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MIPUGDAYMARK I-1 

Part and Chapter: IEC Report – Section 3.3.1 Discussion Page #: PDF p. 28 

Topic: Energy Savings Projections 

Subtopic: Mandated Energy Savings Projections 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“The Efficiency Plan Projection represents a 20-25% reduction in annual electric usage 
by the 15th year of Efficiency Manitoba’s Plan. The Efficiency Plan Projection represents 
about a 10-12% reduction in annual natural gas consumption by the 15th year.” (PDF 
p.28) 

Question: 

a) Please provide a baseline projection for the mandated annual energy efficiency 
savings at 1.5% and 0.75% of the respective electric and natural gas loads in the 
prior year for the 15-year period extending from 2025/26 onwards using the most 
recent electric and natural gas load forecasts provided by Manitoba Hydro. 

b) Please provide references for the forecasted annual prior year consumption values 
used in the determination of the mandated energy efficiency savings in a) 

c) Please provide the baseline projection for estimates of associated capacity savings 
obtained from the mandated annual energy efficiency savings in a). 

d) Please provide similar annual energy efficiency load projections for the three load 
scenarios (baseline, medium, and high) used in the 2025 IRP. 

e) Please confirm that Daymark assumes the annual targeted savings (1.5% electric 
and 0.75% natural gas) to be sustained through each of the following years over 
the 15-year period. 

f) Please explain whether Daymark’s response to d) confirms that the annual 1.5% 
electric and 0.75% natural gas savings in subsequent years are assumed to be 
incremental to targeted annual savings achieved in prior years. 

Rationale for Question: 

Comparisons to the treatment of energy efficiency used in the analysis of resource 
options provided in the 2025 IRP. 

Response: 

a) Daymark believes that Efficiency Manitoba would be the appropriate party to 
provide this information. Please refer to Efficiency Manitoba Information Package 
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– 2025 IRP Review dated March 13, 2025 or Manitoba Hydro's Attachment 1.3, 
Additional Supporting Data, Figures 8 and 9. 

b) Daymark believes that either Efficiency Manitoba or Manitoba Hydro would be the 
appropriate party to provide this information. 

c) Capacity benefits of baseline energy efficiency and demand response as well as 
selected additional DSM are provided in Figures 19 through 48 in Manitoba Hydro's 
Attachment 1.3, Additional Supporting Data.  

d) Daymark did not attempt to calculate annual targeted savings for the other load 
forecast scenarios. As noted in the Daymark Report, since the three load 
projections are different from the forecast used to develop the Efficiency Plan 
Projection, the targeted savings would necessarily be different (p. 29). 

e) Confirmed. 

f) Daymark understands that to meet targets Efficiency Manitoba would need to 
implement new measures that provide savings. This is not exactly incremental 
since there could be single year measures that get renewed each year and count 
as new measures. 
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-2 

Part and Chapter: IEC Report – Section 3.3.1 Discussion Page #: PDF p.29 

Topic: Energy Efficiency Savings Projections 

Subtopic: Alignment of Baseline Levels of Electric Energy Efficiency Savings 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“While the selection of additional electric energy efficiency in the Recommended 
Development Plan suggests that baseline levels of electric energy savings are not 
inherently misaligned, there are several risks that, if directionally aligned, could influence 
the importance of having baseload generation such as hydropower upgrades that provide 
both electric energy and capacity.” (PDF p.29) 

Question: 

a) Please describe Daymark’s understanding of how baseline levels of electric energy 
savings are (or are not) aligned. 

b) Please clarify the risks that could influence the importance of having baseload 
generation, such as hydropower upgrades that provide both electric energy and 
capacity. 

c) Please provide Daymark’s definition for baseload generation. 

Rationale for Question: 

Clarification and understanding of Daymark findings in IEC report. 

Response: 

a) Baseline levels of electric energy savings are determined based on the mandated 
legislative energy targets, while additional energy efficiency measures included in 
the Recommended Development Plan were identified by the IRP capacity 
expansion model based primarily on their contribution to meeting system capacity 
needs. While the measures included in each category were selected to meet 
different objectives, the portfolio as a whole is aligned in meeting total system 
needs. 

