 21 

Should you have any questions with respect to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact 

the writer at 204-360-3257. 

 

Yours truly, 

 
MANITOBA HYDRO LEGAL SERVICES  
Per: 
 
 
 
 
BRENT CZARNECKI 
Associate General Counsel and Assistant Corporate Secretary 
 
Encls.  
 



February 2, 2026 

Robert Gabor 
Chairman 
Manitoba Public Utilities Board 
robert.gabor@gov.mb.ca 

Dear Robert Gabor: 

As you know, Manitoba Hydro has been in the process of drafting an Integrated 
Resource Plan forecasting Manitoba’s energy needs over the next ten years which includes 
a development plan outlining how Manitoba Hydro plans to meet our province’s energy 
needs. 

I am pleased to now formally refer the Integrated Resource Plan and development 
plan to the Public Utilities Board for review and recommendations according to Section 
38.1(4) of the Manitoba Hydro Act. 

I have included the Order in Council and the Terms of Reference to accompany the 
referral of the Integrated Resource Plan setting out our government’s expectations for the 
review and consequential recommendations that will be submitted to myself.  

I look forward to receiving the review and recommendations and thank you for your 
attention to this important matter. 

Yours sincerely, 

Honourable Adrien Sala 
Minister of Finance  

c. Allan Danroth, CEO, Manitoba Hydro

Enclosures 
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mailto:robert.gabor@gov.mb.ca


ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A



Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC  Canada  V6Z 2N3 
bcuc.com 

P:    604.660.4700 
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Interveners | Timetable |Scope 1 of 3 

ORDER NUMBER 
G-299-25

IN THE MATTER OF 
the Utilities Commission Act, RSBC 1996, Chapter 473 

and 

British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
2025 Integrated Resource Plan 

BEFORE: 
M. Jaccard, Panel Chair

T. A. Loski, Commissioner  
R. E. Murphy, Commissioner 

on December 12, 2025 

ORDER 
WHEREAS: 

A. On October 31, 2025, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) filed its 2025 Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP) Application (Application), pursuant to section 44.1 of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA)
and in accordance with Order G-58-24;

B. By Order G-268-25, dated November 17, 2025, the BCUC established a regulatory timetable to review the
Application, including, among other things, a deadline for parties to submit a request to intervene in
accordance with the BCUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules);

C. By December 2, 2025, the following parties filed requests to intervene:

• Association of Major Power Customers (AMPC);

• BC First Nations Energy and Mining Council (FNEMC);

• BC Old Age Pensioners’ Organization et al (BCOAPO);

• BC Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA);

• Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP);

• City of Richmond (Richmond);

• City of Vancouver (Vancouver);

• Clean Energy Association of BC (CEBC);

• Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC);
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• District of North Vancouver; 

• FortisBC Energy Inc. and FortisBC Inc. (collectively, FortisBC); 

• Invinity Energy Systems (Canada) Corporation (Invinity); 

• Metro Vancouver Regional District (Metro Vancouver); 

• Movement of United Professionals (MoveUP); 

• Residential Consumer Intervener Association (RCIA); 

• SFU Sustainable Energy Engineering Delta-E+ Research Lab (SFU Research Lab); 

• St'at'imc Chiefs Council (SCC); 

• Tlaoquiaht First Nation (TFN); 

• Tourmaline Oil Corp. (Tourmaline); and 

• West Coast Climate Action Network (WE-CAN); 

D. On December 10, 2025, the Community Solar Coalition (CSC) submitted a late request to intervene; and 

E. The BCUC has reviewed the requests to intervene and finds the following determinations are warranted. 

 

NOW THEREFORE for the reasons outlined in the decision accompanying this order, the BCUC orders as follows: 
 
1. The regulatory timetable is amended as set out in Appendix A to this order.  

2. The following parties are accepted as interveners: AMPC, BCOAPO, BCSEA, CAPP, CEBC, CEC, District of 
North Vancouver, FortisBC, FNEMC, Metro Vancouver, MoveUP, RCIA, Richmond, SCC, TFN, Tourmaline, 
Vancouver, and WE-CAN. 

3. The following parties’ requests to intervene (attached as Appendices B, C and D to this order, respectively) 
are denied: SFU Research Lab, Invinity and CSC. 

4. BCSEA and WE-CAN are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions jointly. 

5. CAPP and Tourmaline are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions jointly. 

6. The District of North Vancouver, Metro Vancouver, Richmond, and Vancouver are directed to participate as 
one intervener group, and to file all submissions jointly. 

