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May 29, 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 2025 IRP & MNF REVIEW   
 RESPONSE TO ROUND II INFORMATION REQUEST MOTIONS 
 
Manitoba Hydro is in receipt of the motions filed by Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak (“MKO”), 
Wa Ni Ska Tan – An Alliance of Hydro-Impacted Communities (“Wa Ni Ska Tan”), the Consumers 
Coalition (the “Coalition”), and Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence Canada 
(“MEED”) on May 27, 2026. These motions request, in part, the Public Utilities Board (the “PUB” 
or the “Board”) to direct Manitoba Hydro to provide full and adequate responses with respect to 
specific Round 2 Information Requests. 
 
Manitoba Hydro understands that the Board will adjudicate these motions under the PUB Rules 
of Practice and Procedure (the “Rules”), particularly Rule 35.  
 
Manitoba Hydro’s reply to the motion on each information request at issue, and to other issues 
raised by the Coalition and MEED, is provided below. 
 
Response to MKO’s Motion  
 
MKO/MH II-1 a-h) 
 
MKO argues that community-level energy data is necessary to assess whether the IRP 
adequately reflects the realities, risks, and needs of First Nation communities. MKO submits that 
the requested information (e.g. supply configuration, load, reliability, diesel use) is basic utility 
data that should be readily available. 
 
Manitoba Hydro acknowledges MKO’s interest in understanding how community-level 
considerations relate to the IRP. However, the IRP is designed as a system-level planning 
exercise and does not evaluate individual community infrastructure, asset condition, or project-
specific investments. 
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Notwithstanding the above, Manitoba Hydro has reviewed MKO’s request, rationale and motion, 
and, where possible, Manitoba Hydro will provide information readily available as set out below, 
while remaining consistent with the scope and purpose of this proceeding.  
 

• Part a) Manitoba Hydro can provide information readily available regarding the electrical 
configuration by community.  

• Part b) Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the grounds that it is out of 
scope of this proceeding. The IRP assumes the system continues to operate as is. A 
detailed examination of design parameters and operating history of diesel facilities is not 
within the scope of MKO’s approved intervention.  

• Part c) Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the grounds that it is out of 
scope of this proceeding. Business Operations Capital or other capital projects not within 
the scope of the IRP development plans are out of the scope for this proceeding and not 
within the scope of MKO’s approved intervention. 

• Part d) Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the grounds that it is out of 
scope of this proceeding. The IRP assumes the system continues to operate as is. A 
detailed examination of design parameters and operating history of radial transmission 
facilities is not within the scope of MKO’s approved intervention. 

• Part e) Manitoba Hydro does not have peak demand and energy profiles by community 
for historical or forecasted information. 

• Part f) Manitoba Hydro does not track SAIDI and SAIFI at the community level and this 
information is not available. Moreover, an assessment of reliability metrics is outside of 
the scope of this proceeding and MKO’s approved intervention. 

• Part g) Manitoba Hydro has very limited information that could be provided for this 
question. Furthermore, Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the same 
grounds as part f). 

• Part h) Fisher River is connected to the bulk electrical system. The question is not directly 
applicable to this community as there is no diesel to offset, or savings attained. Manitoba 
Hydro does not have readily availability information that could respond to the request in 
relation to Lac Brochet.  

Accordingly, Manitoba Hydro submits that the above responses ought to resolve MKO’s motion 
and it will file an updated response to the information request on or before June 3, 2026. 
 
MKO/MH II-2 a-d) 
 
MKO argues that Manitoba Hydro’s approach to wildfire and broader climate risks is necessary 
to assess whether climate risks have been appropriately considered and mitigated in the IRP, 
particularly for remote and First Nation communities.  
Manitoba Hydro acknowledges MKO’s interest in understanding Manitoba Hydro’s approach to 
wildfire and broader climate risks. However, the IRP is designed as a system-level planning 
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exercise. The management of climate-related risks including mitigating strategies and community 
specific capital projects are beyond the scope of the IRP and this proceeding. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, Manitoba Hydro has reviewed MKO’s request, rationale and motion, 
and, where possible, Manitoba Hydro will provide information readily available as set out below, 
while remaining consistent with the scope and purpose of this proceeding.  
 

• Part a) Manitoba Hydro can provide general information readily available regarding its 
approach towards addressing and mitigating climate-related risks. However, it remains 
Manitoba Hydro’s position that a review of details specifically related to wildfire risks or the 
management of other climate-related risks, are out of the scope of this proceeding and the 
approved scope for MKO’s expert evidence. 

