PUB/DAYMARK I-1

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 10
Topic: IRP Process
Subtopic Daymark’s Recommendations

Preamble (if any):

On page 10 of its report, Daymark states:

The PUB retained Daymark prior to the completion of the IRP, such that our investigation
and recommendations could be considered by Manitoba Hydro as it completed the analysis
and IRP report.

Question:

a) Please identify the recommendations Daymark made directly to Manitoba Hydro
throughout its involvement in the IRP process. Please identify which
recommendations Manitoba Hydro adopted and which ones Manitoba Hydro did
not adopt.

b) Please identify which recommendations included in Daymark’s report were
previously made to Manitoba Hydro but not adopted, and which recommendations
are being brought to Manitoba Hydro’s attention for the first time.

Rationale for Question:

To understand the extent to which Daymark’s involvement contributed to the IRP
modelling and results.

Response:

a) During Daymark’s engagement as IEC, we worked with Manitoba Hydro to learn
how the analytical assumptions were developed and how the analysis was
conducted. During multiple rounds of discussion with Manitoba Hydro, we
identified certain assumptions or methodology issues which we felt should be
reconsidered by Manitoba Hydro. Some of these were identified in writing by
confidential memo to Manitoba Hydro dated 16 September 2025, but many were
communicated verbally during discussions between Daymark and Manitoba
Hydro.

Of all the observations/recommendations identified in the attachment, the only one
that we are aware resulted in additional Manitoba Hydro analysis is #14, regarding
capital cost sensitivities. As a result of this recommendation, Manitoba Hydro ran
the “Updated CT Cost” sensitivity, which was discussed in the Daymark Report
(pp. 157-158), but was not discussed in the IRP.
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For added context, during the initial phase of our engagement as IEC (through Q2
2025), Daymark discovered that Manitoba Hydro was significantly farther along in
the planning process than expected, and the majority of the analysis to identify the
Recommended Development Plan was already complete. During this period, there
was a discrepancy between the analysis that Manitoba Hydro had completed, and
the data and results that were provided for Daymark’s review. The attached
observations and recommendations were provided to Manitoba Hydro in
September, at which point Daymark only had access to information regarding the
initial scenarios and sensitivities. While Manitoba Hydro indicated throughout the
Fall 2025 that more material would be released to us, we were not informed of the
full scope of the Least-Regrets Analysis and the modeling of Potential
Development Plans until December 2025, shortly before the final IRP was
released.

As noted in response to part (a), Daymark issued the memo with observations and
recommendations on the load forecast and initial scenario and sensitivity analysis
in September 2025. All recommendations provided in the Daymark Report on other
phases of the analysis (Least-Regrets Analysis, Potential Development Plan
modeling and evaluation, risk analysis, and the development of the Recommended
and Alternative Development Plans) were not communicated to Manitoba Hydro
prior to the issuance of our report given the timing of the release of information to
Daymark.
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PUB/DAYMARK -2

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 28
Topic: Efficiency Plan Savings
Subtopic Efficiency Plan Savings That Do Not Scale With Load Projections

Preamble (if any):

On page 28 of its report, Daymark states:

As outlined above, due to the static treatment of the Efficiency Plan Projection in all load
projections, the savings that are forecasted to be achieved by the baseline Efficiency Plan
Projection do not match the core assumption — made collaboratively by Manitoba Hydro
and Efficiency Manitoba — that the legislated energy savings target will be met.
Furthermore, the IRP does not provide justification for why the Efficiency Plan Projection
savings values were not developed individually for each forecast. As implemented, the
annual efficiency savings requirement is calculated from the prior year’s annual electric
and natural gas consumption. To appropriately incorporate this requirement into the IRP
analysis, Efficiency Plan Projection savings should be calculated using the forecasted load
for each scenario. This means that as the core electric and natural gas consumption growth
assumptions differ in the three IRP load projections, the amount of savings that Efficiency
Manitoba would need to achieve should vary with the scenario.

Question:

Please explain whether it is realistic for energy efficiency savings to scale with the higher
load projections (2-Medium, 3-Baseline), considering some of the increased electric load
comes from electric vehicles for which Efficiency Manitoba may not be able to claim
energy savings, or from fuel switching which will count against Efficiency Manitoba’s
energy savings targets.