b) The risks that Daymark is mentioning are economic risks not reliability risks. Thus, 
any comments Daymark would make on the importance, specifically on the 
benefits of baseload generation, including hydroelectric upgrades would be 
independent of consideration of any amounts of energy efficiency or demand 
response resources. Daymark would clarify that it is important to have a low cost, 
high reliability, resource portfolio with operating flexibility. 
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c) Daymark does not have a specific definition of baseload generation. Daymark 
would agree that traditionally baseload generation is generally higher investment 
costs and lower operating costs which results in very high-capacity factors. It is the 
costs of resources options that will determine which type of capacity is operating 
as baseload. Examples of traditional baseload would be large hydro, nuclear, 
efficient coal burning generation, high efficiency natural gas fueled combined 
cycles (in some regions), and possibly even high-capacity factor wind (potentially 
offshore). Daymark would even suggest that certain energy efficiency programs 
which target high load factor loads could also be considered baseload resources.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-3 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.3 – Efficiency Plan Projection Page #: PDF p. 27 

Topic: Capacity Savings 

Subtopic: Determination of DSM Measure Savings Load Shapes 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Manitoba Hydro then determined load shapes for each program, allowing the 
determination of peak demand reduction to be derived from Efficiency Manitoba’s energy 
efficiency forecasts.” (PDF p.27) 

Question: 

a) Please provide Daymark’s understanding of the methodology used by Manitoba 
Hydro to determine the hourly load shapes for each program measure. 

b) Please describe whether Daymark finds the methodologies used by Manitoba 
Hydro for determination of capacity savings to align with practices in other 
jurisdictions. 

Rationale for Question: 

Clarification of Daymark assessments and understanding of Manitoba Hydro practices 
and methodologies. 

Response: 

a) Daymark’s understanding is the Manitoba Hydro used best available load shapes 
to incorporate annual savings into hourly savings for modeling and the 
determination of capacity requirement impacts of DSM measures (see IRP 
Appendix 6, pp. 46-48). Daymark did not review the specific shapes that Manitoba 
Hydro utilized. 

b) Daymark finds the methodology used by Manitoba Hydro to be consistent with 
most IRP and resource planning analyses that we have seen. Annual savings 
energy potential is converted into peak load reduction and that results in less 
capacity required in the development plan.            



 
2025 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 
MIPUG/DEA I Information Requests 

May 8, 2026 

May 8, 2026 Page 6 of 19 

 

MIPUG/DAYMARK I-4 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.3 – Efficiency Plan Projection Page #: PDF p.26 

Topic: Energy Efficiency Plans 

Subtopic: Three-Year vs Five-Year Period for Energy Efficiency Plans 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Efficiency Manitoba began these programs by developing and managing programs in its 
first three-year Energy Efficiency Plan for 2020-2022. The Energy Efficiency Plan has 
been extended and amended for plan years 2023 through 2027. The next Energy 
Efficiency Plan will be developed for a five-year period from 2028-2032.” (PDF p.26) 

Question: 

a) Please confirm that Daymark understands the next Energy Efficiency Plan 
produced by Efficiency Manitoba to be developed for a five-year period from 2028-
2032. 

b) Please provide references to support a five-year period for Efficiency MB Plans 
that differs from the three-year period for Efficiency Plan identified in the Efficiency 
Manitoba Act. 

Rationale for Question: 

Clarification of planning period used for future Efficiency Manitoba plans. 

Response: 

a) Confirmed. 

b) Daymark has been aware from conversations over the last few years with the PUB 
representatives and staff of Efficiency Manitoba that the next Efficiency Manitoba 
Plan is expected to be for a five-year duration and expected to commence in 2027. 
No conversations with or information from any party since has led us to a different 
understanding.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-5 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4 – Selectable Energy 
Efficiency 

Page #: PDF p.30 

Topic: Potential Savings 

Subtopic: Aggregation of Potential Savings 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“The determination of potential savings for each potential energy efficiency measure is 
conducted individually in the DSM MPS, although in most instances, the representation 
of potential savings is aggregated for the purposes of presentation in the DSM MPS and 
associated summary materials.” (PDF p.30) 

“The determination of economic potential utilizes 2020 vintage avoided costs. Daymark 
is comfortable with the use of 60% in that it helps Efficiency Manitoba in its planning by 
recognizing that the outlook for avoided costs could be higher in the future and thus helps 
avoid premature elimination of some measures.” (PDF p. 30-31) 

Question: 

a) Please indicate whether Daymark was provided with the individual assessments 
for each potential energy efficiency measure. 

b) Please indicate whether Daymark made any assessments of the methods used for 
aggregation of potential savings for the purposes of presentation and/or summary. 

c) Please indicate whether Daymark considered changes in current assessments of 
avoided costs relative to the 2020 vintage avoided costs used in DSM potential 
study when determining its comfort with the use of 60%. 