• Part b) Manitoba Hydro does not currently have a geospatial risk model that determines 
the relative level of wildfire risk across its service territory. Manitoba Hydro declines to 
provide any further details of wildfire risk modelling as requested in the question as these 
details are out of scope of this proceeding and the approved scope for MKO’s expert 
evidence. 

• Part c) Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the grounds that a detailed 
examination of wildfire risk modelling and any associated mitigating actions are out of the 
scope of this proceeding.  

• Part d) The information requested is not readily available and would require significant 
amount of time to assess and determine (Manitoba Hydro estimates this could be a multi-
week effort). Moreover, Manitoba Hydro declines to provide this information on the 
grounds that a detailed examination of wildfire risk mitigation or associated investments is 
out of scope of this proceeding. 

• Part e) Manitoba Hydro provided a response to this information request, including a 
reference to Wa Ni Ska Tan/MH I-19. 

 
Accordingly, Manitoba Hydro submits that the above responses ought to resolve MKO’s motion 
and it will file an updated response to the information request on or before June 3, 2026. 
 
Response to Wa Ni Ska Tan’s Motion  
 
WNST/MH II-13 a-d) 
 
Wa Ni Ska Tan argues that its request does not seek information on historical environmental 
impacts, but rather current greenhouse gas emissions data and monitoring evidence needed to 
assess the validity of Manitoba Hydro’s assumption in the IRP that hydropower has negligible 
emissions. It submits that this information is necessary for the Board to critically evaluate climate 
risks and the reasonableness of the IRP’s underlying assumptions.  
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Manitoba Hydro continues to be of the view that considerations of environmental impacts of 
specific projects are evaluated in separate licensing proceedings and monitoring commitments, 
where applicable, are part of the project’s Environmental Act license. Further, as noted in OIC 
12/2026, the environmental impacts of past projects are out of scope for the IRP review. The 
approved scope for Wa Ni Ska Tan’s intervention does not include evaluating general operational 
environmental monitoring beyond the IRP’s contents.  

Notwithstanding the above, Manitoba Hydro has reviewed Wa Ni Ska Tan’s request, rationale 
and motion, and, where readily available, Manitoba Hydro has provided information below in 
response to the request. 
 

• Part a) Manitoba Hydro can confirm that it currently conducts reservoir GHG emissions 
monitoring at the Keeyask Generating Station – this monitoring commitment was made as 
part of the project’s EIS and is built into the project’s Environment Act license. Manitoba 
Hydro does not currently monitor GHG emissions at other hydroelectric reservoirs. 

• Part b) Manitoba Hydro does not monitor GHG emissions from non-hydroelectric 
reservoirs. 

• Part c) Manitoba Hydro clarifies that the GHG emission assertions included in Appendix 6 
were not related to hydroelectric reservoir GHG emissions. These assertions related to a 
different category of GHG emissions – GHG emissions for generating the power (i.e., 
water through the turbines) and not the GHG emissions associated with the reservoir 
proper. Manitoba Hydro recognizes that reservoir GHG emissions do occur as a result of 
impoundment. The referenced Keeyask document in the preamble to Wa Ni Ska Tan/MH 
II-13 includes the anticipated GHG emissions associated with the Keeyask reservoir.  

• Part d) Manitoba Hydro acknowledges that hydroelectric reservoirs produce GHG 
emissions and does not assert that hydroelectric reservoirs do not release GHGs. 

 
Manitoba Hydro submits that the above response ought to resolve Wa Ni Ska Tan’s motion and 
it will file an updated response to the information request setting out the above by June 3, 2026. 
 
Response to the Coalition’s Motion  
 
CC/MH II-10 f) & h) 
 
The Coalition argues that Manitoba Hydro’s refusal to provide the detailed financial risk 
information requested is unjustified, as that information is necessary for Morrison Park Advisors 
(“MPA”) to meaningfully assess Manitoba Hydro’s financial and risk analysis in the IRP. While the 
Board’s Independent Expert Consultant (Daymark) had access to the confidential information, the 
Coalition views the limited discussion in Daymark’s report to be insufficient for the Board to 
properly evaluate key risks and uncertainties under its mandate.  
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Manitoba Hydro submits that its response to CC/MH II-10 f) is complete. Manitoba Hydro was 
requested to confirm that in Appendix 9.2, risk analysis focusing on Financial Risk was not 
presented in detail as this was considered to be confidential. In response, Manitoba Hydro 
confirmed and provided two reasons for that rationale on why Appendix 9.2 does not present a 
detailed analysis of financial risk.  
 