7. CEC, RCIA and BCOAPO are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions 
jointly. 
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8. Interveners are limited to a maximum of 30 questions each, inclusive of sub-questions, for Intervener 
Information Request (IR) No. 1 to BC Hydro. Interveners grouped together as one intervener group for this 
proceeding are limited to a maximum of 30 questions, collectively amongst the group, inclusive of sub-
questions, for Intervener IR No. 1 to BC Hydro. 

 
DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this      12th      day of December 2025. 
 
BY ORDER 
 
Electronically signed by Mark Jaccard 
 
M. Jaccard 
Commissioner  
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British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority  

2025 Integrated Resource Plan 
 

DECISION 

1.0 Introduction 

On October 31, 2025, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) filed its 2025 Integrated Resource 
Plan (2025 IRP) Application, pursuant to section 44.1 of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA) and in accordance 
with Order G-58-24.  
 
By Order G-268-25, dated November 17, 2025, the BCUC established a regulatory timetable to review the 2025 
IRP, including, among other things, a deadline for parties to submit a request to intervene in accordance with 
the BCUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules). 
 
By December 2, 2025, the following 20 parties filed requests to intervene: 
 

• Association of Major Power Customers 
(AMPC); 

• BC First Nations Energy and Mining Council 
(FNEMC); 

• BC Old Age Pensioners’ Organization et al 
(BCOAPO); 

• BC Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA); 

• Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers 
(CAPP); 

• City of Richmond (Richmond); 

• City of Vancouver (Vancouver); • Clean Energy Association of BC (CEBC); 
• Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC); • District of North Vancouver; 
• FortisBC Energy Inc. and FortisBC Inc. 

(collectively, FortisBC); 
• Invinity Energy Systems (Canada) Corporation 

(Invinity); 

• Metro Vancouver Regional District (Metro 
Vancouver); 

• Movement of United Professionals 
(MoveUP); 

• Residential Consumer Intervener Association 
(RCIA); 

• SFU Sustainable Energy Engineering Delta-E+ 
Research Lab (SFU Research Lab); 

• St'at'imc Chiefs Council (SCC); • Tlaoquiaht First Nation (TFN); 
• Tourmaline Oil Corp. (Tourmaline); • West Coast Climate Action Network (WE-

CAN) 
 
On December 10, 2025, the Community Solar Coalition (CSC) filed a late request to intervene.  
 
Rule 9.02 provides that requests for intervener status must be received by the BCUC by the registration deadline 
established in the regulatory timetable for the proceeding. 
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Rule 9.04 states that parties seeking intervener status must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the BCUC that 
they are directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC’s decision. Rule 9.06, in turn, provides that: 
 

The BCUC may deny a request for intervener status for reasons, including but not limited to, that the 
request:  
(a) is frivolous, or vexatious;  
(b) does not meet the requirements in Rule 9.04;  
(c) is irrelevant or is not in response to issues addressed in the particular proceeding; or  
(d) is not filed in accordance with the rules. 

 
Rules 9.07 and 9.08 state that the BCUC may grant intervener status subject to conditions it considers 
appropriate and may determine the scope of an intervener’s participation considering, for example, the person’s 
interests, and the nature, importance and breadth of issues the person plans to address.  
 
Rules 10.02 and 10.03 state that interveners are expected to take reasonable efforts to avoid the duplication of 
evidence and that the BCUC may require an intervener to coordinate with other interveners who represent 
substantially similar interests. 
In this decision, the Panel: 

a. Makes determinations on parties’ requests for intervener status, and directs certain parties to 
participate as intervener groups (Section 2.0); 

b. Amends the timetable in response to a request from AMPC (Section 3.0); and  

c. Provides details regarding the scoping of the 2025 IRP proceeding (Section 4.0). 

2.0 Intervener Acceptance and Collaboration 

The Panel accepts the following parties as interveners in this proceeding, subject to the requirements 
regarding participation outlined below: AMPC, BCOAPO, BCSEA, CAPP, CEBC, CEC, District of North Vancouver, 
FortisBC, FNEMC, Metro Vancouver, MoveUP, RCIA, Richmond, SCC, TFN, Tourmaline, Vancouver, and WE-
CAN. 
 