Rationale for Question: 

Establish the level of detail with which Manitoba Hydro and Efficiency Manitoba 
determined potential savings for each potential energy efficiency measure. 

Response: 

a) Daymark was not provided the referenced assessments. 

b) Daymark did not produce any assessments. 

c) Daymark did not specifically conduct the referenced comparison.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-6 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4 – Selectable Energy 
Efficiency 

Page #: PDF p. 32 

Topic: Selectable Energy Efficiency Program – Heat Pumps 

Subtopic: Offsetting Incremental Electric Load Growth 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“The size of each program that can be “selected” increases each year to recognize the 
DSM MPS Maximized Potential energy efficiency case. For programs that include the 
potential for fuel switching from natural gas to electricity, such as heat pump programs, 
the savings have been adjusted to account for the offsetting incremental electric load.” 
(PDF p. 32) 

Question: 

a) Please provide Daymark’s understanding of the adjustments used to account for 
offsetting incremental electric load when programs, such as heat pump programs 
include the potential for fuel switching from natural gas to electricity. 

Rationale for Question: 

Greater understanding of how fuel switching results in both energy efficiency 
improvements and incremental load growth. 

Response: 

a) The DSM MPS conducted by Dunsky created an estimate of the expectation for 
fuel switching both with and without the energy efficiency program. The amount of 
electric consumption that results from the increased fuel switching is subtracted 
from the electric savings estimated for the measures where customers switched 
from lower efficiency electric to high efficiency electric devices. As such, the net 
impact of the measure considers the effect of fuel-switching. 
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-7 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4 – Selectable Energy 
Efficiency 

Page #: PDF p. 33 

Topic: Selectable Energy Efficiency Program – Heat Pumps 

Subtopic: End-of-Life Assumptions 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Once reaching the end of useful life, it is assumed that the measure will be replaced at 
incremental product cost to baseline technology to maintain energy and capacity 
savings.” (PDF p. 33) 

Question: 

a) Please provide a description for Daymark’s understanding of how the baseline 
technology at end-of-life is determined. 

b) Please provide a description for Daymark’s understanding of the end-of-life 
baseline technologies that Manitoba Hydro selected in its analysis. 

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify how end‑of‑life baseline technologies were defined and applied in the IRP’s 
assessment of selectable energy efficiency savings. 

Response: 

a) Daymark’s understanding is that at the end of life, the measure is assumed to be 
replaced in kind producing the continuation of the energy savings at the same cost 
of the program. 

b) Same as described in response a.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-8 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4 – Selectable Energy 
Efficiency 

Page #: PDF p. 33 

Topic: Transmission and Distribution Deferral Benefits 

Subtopic: Differences in Marginal Values Based on Load Growth 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“This total cost is reduced by any T&D deferral credits resulting from the savings achieved 
by the program. The electric T&D benefits are modelled on a system-wide basis according 
to the cost per kW of capacity savings, summarized in Table 2 below.” (PDF p. 33) 

 

Question: 

a) Please provide a description of Daymark’s understanding of the methodology and 
rationale for determining transmission and distribution deferral benefits relative to 
the discrete load levels below and above 4,000 MW. 

b) Outside of the information provided in Section 8, please provide Daymark’s 
assessment of the methodology and rationale used by Manitoba Hydro for 
determination of transmission and distribution deferral benefits relative to practices 
used by other jurisdictions. 

Rationale for Question: 

Understanding of best practice approach to determination of benefits for deferral of 
transmission and distribution. 

Response: 

a) Daymark’s understanding is that Manitoba Hydro applied a typical approach to 
estimating the transmission and distribution costs for increases in load which, in 
general, applies steady state power flow analysis to a series of increasing load 
scenarios, identifying the needed upgrades at each load level and estimating the 
cost of meeting that need. 
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b) As discussed in Section 8 and in the answer to subpart a, applying an approach 
such as Manitoba Hydro used to assess potential transmission and distribution 
costs for future load growth is standard across the industry. In particular, the 
Manitoba IRP team relied on the expertise of the Manitoba Hydro transmission and 
distribution planning engineers to provide these inputs, which is an appropriate 
assignment to ensure proper consideration of the implications of potential future 
load on the transmission and distribution system.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-9 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4.1 - Discussion Page #: PDF p.35 

Topic: Ground-Source Heat Pumps 

Subtopic: Performance Derating in Analysis 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Manitoba Hydro relied on Efficiency Manitoba to create the size of Selectable Energy 
Efficiency resources and associated costs. Ultimately, Manitoba Hydro maintained control 
of the modelling of energy efficiency, including reducing the effectiveness of ground 
source heat pumps from the level suggested by the DSM MPS.” (PDF p. 35) 

Question: 

a) Please provide assessments made by Daymark of reductions for the effectiveness 
of ground-source heat pumps made by Manitoba Hydro. 