Manitoba Hydro submits that its response to CC/MH II-10 h) is complete and sufficient when 
considered in the context of the full evidentiary record. The 2025 IRP includes a structured risk 
assessment grounded in Manitoba Hydro’s enterprise risk management framework, as presented 
in Appendix 9.2. Manitoba Hydro has further provided the defined impact ranges underlying that 
matrix in its response to CC/MH II-10.  
 
In addition, Manitoba Hydro filed detailed information through Round I and II information request 
responses across multiple components of the IRP.  This evidence includes, among other things, 
information relating to projected financial outcomes, the sensitivity of development plans to key 
inputs and assumptions, and the assessment of risks affecting those plans.1  
 
Manitoba Hydro disputes the Coalition’s argument that MPA will not be able to file evidence on 
the conclusions in Manitoba Hydro’s financial and risk analysis based on the information presently 
on the record/disclosed to them. Manitoba Hydro notes that MPA was approved to provide 
evidence that will address financial and risk analysis and support the assessment by Evolved 
Energy Research (“Evolved”) of Canadian energy policy and markets (Order 39/26). The Coalition 
states that without more detailed information in CC/MH II-10 f) and h), “MPA will not be in a 
position to comment on Manitoba Hydro’s conclusions in its financial and risk analysis”. Manitoba 
Hydro submits that contention exaggerates the limitations of MPA’s ability to comment on 
Manitoba Hydro’s risk and financial analysis given the abundance of information that has been 
made available to date. 
 
Importantly, the detailed underlying data supporting Manitoba Hydro’s financial and risk analysis 
was made available on a confidential basis to Daymark, which was engaged to assist the Board 
and interveners in assessing the IRP. Daymark conducted a comprehensive review and 
concluded that Manitoba Hydro’s IRP reflects a reasonable analytical approach. The Coalition’s 
reliance on the length of Daymark’s discussion of financial and risk analysis is misplaced. The 
Daymark report is a summary of findings and conclusions, not a comprehensive reproduction of 
all underlying data, modelling outputs, or analytical work undertaken. Daymark conducted an in-

 
1 See, for example, CC/MH I-44-a-c, CC/MH I-45-a-c, CC/MH I-46-a-b, CC/MH I-50-a-c, CC/MH II-10-a-h, 
GSS/GSM/MH I-2-a-b, GSS/GSM/MH I-5-a-b(U), GSS/GSM/MH II-12-a-c, GSS/GSM/MH II-13-a-
i,PUB/MH I-36-a-c, PUB/MH I-68-a-f, PUB/MH I-69-a-c, PUB/MH I-70, PUB/MH I-73-a-b, PUB/MH I-74-a-
f, PUB/MH I-76-a-b, PUB/MH II-27-a-d, PUB/MH II-32-a-c, PUB/MH II-33-a-c, PUB/MH II-34, PUB/MH II-
36-a-b, Wa Ni Ska Tan/MH II-15.   
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depth review of Manitoba Hydro’s IRP and engaged extensively with Manitoba Hydro throughout 
the review process. Accordingly, the number of pages devoted to a particular topic in the report 
is not indicative of the level of analysis performed.  
 
Furthermore, the Coalition was afforded the opportunity through the information request process 
to seek clarification or additional detail from Daymark on matters relating to financial and risk 
analysis.  
 
Taken together, the extensive body of evidence provides a comprehensive evidentiary foundation 
from which intervener consultants can assess the financial implications of development plans, 
evaluate the treatment of uncertainty and risk and form independent views on the robustness of 
the IRP. Accordingly, Manitoba Hydro submits that sufficient information has been filed to enable 
the consultant to develop and present evidence on the issues raised and that the Coalition’s 
motion for a more complete response ought to be dismissed.  
 
CC/MH II-29 c-e) 
 
The Coalition argues that Manitoba Hydro’s refusal to provide model outputs responsive to 
CC/MH II-29 c-e) is unjustified because those outputs exist as standard outputs of the optimization 
model and are necessary to assess how candidate development plans were generated. The 
Coalition submits that whether or not Manitoba Hydro relied on or validated these outputs does 
not make them irrelevant. They further argue that access to the raw model results is required for 
their expert to test the robustness of the IRP and assess how sensitive the Recommended 
Development Plan is to underlying assumptions. In particular, the Coalition indicates that the 
outputs would allow its consultant, Evolved, “to see how close each unselected resource came to 
being picked in each scenario, and whether the candidate plans that fed into the Lease Regrets 
Analysis were robust.” 
 
Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that its response to CC/MH II-29 c-e) is appropriate and that 
the Coalition’s request for model outputs should be denied.  
 
The Coalition’s position appears to be that the existence of model outputs is sufficient to establish 
their relevance; however, this is not consistent with the purpose of information requests or the 
principles governing the evidentiary record.  
 