The Panel notes that there are commonalities between the issues that certain parties indicated they intend to 
address in the proceeding. To avoid duplication of effort and the associated increase in costs and regulatory 
burden, the Panel determines that requiring certain interveners to collaborate is warranted, as described further 
below. 
 
In its request to intervene, BCSEA indicates its willingness to coordinate with other interveners regardless of 
their respective interests in the proceeding, but requests advance notice and an opportunity to comment if the 
Panel is considering “making a forced ‘joint submissions only’ order against BCSEA in this proceeding”. BCSEA 
further states that BCSEA will be represented by legal counsel who would be “unable to represent an additional 
intervener(s) simultaneously with representing BCSEA in this proceeding.” 
 
BCSEA states that it is committed to promoting sustainable energy, energy efficiency and energy conservation in 
BC, and supports the province’s transition to a lower-carbon economy. Similarly, WE-CAN indicates that its 
mission is centered on enabling accelerated, community-level climate action across the province. According to 
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the WE-CAN website, BCSEA is a member of WE-CAN.1 Given their shared interests, the Panel considers it 
appropriate for these two interveners to work together as a single group. 
 
Although the Panel notes BCSEA’s request for the opportunity for further comment prior to a direction requiring 
BCSEA to work with another party, the Panel considers that procedural fairness does not require BCSEA to be 
provided such an opportunity in this case. In particular, the Panel notes that a direction requiring BCSEA to file 
joint submissions with another party does not require BCSEA’s counsel to represent that other party as counsel. 
Further, the Panel considers that such a direction will not prejudice BCSEA’s ability to fully and fairly participate 
in this proceeding.    
 
CAPP indicates in its request to intervene that it represents oil and natural gas producers active in B.C, and one 
of the issues it intends to address in the proceeding is upstream oil and gas electrification scenarios. Tourmaline 
states that it is an individual BC Hydro industrial customer, and that BC Hydro’s long-term strategy as described 
in the 2025 IRP may impact Tourmaline’s decision/ability to electrify gas processing facilities in BC. According to 
the CAPP website, Tourmaline is a member of CAPP.2  Given their shared interests, the Panel considers it 
appropriate for these two interveners to work together as a single group. 
 
The requests to intervene by Metro Vancouver, Richmond, Vancouver and the District of North Vancouver all 
indicate an interest in exploring how the 2025 IRP responds to provincial policy, and connecting long-term IRP 
level planning with local distribution level planning and regional analysis. Vancouver, Richmond and Metro 
Vancouver also indicated their intention to coordinate with other municipalities who intervene in this 
proceeding. The Panel considers it appropriate for these four interveners to work together as a single group. 
 
The CEC, RCIA and BCOAPO submit that they represent the interests of commercial class, residential consumers, 
and economically vulnerable ratepayers respectively. Each also indicated interest in broadly addressing the 
adequacy, reasonableness and appropriateness of BC Hydro’s 2025 IRP.  While the Panel acknowledges that 
there may be certain aspects of the IRP which impact these ratepayer classes differently, we consider there are 
more similarities than differences in terms of the strategic planning level impacts of the IRP upon small and 
medium-sized ratepayers. The Panel considers it appropriate for these three interveners to work together as a 
single group. 
 
Therefore, further to the above reasons and pursuant to Rule 10.03: 

• BCSEA and WE-CAN are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions 
jointly. 

• CAPP and Tourmaline are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions 
jointly. 

• The District of North Vancouver, Metro Vancouver, Richmond, and Vancouver are directed to 
participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions jointly. 

• CEC, RCIA and BCOAPO are directed to participate as one intervener group, and to file all submissions 
jointly. 

The Panel denies the requests by SFU Research Lab, Invinity and CSC to intervene (attached as Appendices B,  
C, and D respectively). In its request to intervene, SFU Research Lab indicated they are affected as both an 
individual residential ratepayer, and an academic researcher interested in understanding the assumptions 
underlying the 2025 IRP modelling. However, the Panel determines that SFU Research Lab is not directly or 

 
1 https://westcoastclimateaction.ca/organization-directory/, Accessed December 8, 2025 
2 https://www.capp.ca/en/membership/producer-members/. Accessed December 8, 2025 
3 See Exhibit B-1, Appendix E 
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sufficiently affected by the BCUC’s decision. The Panel notes that residential ratepayers’ interests will be 
represented in this proceeding by the RCIA and BCOAPO. Therefore the Panel considers granting intervener 
status to an individual residential ratepayer is not warranted in this case. Further, the Panel considers that SFU 
Research Lab’s research interests do not constitute being “directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC’s 
decision” in this case. 
 