Rationale for Question: 

To understand the rationale and impact of performance derating assumptions applied to 

ground‑source heat pumps in the IRP. 

Response: 

a) Please see PUB/DAYMARK I-5 and the Daymark response. 
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-10 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.4.2 - Discussion Page #: PDF p.39 

Topic: Deferral Benefits for Transmission and Distribution 

Subtopic: Zonal and/or Feeder/Substation Granularity 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Manitoba Hydro assumes the cost for capital expenses and system-wide T&D deferral 
benefits for each program, but does not model savings zonally or with feeder/substation 
granularly.” (PDF p.39) 

“Given that T&D deferral benefits are location specific, and the value of the DSM can vary 
based on the ability to relieve constraints locally and regionally, DSM modelling scenarios 
could be more accurately addressed through tiers, where each tier could be identified 
with a geographic location where T&D deferral is known and applied to the avoided cost 
of the measures for that geographic region.” (PDF p.39) 

Question: 

a) In Daymark’s assessment, is the use of zonal differentiation when determining the 
benefits for deferral of transmission and distribution common practice in other 
jurisdictions? 

Rationale for Question: 

To assess the consistency of Manitoba Hydro’s treatment of T&D deferral benefits with 
industry practice and its implications for DSM valuation. 

Response: 

a) A long-term planning activity such as an IRP involves significant uncertainty as to 
the location and magnitude of load growth as well as the amount, type and location 
of resources used to meet that load growth. As such, simplifying assumptions are 
required to model future grid enhancements that might be required under that 
degree of uncertainty. Because of that, modeling at a zonal level is sometimes one 
of the simplifying assumptions made for estimating long-term T&D costs in an IRP, 
especially at the sub-transmission and distribution levels.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-11 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.5 – Demand Response 
Resources 

Page #: PDF p.41 

Topic: Curtailable Rates Programs 

Subtopic: Commercial vs Industrial Participation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“The Curtailable Rates Program (CRP) is an existing program already in place with 
contracted commercial and industrial participants who agree to reduce electricity 
consumption when curtailment events are called.” (PDF p.41) 

Question: 

a) Please confirm whether Daymark was made aware of any commercial customers 
participating in the current Curtailable Rates Program? 

Rationale for Question: 

Clarification of current participation in the Curtailable Rates Program. 

Response: 

a) Daymark was not made aware of specific customers participating in the CRP.   
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-12 

Part and Chapter: Section 3.5.1 – Demand Response 
Potential 

Page #: PDF p.42 

Topic: Electric Vehicle Charging 

Subtopic: Managed Charging as a Demand Response Resource 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“Importantly, as the IRP forecasts significant growth in EV adoption in its medium and 
high load projections and peak demand impacts from EV charging grow correspondingly, 
EV DR will be an important mechanism for Manitoba Hydro to mitigate the peak demand 
impact of the electrification of transportation. However, the IRP assumes that the 
technology necessary to manage electric vehicle charging will still be in development and 
not accessible across the study horizon.” (PDF p.42) 

Question: 

a)  In Daymark’s experience, is the omission of managed electric vehicle charging as 
a demand response resource typical of treatment in other jurisdictions? 

Rationale for Question: 

Whether Manitoba Hydro provided adequate consideration for managed EV charging in 
its IRP analysis. 

Response: 

a) Daymark expects that high levels of EV penetration would also give rise to either 
technologies or methodologies to incorporate demand response into EV charging 
to reduce the need for capacity. Many utilities include managed charging as EV 
penetrations increase to a threshold level.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-13 

Part and Chapter: 3.5 - Demand Response Resources Page #: PDF p.47 

Topic: Demand Response Resources 

Subtopic: Rates, Credits, Incentives, and Other Compensation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“The IRP does not discuss rates, credits, incentives, or other compensation mechanisms 
that would underpin DR program enrollment and participation in detail. By contrast, the 
DR MPS provides scenario-level assumptions across its three study scenarios related to 
categories including dynamic rates, interruptible rates, and more. This information was 
available to Manitoba Hydro but is not incorporated into the IRP’s consideration of DR 
compensation and incentive design. Without this information, it is not possible to evaluate 
whether the assumed DR capacity is achievable at reasonable costs, or whether incentive 
structures would attract sufficient (or potentially additional) customer participation.” (PDF 
p.47) 

Question: 

a) Please confirm whether Manitoba Hydro shared any prospective rates, credits, 
incentives or other compensation mechanisms with Daymark? 