Manitoba Hydro’s IRP is based on a defined analytical framework, supported by model runs, 
sensitivities, and outputs that were reviewed, validated, and relied upon in developing the 
Recommended Development Plan. As is standard practice in complex modelling exercises, not 
all intermediate or standard outputs generated by the optimization model were relied upon or 
validated for decision-making purposes. Manitoba Hydro exercised professional judgement in 
determining which outputs were appropriate to include in its evidence. 
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In this context, the outputs requested were not relied upon by Manitoba Hydro in the development 
of the IRP and have not been subject to the level of validation and review necessary to support 
their inclusion on the evidentiary record. It would not be appropriate to place such unvalidated 
outputs on the record, as doing so creates a risk of misinterpretation and elevates analytical 
artifacts to evidentiary status without the necessary quality assurance. 
 
The Coalition submits that access to these outputs is necessary to allow its consultant, Evolved, 
to assess sensitivities to underlying assumptions. However, facilitating such re-analysis would 
introduce evidence that Manitoba Hydro would not reasonably be able to test or respond to within 
the timelines of this proceeding. Consultants may reinterpret model outputs and generate 
alternative results that are not grounded in Manitoba Hydro’s validated modelling framework. This 
would raise significant procedural fairness concerns, as Manitoba Hydro would not have a 
meaningful opportunity to replicate or verify such analyses.  Furthermore, Manitoba Hydro shares 
confidential information through SharePoint, which does not permit interveners to download the 
information. This necessary limitation will be a practical obstacle preventing Evolved from 
processing these files using the psr-graf library as indicated by the Coalition in CC/MH II-29 d).  
 
Further, Manitoba Hydro notes that the IRP’s suite of scenario and sensitivity analyses set out in 
Appendix 7.2 was expressly designed to provide insight into how resource selections respond to 
changes in underlying assumptions, including the robustness of development plans across 
scenarios.  
 
Finally, Manitoba Hydro also questions whether the Board’s approved scope of intervention 
permits Evolved to file evidence on the issues it says it is not in a position to opine upon based 
on the information presently on the record/disclosed to them. Manitoba Hydro notes that Evolved 
was approved to provide evidence that will address load forecasting, resource options, and best 
practice integrated resource planning (Order 39/26). The Coalition states that Evolved “does not 
anticipate being in a position to provide recommendations for a path forward relating to alternative 
IRP results or what may be an alternative development plan for the PUB’s consideration.” The 
IRP development process is a multi-year effort that requires significant analysis and engagement. 
It would be impracticable and inappropriate for an intervener expert to attempt in a matter of 
months to formulate a competing development plan based on unvalidated data. Manitoba Hydro 
submits that these issues are beyond the scope of Evolved’s approved scope of work and this 
proceeding.  
 
Accordingly, Manitoba Hydro submits that the Board dismiss the Coalition’s motion seeking a 
further response to this information request.  
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Comments on Delay  
 
Manitoba Hydro disagrees with the Coalition’s characterization of Manitoba Hydro’s conduct in 
this proceeding. In particular, it finds the submission that Manitoba Hydro has demonstrated a 
“consistent pattern” of “resisting or delaying” the disclosure of information, and the “refusal to 
provide information” to be a gross and disrespectful mischaracterization of how Manitoba Hydro 
has participated in this proceeding.  
 
Manitoba Hydro is entitled to take a position with respect to the relevance of information requests 
and oppose interveners’ motions for access to confidential information. It is equally entitled to 
seek to review and vary Orders issued by the Board that it views as constituting an error of law, 
fact, jurisdiction, or otherwise in accordance with The Public Utilities Board Act and the Rules. 
Taking a position that an intervener does not agree with does not constitute problematic 
behaviour.  
 
Manitoba Hydro has demonstrated a willingness to engage in a collaborative way with interveners. 
It hosted, on short notice, an information session and technical conference with a view of 
enhancing the interveners’ understanding of Manitoba Hydro’s IRP and the underlying 
assumptions and planning methodology. Additionally, for example, Manitoba Hydro was able to 
work collaboratively with GSS/GSM to provide an alternative response to a Round 1 IR which 
sought additional scenarios and financial analysis (GSS/GSM/MH I-5 b).   
 
Furthermore, the evidentiary record is voluminous; Manitoba Hydro has filed 1,271 responses to 
information requests in a constrained timeframe. To date, only a small portion remain in dispute 
(whether through these motions or that are the subject of Manitoba Hydro’s review and vary 
applications). In the circumstances, Manitoba Hydro strongly urges the Board to ignore the 
rhetoric presented by the Coalition.  
 