Invinity is a manufacturer of flow batteries with long duration energy storage. The Panel is not persuaded that 
Invinity has demonstrated that the outcome of this proceeding will have a significant impact on the 
development of long duration energy storage by Invinity in British Columbia. Accordingly, the Panel determines 
that Invinity is not directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC’s decision. 
 
CSC is an informal coalition of community groups in British Columbia that work to advance customer-sited and 
community-based distributed energy resources (DERs), including rooftop and community solar, storage, and 
microgrid initiatives. CSC states it is directly affected by this IRP because its outcomes will shape the conditions 
under which community groups can pursue local clean-energy initiatives. CSC states the key issues it intends to 
address in the proceeding include: 
 

• DER Valuation and System Planning 
• Planning Tools and Distribution-Level Visibility 
• Interconnection and Process Efficiency 
• Evaluation of Emerging DER Programs and Resilience Pathways 

 
Pursuant to Rule 9.06 the Panel finds that the issues CSC intends to address are not relevant to the key issues in 
the 2025 IRP. As addressed further in section 4 of this decision, an IRP proceeding is intended to address 
strategic planning issues, while the issues CSC proposes to address are at a considerably greater level of detail. 
They relate to implementation issues that are not relevant to resource planning, and/or are not reflective of the 
information presented in BC Hydro’s Application. Additionally, we note that CSC submitted its request to 
intervene late, which was not in accordance with the Rules. On this basis, the Panel denies CSC’s request to 
intervene. 
 
SFU Research Lab, Invinity and CSC may each still submit a letter of comment in accordance with the Rules, in 
order to have their respective views considered by the Panel. 

3.0 Amended Timetable 

In its request to intervene, AMPC requests that the BCUC modify the regulatory timetable to add a procedural 
step after BC Hydro information request (IR) responses, that canvases whether interveners seek to file evidence 
or, alternatively, a second round of IRs before the workshop.   
 
For the reasons that follow, the Panel orders that the regulatory timetable is amended as set out in Appendix 
A. 
 
The Panel notes that the regulatory timetable for this proceeding established by Order G-268-25 already 
provides for intervener submissions on workshop scope by March 5, 2026, following BC Hydro’s responses to 
BCUC and Intervener IR No. 1. The Panel considers it appropriate to allow interveners to include, as part of these 
submissions, an indication of whether they seek to file evidence or a second round of IRs. This will accommodate 
AMPC’s request without extending the current timetable. The Panel also considers it appropriate to allow BC 
Hydro to provide reply submissions, by March 10, 2026, regarding workshop scope, any proposed intervener 
evidence, and the potential for a second round of IRs.   
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Interveners that indicate, as part of their submissions following BC Hydro’s responses to BCUC and Intervener IR 
No. 1, that they seek to file evidence must include the following information in their submission: 

• Summary of the topic to be addressed by the evidence; 

• Explanation of the relevance of the evidence to the 2025 IRP proceeding and how it will assist the Panel 
in making its determination; and 

• Details regarding who would be preparing the evidence, their credentials, the estimated cost, and the 
anticipated length of the evidence. 

Interveners are advised that by permitting submissions on the need for intervener evidence or a second round 
of IRs, the Panel is not making a commitment to accept requests to file evidence or to further amend the 
regulatory timetable. Additionally, costs associated with the preparation of evidence may not be eligible for 
Participant Cost Awards in the absence of the Panel granting a party’s request to submit evidence. 

4.0 Scope of the Proceeding 

To promote regulatory efficiency, interveners are limited to a maximum of 30 questions each, inclusive of sub-
questions, for Intervener IR No. 1 to BC Hydro. Interveners grouped together as one intervener group for this 
proceeding are limited to a maximum of 30 questions, collectively amongst the group, inclusive of sub-
questions, for Intervener IR No. 1 to BC Hydro. 
 
We note that the majority of the accepted interveners were also involved in the 2021 IRP, and have been part of 
BC Hydro’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings.3 The Panel observes that TAC meetings have provided 
extensive opportunities for parties to understand BC Hydro’s development of the 2025 IRP, and the Panel 
expects parties to leverage this experience to minimize the volume of clarification IRs required. 
 
