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June 15, 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 – RESPONSE TO COALITION REQUEST 

TO SUBMIT GRID-SCALE BATTERY STORAGE EVIDENCE 
 
Manitoba Hydro is in receipt of the letter filed by the Consumers Coalition dated June 9, 2026 to 
the Public Utilities Board (the “Board” or “PUB”) requesting guidance from the Board with respect 
to the filing of evidence regarding grid-scale battery storage, as well as the subsequent filing of 
the information by MEED on June 12th prior to approval from the Board.  
 
Manitoba Hydro is troubled with the information being filed in this manner and raises important 
concerns regarding the appropriateness of its inclusion and weight of such evidence in this 
proceeding as well as issues of procedural fairness that have arisen due to the actions of the 
Consumers Coalition and MEED.  
 
While interveners are entitled to file relevant evidence, NRStor is a commercial developer of 
energy storage projects whose primary role is to promote and deploy its products. As such, its 
perspective reflects that of a market participant with a direct commercial interest in advancing 
battery storage solutions, rather than an independent system planner or neutral expert. 
 
Given the nature of the IRP review, namely, to assess the reasonableness of Manitoba Hydro’s 
system-wide planning assumptions and development plan, evidence grounded in a single 
proponent’s offerings may have limited relevance. Furthermore, inclusion of only a single 
supplier’s information could reasonably be interpreted as favoritism and may compromise the 
perceived fairness of the evaluation or impact future procurement processes.  
 
By way of their June 9th letter, the Consumers Coalition is effectively amending its scope of 
intervention by proposing a new expert late in the process. By filing said evidence on June 12th, 
in advance of the date included in the letter, and prior to receiving approval from the Board, MEED 
and the Consumers Coalition have circumvented the approved procedural steps outlined for this 
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review. The extent of Manitoba Hydro’s evidence on utility scale batteries has been known or 
ought to have been known by the Coalition and MEED after the filing of the IRP Volume 1 
materials on February 2, 2026. Both interveners were free to propose to advance expert evidence 
on this subject at that time, or subsequently when there was an opportunity to amend their scopes 
of intervention for the MNF. Doing so at that time would have given other parties the proper 
opportunity to test and respond to the proposed expert evidence. Per Rule 32 of the PUB’s Rules 
of Practice and Procedure (Evidence by a non-party), the Board must have regard to the need for 
parties to be able to test and respond to the evidence of the non-party. By filing the information 
by affidavit, Manitoba Hydro, and others, will not be able to test the evidence; there is insufficient 
time to schedule cross-examinations on the affidavit in advance of or during the hearing and it is 
unclear whether there would be an opportunity to ask IRs.  
 
Furthermore, included in the unsolicited information filed on June 12th by MEED, is a 60 page 
report “Electric System On-Island Capacity Alternatives for Prince Edward Island”, prepared by 
Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., dated April 9, 2026. Manitoba Hydro notes this report was 
commissioned by the Island Regulatory and Appeal Commission in regards to Maritime Electric 
Company, Ltd.’s (“MECL”) application before the former.1  The relevance of this report to 
Manitoba Hydro’s system planning is tenuous at best, and is part of an ongoing active regulatory 
process in Prince Edward Island. Manitoba Hydro should not be placed in the position of having 
to review and potentially rebut the findings and applicability of this report and associated filings 
(such as the interrogatories associated with the report and potential future responses), 
commissioned for a system with significantly different considerations and circumstances. The 
attempt to file this information at this late juncture completely disregards the process established 
by the PUB several months ago.  
 
Manitoba Hydro respectfully submits that allowing NRStor to participate in the IRP review 
proceeding at this late juncture by providing new information, by way of affidavit evidence, would 
be highly unusual, inappropriate and procedurally unfair. It should be strongly rebuked and not 
permitted by the Board. Moreover, the PUB must consider the appropriateness of admitting 
evidence from a developer with commercial interests, as outlined above. The information that was 
filed by MEED on June 12th should be struck from the record of this proceeding. 
 
Despite the aforementioned, if the Board decides to permit NRStor to participate in any manner 
in the review proceeding at this late juncture, Manitoba Hydro further submits that NRStor should 
only be permitted to apply for presenter status, particularly given its admitted commercial bias in 
the battery storage market.  

 
 

 
1 UE20742 – Supplemental Capital Budget Request for MECL’s On-Island Capacity for Security of Supply 
Project. 
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Should the PUB require any further information or have any questions with respect to the 
foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact the writer at 204-360-4386. 
  
Yours truly, 
 
MANITOBA HYDRO LEGAL SERVICES  
Per: 
 
 
 
 
CORY A.M. TOKAR 
Legal Counsel  
 
CT 
 