Request for Extension for Evidence Submission of Dr. Fitzpatrick to June 19  
 
The Coalition requests a one-week extension for the filing deadline of Dr. Fitzpatrick’s evidence, 
relying on a misleading summary of the process. On March 5, 2026, when the Coalition initially 
requested raw data for the surveys, Manitoba Hydro was awaiting a procedural order from the 
Board that would indicate whether the subject of the engagement process was within the scope 
of the Board’s review of the 2025 IRP, whether the Coalition was an approved intervener, and 
whether Dr. Fitzpatrick was an approved consultant. It was entirely reasonable for Manitoba Hydro 
not to provide the raw survey data (which contained personal information of respondents) to the 
Coalition at this time.  
 
Manitoba Hydro does not wish to re-litigate the anticipatory motion filed by the Coalition on April 
7, 2026, or the motion that followed. However, Manitoba Hydro believes it is important to point 
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out that following receipt of Order 59/26, it advised counsel for the Coalition and the Board that it 
would require four additional days to provide the data given the amount of time needed to “scrub” 
same of personal identifying information. In the circumstances, Manitoba Hydro strongly opposes 
the characterization of the “delay” at page 7 of the Coalition’s submission. 
 
Nonetheless, Manitoba Hydro does not oppose the Coalition’s request to grant an extension to 
Dr. Fitzpatrick to June 19, 2026 to file her evidence. However, Manitoba Hydro reserves the right 
to request an extension to the time required to submit Information Requests to the Coalition in 
respect of her evidence, but will make best efforts to meet the June 26, 2026 deadline.  
 
Responses to MEED’s Motion 
 
Motion Seeking Relief Pursuant to Rule 8 – Failure to Comply with PUB Direction 
 

1. MEED/MH I-1 a-b) 
 
MEED argues that Manitoba Hydro failed to comply with Order 59/26 with respect to MEED/MH 
I-1 a-b). MEED is seeking procedural remedies, including additional time and opportunities to 
submit IRs. 
 
In its submission, MEED sets out an incomplete procedural background. Manitoba Hydro notes 
that MEED failed to reference Manitoba Hydro’s May 12, 2026 submission where it requested 
that the Board hold in abeyance the requirement to file the MEED/MH I-1 a-b) input and output 
files, as directed in Order 59/26, pending the Board’s determination on the review and vary 
application of Order 63/26 (filed today). 
 
Manitoba Hydro also notes that MEED omitted critical references that explain the reason why 
Manitoba Hydro provided one output spreadsheet to it on May 25th, without confidential 
information. In Manitoba Hydro’s May 1, 2026 submission2 (the review and vary application of 
Order 59/26), Manitoba Hydro proposed an alternative informal session take place with MEED to 
review the model inputs and outputs, supported by Manitoba Hydro subject matter experts, as a 
solution to balancing Manitoba Hydro’s concerns about the time and effort it would take to compile 
the datasets and the confidential information contained therein, with MEED’s desire, in part, to 
“gain a deeper understanding of how the model functions.” In its May 4, 2026 response,3 MEED 
indicated Manitoba Hydro’s proposal was untenable.  
 
Thereafter, Manitoba Hydro requested, on May 12, 2026, that the Board hold its decision with 
respect to the review & vary application of Directive 8 of Order 59/26 in abeyance.  

 
2 Exhibit No. MH-10. 
3 Exhibit No. MEED-13. 
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On May 13, 2026, MEED requested to review an output sheet for the scenario corresponding to 
the Recommended Development Plan and scenario S3D with a view of potentially narrowing what 
it was seeking. On May 19, 2026, Manitoba Hydro confirmed that it would share the output file for 
the Recommended Development Plan with Mr. Elson in confidence, but without the highly 
sensitive confidential information given the then impending application to review and vary the 
Board’s decision to grant interveners access to confidential information. Manitoba Hydro viewed 
this as providing MEED an opportunity to understand the volume of data in the output files, starting 
with the Recommended Development Plan as an example (noting that the volume of data for 
input files is much greater). Manitoba Hydro received no response but, in good faith, provided 
MEED with the output file on May 25, 2026, after receiving a signed NDA from Mr. Elson.4  
 
Manitoba Hydro assumes from MEED’s present motion that MEED is not agreeable to considering 
a compromise to Manitoba Hydro’s review and vary application of Order 59/26 or to another format 
of providing further information related to the inputs or outputs. Despite the fact that the Board did 
not issue an Order by May 5, 2026 as originally requested by Manitoba Hydro, Manitoba Hydro 
reasonably believed that the Board was permitting it to either work through a compromise with 
MEED or address its concerns regarding granting access to confidential information through the 
review and vary application of Order 63/26 before requiring Manitoba Hydro to file the information. 
This approach is consistent with the Board’s direction to parties in the Fiscal 2026 to 2028 General 
Rate Application, that “the Board appreciates any attempts by the parties to resolve procedural 
motions on a consent basis and encourages the parties to continue to resolve the matters, failing 
which the Board will issue a procedural order on the issues raised in the motions.”5 Therefore, 
Manitoba Hydro urges the Board to find that Manitoba Hydro has not failed to comply with 
Directive 8 of Order 59/26. 
 