To provide further clarity to participants, the Panel provides the following additional guidance for this 
proceeding: 
 

• Interveners should avoid IRs which focus on data, methodologies, assumptions and other key 
information that are generally unchanged from BC Hydro’s previous IRP, or that address issues recently 
determined by the BCUC. 

• IRs should be proportionate, in terms of the expected complexity of the analysis required to respond to 
the IR, in comparison to the materiality of the issue in question as it relates to its impact on the 2025 IRP 
(for instance, whether the issue in question is likely to have a significant impact on the foundational 
assumptions in the IRP, or impact decisions regarding the acquisition of new resources). 

• The level of detail and granularity which is pursued in the 2025 IRP proceeding should be consistent with 
the strategic-level purpose of a resource plan and the BCUC’s Resource Planning Guidelines.4 

• Interveners should be mindful of pursuing detailed information that will be the subject of future BC 
Hydro applications to the BCUC, e.g. project specific applications or revenue requirement applications. 

• If BC Hydro is not able or not willing to prepare a full and adequate response to a specific IR, BC Hydro 
must respond in accordance with Rule 19.03. 

 
3 See Exhibit B-1, Appendix E 
4 The BCUC’s Resource Planning Guidelines, updated in June 2025, states that “The purpose of long-term resource planning 
(LTRP) is to encourage proactive resource planning by public utilities to ensure the cost-effective development of facilities 
and infrastructure to meet the long-term needs of their customers.” 
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DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this      12th      day of December 2025. 
 
 
Electronically signed by Mark Jaccard 
_________________________________ 
M. Jaccard  
Panel Chair/Commissioner 
 
 
Electronically signed by Tom Loski 
_________________________________ 
T. A. Loski  
Commissioner 
 
 
Electronically signed by Rose Murphy 
_________________________________ 
R. E. Murphy 
Commissioner 
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British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
2025 Integrated Resource Plan 

  
REGULATORY TIMETABLE 

  
 

Action Date (2026) 

BCUC Information Request (IR) No. 1 to BC Hydro Thursday, January 8 

Intervener IR No. 1 to BC Hydro Thursday, January 15 

BC Hydro responses to BCUC and Intervener IR No. 
1 and submission on workshop scope 

Thursday, February 26 

Intervener submissions on workshop scope, 
intervener evidence, and additional IRs 

Thursday, March 5 

BC Hydro reply on workshop scope, intervener 
evidence and additional IRs 

Tuesday, March 10 

Workshop on key issues 
*Tuesday, April 7 to 

Friday, April 10 

Deadline for submitting letters of comment Thursday, April 16 

BC Hydro Final Argument Thursday, April 23 

Intervener Final Argument Thursday, May 7 

BC Hydro Reply Argument Tuesday, May 26 

*Exact dates to be confirmed 
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Request to Intervene
Date Submitted: 12/2/2025 2:20:39 PM

Proceeding Name: BC Hydro 2025 IRP - #1391

Participant Contact Information

First Name: Taco

Last Name: Niet

City: Surrey

Province: BC

Phone: (778)-782-7183

Email: Taco_Niet@sfu.ca

For Organizations Only - Representative Contact
Information

Organization: SFU Sustainable Energy Engineering Delta-E+ Research Lab,
Surrey, BC

Organization email 1: Taco_Niet@sfu.ca

Also Representing: Grad students in my research group.

Reasons for Intervening

Please state your reasons for intervening in this proceeding

As an academia researcher and practitioner specializing in energy systems
modeling / decarbonization policy, I intend to intervene to provide technical
scrutiny of BC Hydro’s 2025 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). My primary reason
for intervening is to learn more about the robustness of the Long-Term Load
Forecast and the modelling assumptions driving resource portfolio selection.  I
also am very interested in being able to apply my research and capacity
expansion modeling for BC to assess the assumptions in the IRP.

Please state how you are directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC's
decision in this matter

I am directly affected in two capacities. First, as a residential ratepayer in British
Columbia, I am financially impacted by the rate implications of the resource
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acquisitions proposing to be approved in this IRP.
Second, as an academic researcher and practitioner in the power and energy
sector, my job is impacted by the policy precedents and data transparency
established in this proceeding.  Having access to the IRP data and being able to
interrogate the assumptions will help me and my grad students provide the
province with more effective modelling outputs to help drive policy and
innovation.