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the information provided to Daymark regarding demand response 
compensation assumptions. 

Response: 

a) Daymark did not have discussions with Manitoba Hydro regarding any 
opportunities for demand response rates or other incentives.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-14 

Part and Chapter: Section 8 – Transmission and 
Distribution 

Page #: PDF p.192 

Topic: Behind-the-Meter Generation 

Subtopic: Impact on Distribution Investment 

 

Preamble (if any): 

“For solar facilities, Manitoba Hydro identified five potential sites, along with distinctions 
based on fixed tilt and tracking panels. Without clarity on where solar might be sited, 
Manitoba Hydro evenly divided the development across all five sites.” (PDF p.192) 

Question: 

a) Please indicate whether Daymark noted any analysis by Manitoba Hydro with 
respect to deferral benefits or incremental costs associated with customer-sited 
behind-the-meter generation. 

Rationale for Question: 

To determine whether distribution‑level impacts of customer‑sited generation were 
evaluated in the IRP. 

Response: 

a) Manitoba Hydro utilized their transmission and distribution modeling for increased 
load scenarios to estimate the T&D costs per kW-year of new load. Those same 
results were utilized for avoided costs due to demand-side management programs.  
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MIPUG/DAYMARK I-15 

Part and Chapter: 5.4 - Resource-specific Review & 
Section 8 – Transmission and 
Distribution 

Page #: PDF p. 129, 130, 135, 194 

Topic: Valuation of Capacity Imports 

Subtopic:  

 

Preamble (if any): 

Daymark observes that Manitoba Hydro’s Integrated Resource Plan treats firm capacity 

imports as a last‑resort option, including the application of a 20% cost premium and 
restrictive availability assumptions. Daymark also notes that capacity transactions 
continue to occur among counterparties, even under tighter availability. 

Question: 

a) If firm capacity imports were modelled in the IRP as a competing supply‑side 
resource option rather than solely as a last‑resort measure, what economic 
benchmark or valuation approach does Daymark consider most appropriate for an 
integrated resource planning context? 

b) Based on Daymark’s experience across other jurisdictions, is the application of an 
explicit cost premium to firm capacity imports consistent with prevailing industry 
practice in integrated resource plans? 

c) On PDF page 194, Daymark states that “capacity is still available and sold among 
counterparties, even if at elevated prices.” Please describe the basis for this 
observation, including any sources, market observations, or analytical references. 

Rationale for Question: 

To better understand the basis and consistency of the IRP’s treatment of capacity imports 

in evaluating least‑cost and risk‑mitigation options. 

Response: 

a) There are multiple approaches to benchmarking resources that would be derived 
from the market. Frequently, a utility will issue a “request for information” (RFI) to 
assess what opportunities exist for market purchases for different amounts and 
contract lengths. Also, Manitoba Hydro has represented that they are always 
having discussions with potential counterparties, so additional information is 
available through those channels. Finally, as they noted in their response to GSS-
GSM/MH I-11, Manitoba Hydro has successfully completed several contracts for 
capacity that were not considered in the IRP analysis. These data sources and 
approaches represent potential options for developing current capacity cost 
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assumptions, if Manitoba Hydro were to model imports as a selectable resource in 
a capacity expansion analysis. 

Daymark does not specifically recommend that Manitoba Hydro model 
unconstrained imports as a potential resource option because such an approach 
could introduce significant planning risk if assumed market availability does not 
align with the assumptions used in the model.  See Daymark’s response to 
PUB/DAYMARK I-11. 

b) Cost premiums can occur for many reasons. Typically, Daymark sees premiums 
assumed when the product being sought is either non-standard (such as sizing, 
seasonality or other characteristics being sought) or at a minimum less traded in 
the marketplace. 

Daymark’s understanding of Manitoba Hydro’s purpose in applying the 20% cost 
premium was not to reflect potential import costs, but instead to model a resource 
that is only used as a last resort when other supply- or demand-side resource 
cannot meet load. In Daymark’s experience, we have not been involved in IRP 
proceedings where the utility used a specific cost premium for imports, but we have 
participated in IRP proceedings where imports were otherwise restricted as a 
resource option. 

c) This conclusion is based on Daymark’s experience in the MISO market on behalf 
of other clients. Additionally, as noted in response to part (a) above, Manitoba 
Hydro has recently executed new contracts for firm winter capacity 