As previously indicated, the input and output files contain commercially sensitive information. 
While Manitoba Hydro recognizes that the Board accepted that Manitoba Hydro could file the 
spreadsheets in confidence,6 and that MEED could access that information in confidence, it did 
so without a complete understanding of the nature of the commercially sensitive information or 
allowing Manitoba Hydro to make submissions on opposing access to MEED (and other 
interveners that may request access). 
 
In its May 12, 2026 submission, Manitoba Hydro indicated that it would continue preparing the 
input and output files subject to an Order of the Board setting aside Directive 8 of Order 59/26, 
but requested that the requirement to do so be put in abeyance in light of Manitoba Hydro’s 
intention to challenge the decision to grant interveners access to confidential information, which 

 
4 Manitoba Hydro notes that Mr. Elson did not request the file be shared with MEED’s consultant, but in 
any event, Mr. Stephens is not approved to file evidence so it is unclear how MEED can make use of 
these spreadsheets. 
5 Manitoba Hydro 2026-2028 GRA, Exhibit No. PUB-06. 
6 Order 59/26, Directive 8. 
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has now been filed. As set out in Manitoba Hydro’s review & vary submission filed May 29, 2026, 
Manitoba Hydro has significant concerns with any intervener accessing its confidential 
information.  
 
For the Board’s benefit, Manitoba Hydro can provide the following overview of the makeup of the 
input and output files: 
 

• It is estimated to take 3 hours of time to prepare each remaining output file (8 in total); 
o Note, Manitoba Hydro has already spent a significant amount of time to date 

identifying which information in each spreadsheet is commercially sensitive.  
• There are 144 separate files for each scenario (8 in total, resulting in 1,152 input 

spreadsheets); 
o For each scenario, approximately 30/144 files contain confidential information. A 

very significant amount of additional time will be required to prepare each input file. 
 
Therefore, Manitoba Hydro respectfully requests that the Board issue a decision on its application 
to review & vary Directive 8 of Order 59/26 by setting aside the requirement to file all input and 
output spreadsheets in response to MEED/MH I-1 a-b). In the alternative, should the Board not 
grant Manitoba Hydro’s application to review and vary Directive 8 of Order 59/26 by setting aside 
the Directive, it respectfully requests that the Board either require Manitoba Hydro to file the 
spreadsheets without confidential information, or only file the spreadsheets with the Board and 
Daymark and consider the alternative relief detailed in the review and vary submission dated May 
29, 2026 (the “R&V of Order 63/26”). 
 

2. MEED/MH I-24 b) 
 
Manitoba Hydro disagrees with MEED’s characterization that Manitoba Hydro did not provide a 
full response to MEED/MH I-24 b). There are no spreadsheets that are used to do these 
calculations; rather, calculations are done using Python scripts and Manitoba Hydro has provided 
resulting outputs in PUB/MH I-45 b) Attachment 1. On May 6, 2026, Manitoba Hydro provided an 
Excel version of PUB/MH I-45 b) Attachment 1, which includes the underlying components of the 
net system costs for 86 scenarios. Manitoba Hydro acknowledges that certain information in this 
attachment had to be redacted as it relates to information impacting its active wind procurement, 
which has been separately addressed through the R&V of Order 63/26. However, this does not 
prevent MEED from gaining an understanding of Manitoba Hydro’s approach or how it compares 
to other cost-benefit tests. Manitoba Hydro requests that MEED’s motion with respect to this 
Round I Information Request is dismissed. 
 

3. Concluding comments on MEED’s Motion under Rule 8 
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Manitoba Hydro respectfully disagrees with MEED’s claim that the discovery process has been 
“extremely time consuming due to the conduct of Manitoba Hydro.” In fact, Manitoba Hydro has 
worked collaboratively with all other interveners in this proceeding (and in recent similar 
proceedings) without encountering comparable difficulties. By contrast, MEED’s own conduct has 
caused inefficiencies and delays. MEED has been unwilling to collaborate or consider reasonable 
alternatives, and has repeatedly demanded exceptionally granular, highly sensitive data while 
providing only vague justification for why such information is needed, how the data will be used, 
and why MEED needs this granular and highly sensitive data when other interveners have been 
able to fulfill their scope of intervention without it. Accordingly, Manitoba Hydro submits that any 
undue delays or burdens in the process have resulted from MEED’s own approach to discovery, 
not from Manitoba Hydro’s conduct. 
 