Please list the key issues you intend to address in the proceeding

I intend to focus on the following key issues:
- Examining whether the specific assumptions regarding electric vehicle (EV)
uptake and fuel-switching (electrification of heat) are aggressive enough to meet
2030/2050 targets.
- Scrutinizing the cost-effectiveness and achievability of the proposed energy
efficiency targets compared to supply-side investments.
- Assessing if the IRP adequately models extreme weather events and their
impact on both generation capacity (hydro reservoirs) and peak demand.
- How BCH handles uncertainty in their portfolio modelling and what are explicit
assumptions to reflect these uncertainties.
- With my modelling team at SFU, providing alternate options for addressing
these challenges while meeting decarbonization targets.

Participation and Funding
Do you intend to participate fully, including attendance at hearings and
submission of evidence or information requests, if applicable? Yes

Do you intend to request a Participant Cost Award (PCA)? This does not
impact your ability to participate? Yes
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Request to Intervene
Date Submitted: 11/17/2025 5:41:41 PM

Proceeding Name: BC Hydro 2025 IRP - #1391

Participant Contact Information

First Name: John

Last Name: Hasar

City: Vancouver

Province: BC

Phone: (602)-706-4821

Email: jhasar@invinity.com

For Organizations Only - Representative Contact
Information

Name: John Hasar

Organization: Invinity Energy Systems (Canada) Corporation, Vancouver, BC

Organization email 1: jhasar@invinity.com

Organization Phone number: (602)-706-4821

Reasons for Intervening

Please state your reasons for intervening in this proceeding

Invinity is the leading global manufacturer of modular vanadium flow batteries
(VFBs) for grid connected energy storage. We ship products globally from our
Canadian headquarters in Vancouver, where we employ over 80 people. We are
proud to have an established and growing global reputation; for example,
Bloomberg New Energy Finance (BNEF) recently named us to their Tier 1 battery
ranking, a first for any non-lithium battery company.

Please state how you are directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC's
decision in this matter

Invinity is the market leader in flow batteries with long duration energy storage
(LDES) applications delivering significant system and ratepayer benefits without
fire risk. Invinity’s interest in this BC Hydro 2025 IRP proceeding is a result of the
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impact the Commission’s planning and procurement decisions have had and will
continue to have on the development of long duration energy storage in British
Columbia.

Please list the key issues you intend to address in the proceeding

By adding critical flexibility to the electric grid, long duration energy storage
(LDES) solutions like ours are increasingly viewed by policymakers, grid
operators and private industry worldwide as critical to the adopting renewable
energy as a cornerstone of a clean, secure energy future. Our VFBs are the most
commercially proven alternative to incumbent lithium-ion solutions and have
attracted more than $110m in governmental funding to deploy pioneering
projects supporting the electric grid in Canada, the US, UK, and Australia.
Invinity’s factual and legal contentions in this proceeding will provide the
Commission with insight into developments of VFBs with LDES applications,
contributions, and deployment strategies occurring beyond British Columbia,
which will provide the Commission information that allows it to craft executable
resource planning and procurement policies for long duration storage resources.
Such contentions will be reasonably pertinent to the scope of issues in this
proceeding. Invinity’s contentions will also be pertinent to any further deliberation
regarding how fast VFBs could be deployed to solve our customer’s reliability
and affordability problems in the context of this IRP.

Participation and Funding
Do you intend to participate fully, including attendance at hearings and
submission of evidence or information requests, if applicable? Yes

Do you intend to request a Participant Cost Award (PCA)? This does not
impact your ability to participate? No
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Request to Intervene
Date Submitted: 12/10/2025 11:17:27 PM

Proceeding Name: BC Hydro 2025 IRP - #1391

Participant Contact Information

First Name: Kjell

Last Name: Liem

City: Saltspring

Province: BC

Phone: (250)-538-7855

Email: kjellliem@gmail.com

For Organizations Only - Representative Contact
Information

Name: Kjell Liem

Organization: Community Solar Coalition, Saltspring, BC

Organization email 1: kjellliem@gmail.com

Organization email 2: tpmghoti@gmail.com

Organization email 3: saltspringcommunityenergy@gmail.com

Reasons for Intervening

Please state your reasons for intervening in this proceeding

The Community Solar Coalition (CSC) is an informal coalition of community
groups in British Columbia that work to advance customer-sited and community-
based distributed energy resources (DERs), including rooftop and community
solar, electric vehicles, small-scale storage, heat pumps, smart appliances,
virtual power plants, and microgrids.

CSC seeks to intervene because BC Hydro’s IRP may determine how DERs are
treated in long-term planning, including their value, modelling assumptions, and
potential to defer, direct or complement major utility investments. Community
groups involved in CSC work directly with local DER projects and understand the
barriers and opportunities affecting adoption.
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Please state how you are directly or sufficiently affected by the BCUC's
decision in this matter

CSC is directly affected by this IRP because its outcomes will shape the
conditions under which community groups can pursue local clean-energy
initiatives.

The IRP establishes the assumptions, valuation methods, and system priorities
that determine how DERs are integrated into provincial planning. This includes
how DERs are modelled relative to large utility assets, how distribution-level
constraints are addressed, and how BC Hydro incorporates direction from the
CleanBC Review, including lifecycle GHG impacts, DER potential, and
considerations of climate-resilience.

Because these planning decisions will influence the feasibility, cost-effectiveness,
and future opportunities for community-based DER projects, CSC and its
member groups are directly and sufficiently affected by the Commission’s
determination in this proceeding.

CSC aims to provide constructive input so that distributed and community-scale
resources are properly represented in the IRP.

Please list the key issues you intend to address in the proceeding

DER Valuation and System Planning
Ensuring distributed solar, batteries, and other DERs are properly reflected in
planning models, including their seasonal, operational, and capacity
contributions. Incorporating lifecycle and avoided greenhouse gas impacts into
resource valuation, consistent with provincial climate objectives.

Planning Tools and Distribution-Level Visibility
Advocating for improved distribution-system transparency through hosting
capacity maps, locational value assessments, and integration of smart inverter
functionality. Supporting adoption of planning tools that evaluate DERs as
supply-side resources and as non-wires alternatives to major capital projects.

Interconnection and Process Efficiency
Addressing the need for streamlined and transparent interconnection processes
for customer, community, and First Nations DER projects. Encouraging alignment
between interconnection practices and IRP objectives for DER adoption,
resilience, and cost-effectiveness.

Evaluation of Emerging DER Programs and Resilience Pathways
Reviewing BC Hydro’s early DER initiatives, such as solar-battery pilots, to
ensure they provide meaningful planning insights. Highlighting the role of DERs,
community energy systems, and microgrids in enhancing local resilience, wildfire
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preparedness, and energy sovereignty for communities and First Nations.

CSC may address related issues that arise during the course of the proceeding.

Participation and Funding
Do you intend to participate fully, including attendance at hearings and
submission of evidence or information requests, if applicable? Yes

Do you intend to request a Participant Cost Award (PCA)? This does not
impact your ability to participate? Yes

Attachments:

- IRP Late Intervener Letter BCUC.pdf
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Community Solar Coalition 
#209C 132 Corbett Rd,  
Saltspring, BC 
V8K 1Z8 

Dec 10, 2025 

British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Suite 410 
900 Howe Street, Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 

Via electronic submission 

Attention: Keshni Nand, Registrar 

Re: Late Intervener Application – BC Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 

Dear Keshni Nand: 

Please accept this letter in support of the Community Solar Coalition’s (CSC) late intervener 
application in the BC Hydro 2025 Integrated Resource Plan proceeding. CSC is an informal 
coalition of community groups in British Columbia that work to advance customer-sited and 
community-based distributed energy resources (DERs), including rooftop and community 
solar, storage, and microgrid initiatives.  

Our application is being filed after the stated deadline; however, the Commission has not yet 
issued determinations on scope or participation, and admitting CSC at this stage will not 
prejudice any party or disrupt the orderly progress of the proceeding. 

CSC’s participation is in the public interest. Community groups pursuing distributed 
generation and local energy resilience bring practical insights that are otherwise absent from 
the IRP record. The IRP will also guide how BC Hydro incorporates recommendations from 
the CleanBC Review, including lifecycle greenhouse gas considerations, DER potential, and 
climate-aligned planning. CSC is well positioned to provide constructive input on these 
matters and on the role of DERs within a balanced long-term resource strategy. 

CSC is committed to meeting all future deadlines and contributing productively to the 
proceeding. We respectfully request that the Commission accept this late application. 

Sincerely,​

Kjell Liem, CCEM​
On behalf of the Community Solar Coalition (CSC) 
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