Manitoba Hydro submits that MEED’s request for relief under Rule 8 ought to be dismissed. 
 
MEED/MH I-1 a)  
 
Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that the Board should deny MEED’s motion regarding 
MEED/MH II-1 a). Manitoba Hydro provided a full and complete response to this IR. In its 
response, Manitoba Hydro explained how the benefits of energy time-shifting and price arbitrage 
by grid-scale batteries were implicitly captured in its IRP modelling. Specifically, the IRP’s 
production costing model inherently reflects battery energy arbitrage and time-shifting 
opportunities. It is not feasible to isolate a single dollar value for a battery’s “price arbitrage” benefit 
because those gains are intertwined with broader system operations and the substantial existing 
arbitrage capabilities of Manitoba Hydro’s hydroelectric reservoir system. 
 
In addition, MEED’s reliance on a statement in the Daymark report is misplaced. The reference 
to certain battery benefits not being represented at this time reflects the difficulty of separately 
quantifying these indirect benefits. It does not imply that Manitoba Hydro’s modelling ignored 
energy arbitrage. As indicated in the response, the price arbitrage value of short-duration batteries 
on a hydro-dominant system like Manitoba’s is expected to be low and already embedded in the 
modelling results. 
 
Manitoba Hydro is providing the following information to assist MEED in its assessment. The next 
two figures show the battery’s net generation - where positive values indicate discharge and 
negative values indicate charging - alongside the hourly market price for a typical week in January 
and July. The patterns illustrate that the battery charges when market prices fall below the monthly 
average and discharges when prices rise above the monthly average, indicating that the model’s 
dispatch of batteries in the 21-block model is responsive to market prices. 



Manitoba Hydro’s 2025 IRP & MNF Review    2026 05 29 
Response to Round II IR Motions  Page 13 of 16 

 

 
 
Attempting to extract an artificial standalone arbitrage dollar figure from limited historical prices or 
partial operational data and perfect hindsight would be misleading. Manitoba Hydro submits that 
its response has comprehensively addressed the question to the best of its ability, and MEED’s 
motion should be dismissed. 
 
MEED/MH II-3 a) and d)  
 
Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that the Board should deny MEED’s motion concerning 
MEED/MH II-3 a) and d). Manitoba Hydro submits that it provided a full and complete response 
to this IR. The IR sought to test Manitoba Hydro’s assessment that only 350 MW of grid-scale 
battery storage could materially contribute to winter peak capacity (approximately half of the 
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700 MW difference between winter daytime peak and nighttime trough demand). Manitoba Hydro 
thoroughly explained the basis for that 350 MW limit, describing how its IRP modelling already 
assumes full use of available off-peak import and generation capability. As noted in the response, 
the production cost model uses up to 1,400 MW of import capability during all hours of the day 
(including all off-peak and nighttime hours) except for the four MISO resource adequacy hours, 
so there is no further surplus import energy available beyond what is already captured in the IRP 
analysis. The response in part b) included a detailed table examining potential actions and 
showed that these options offer no additional charging energy availability “upside” for expanding 
battery contributions beyond the modeled 350 MW limit, as the optimization already incorporates 
feasible off-peak energy actions and system constraints. 
 
With respect to the hourly operational data sought in part d), Manitoba Hydro provided references 
available, and hourly demand data for two recent multi-day winter peak events (submitted in 
confidence to the Board). Furthermore, Manitoba Hydro explained that the specific additional 
calculations MEED seeks would not yield meaningful or reliable results. On Manitoba’s hydro-
dominant, energy-limited system, partial historical data cannot account for key operational 
constraints, such as the need to conserve water in upstream reservoirs and the delay in water 
availability for downstream generation during prolonged cold snaps, or the fact that transmission 
import capacity does not guarantee actual supply availability. In a non-spill situation, a decision 
to run an energy limited hydro unit in one hour precludes operation in some future hour – and this 
and numerous other operational limitations cannot be inferred from the data. Simply put, the 
existence of a 700 MW difference between peak and trough demand does not equate to 700 MW 
of “spare capacity” that could be deployed for charging batteries during nighttime troughs. MEED’s 
attempt to independently calculate additional battery contributions from incomplete data would be 
inappropriate and potentially misleading given these complexities. Manitoba Hydro also notes that 
MEED’s consultant, Wesley Stephens, who is not a system planner, is not approved to file expert 
evidence.  
 
Manitoba Hydro submits that its response has comprehensively addressed the question to the 
best of its ability, and MEED’s motion should be dismissed. 
 
MEED/MH II-12 a), c), & d)  
 
Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that the Board should deny MEED’s motion regarding 
MEED/MH II-12 a), c) and d). Manitoba Hydro provided a complete and appropriate response 
under the circumstances.  
 
The NRStor presentation referenced by MEED was never part of Manitoba Hydro’s IRP evidence, 
as the presentation was provided to Manitoba Hydro after the 2025 IRP was filed and strictly for 
marketing purposes. The third-party slide deck is proprietary to NRStor (marked “Intended 
recipients only”) and not Manitoba Hydro’s document to place on the record of this proceeding. 
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Consequently, Manitoba Hydro declined to file a copy of the presentation, rather than disclosing 
a confidential document that Manitoba Hydro neither owns nor relied upon in its analysis of 
resource options.  
 
Clearly, the very existence of the presentation appears to be known to MEED despite its limited, 
confidential distribution, and Manitoba Hydro is unaware of how MEED came to learn about this 
presentation.  
 
Manitoba Hydro’s response to MEED/MH II-12 supplied all relevant information and explained 
how updated battery cost data based on publicly available 2025 cost data for NRStor’s Oneida 
battery in Ontario would not alter the IRP’s conclusions. In fact, the publicly available energy cost 
data for the Oneida facility, once adjusted for the 4-hour duration of that facility vs. the longer 5-
hour duration and expressed on a per MWh basis was higher than the Manitoba Hydro IRP 
assumptions. Hence rerunning the analysis with higher battery cost data will not change the 
conclusions. Manitoba Hydro therefore maintains that, in addition to requiring significant time and 
effort, running a new optimization with NRStor’s unverified costs is neither appropriate, nor 
warranted or useful given Manitoba Hydro’s existing hydro reservoir system and its inherent 
energy-shifting capability. The IRP process relies on verified costing information from reputable 
industry sources as unverified costing may result in inappropriate or misleading modelling results. 
Furthermore, it would be misleading to consider updated battery capital costs without also 
considering accredited capacity updates. As noted in the response to MEED/MH II-12, future IRP 
studies will consider and appropriately review the latest battery storage information as part of a 
fulsome evaluation with assumption updates for all potential resource options. 
 
Conclusion  
 
With respect to the motions filed by MKO and Wa Ni Ska Tan, Manitoba Hydro has proposed 
additional information it could provide to be responsive to MKO/MH II-1, MKO/MH II-2, and 
WNST/MH II-13. Manitoba Hydro looks forward to receiving these interveners’ replies to this 
submission and is hopeful that the motions can be resolved by filing amended IR responses.  
 
Manitoba Hydro does not oppose the Coalition’s motion with respect to seeking an extension of 
time to file evidence from Dr. Fitzpatrick.  
 
Manitoba Hydro submits that the Board out to dismiss the Rule 8 and Rule 35 motions filed by 
the Coalition and MEED for the foregoing reasons.  
 
In the alternative, with respect to the information sought by the Coalition in CC/MH II-10, CC/MH 
II-29 and by MEED in MEED/MH I-1, as noted in the R&V of Order 63/26, Manitoba Hydro has 
proposed an alternative approach of the Board initiating a process whereby interveners could file 
with the Board a list of the analysis they wish to pursue with respect to the confidential information 
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that is within the scope of the interveners’ respective interventions and, to the extent the Board 
deems such analysis to be relevant to and of value for the Board’s review of the IRP, it is 
conducted by Daymark. Manitoba Hydro submits such an approach could be extended to address 
the analysis that the Coalition and MEED wish to pursue related to modeling and examining 
financial and risk analyses in greater detail. 
 
In its motion, the Coalition indicates that if the Board allows its motion, that the Board ought to 
amend the schedule as set out in Order 68/26 to provide them with 14 to 21 days following receipt 
of the additional disclosure to file evidence. In Manitoba Hydro’s view, an extension for filing 
evidence is not necessary and should any further information be provided as a result of future 
Board decisions, that evidence pertaining to said information could be filed by way of an 
addendum.   
 
Should you have any questions with respect to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact 
the writer at 204-360-3399. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
MANITOBA HYDRO LEGAL SERVICES  
Per: 
 
 
 
GWEN MUIRHEAD 
Legal Counsel  
 
 