Rationale for Question:
To understand whether Manitoba Hydro’s assumptions are reasonable.
Response:

Daymark’s understanding of the legislative target of savings that make up the Baseline
Energy Efficiency Plan is that the electric savings are calculated based on prior year
energy consumption. Daymark is unaware of any relaxation of the target if energy
consumption grows because of fuel switching or electric vehicle penetration. In fact,
the savings credited to Efficiency Manitoba from energy efficiency program measures
implemented is reduced to account for an estimate of the measures that add electric
consumption due to fuel switching.

This methodology was also used to estimate the Baseline savings for the reference
2024 load forecast and in developing Selectable Energy Efficiency Resource
characteristics.
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Daymark is not making a determination as to whether the target savings is achievable
in the medium and high load forecast cases. However, Daymark is assuming that the
target would be adjusted by legislation and observes that if not adjusted the target
level of savings is not achieved under the medium and high load growth cases.

Page 4 of 34



Manitoba Hydro IRP and MNF Reviews
PUB/DAYMARK Round 1 Information Requests
May 8, 2026

PUB/DAYMARK 1-3

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 29

Topic:

Efficiency Plan Savings

Subtopic Establishing an Appropriate Energy Savings Target

Preamble (if any):

On page 29 of its report, Daymark states:

The IRP does not independently answer how much electric or natural gas energy efficiency
is appropriate without government action. 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.

Question:

a) Please explain how the information filed to date in the IRP proceeding could be

b)

used to determine an appropriate level of the Efficiency Manitoba energy savings
target and a possible demand savings target.

Please explain what additional information or analysis is required in order to
answer the question: “what is the appropriate amount of energy savings that
should be achieved annually?”.

Rationale for Question:

To understand whether the IRP modelling can inform the appropriate level of efficiency
plan savings that will contribute to an affordable IRP development plan.

Response:

a)

b)

In its IRP analysis, Manitoba Hydro, working with Efficiency Manitoba, estimated
the savings that would result from Efficiency Manitoba meeting its legislative
targets. Please see PUB/Daymark |-2 addressing Daymark’s concerns on the
implementation process of this assumption. This approach established a minimum
amount of energy efficiency in every development plan being analyzed. Since the
Recommended Development Plan included additional energy efficiency selected
by Manitoba Hydro’s capacity expansion model in the EE sensitivity, it is
reasonable to expect that Efficiency Manitoba targets would correspondingly
increase as part of the Manitoba Hydro implementation plan.

The modeling of Selectable Energy Efficiency resources is implemented with a
single year of expenditures, albeit the total amount of any measure implantation is
limited to the annual path from the Maximum Achievable Potential scenario in the
Dunsky Study. This simplification, while necessary for modeling purposes, results
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in a lack of information regarding the year-by-year implementation of Selectable
Energy Efficiency measures.
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PUB/DAYMARK I-4

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 32
PUB/EM I-5a

Topic: Fuel Switching

Subtopic Counting Electricity Savings From Switches to GSHPs

Preamble (if any):

On page 32 its report, Daymark states:

The Selectable Energy Efficiency measures are modelled in the capacity expansion model
as continuous resources (i.e., the model can select any fraction of each option, up to an
annual and cumulative build limit)...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.

The response to PUB/EM I-5a states:

Less than 10% of projected participation in the mass market Ground Source Heat Pump
Program are full fuel switching from natural gas heated homes, with the majority replacing
systems in electrically heated homes.

Within the base efficiency plan, for a GSHP replacing a natural gas heating system, natural
gas energy savings are counted towards the achievement of the natural gas savings target.
Under Efficiency Manitoba’s treatment of beneficial electrification technologies which
includes GSHPs, electric energy and peak demand savings are both determined based on
consideration of an electric resistance baseline when replacing a natural gas heating
system.

Question:

a) Please comment on the appropriateness of Efficiency Manitoba counting the
electricity savings from customers switching to ground source heat pumps in its
energy and demand savings projections, considering that customers who make
this switch actually increase the electricity demand and consumption.

b) Please explain whether the electricity and demand savings, and consequently the
electricity demand and energy projections used by Manitoba Hydro in its load
projections, should be amended to reflect more realistic results of this type of fuel
switching.

Rationale for Question:

Scope item #3 requires Daymark to 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. Additional comments on Efficiency Manitoba’'s specific
treatment of switches to GSHP are required.
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Response:

a)

b)

Daymark believes it is appropriate to account for the amount of fuel switching that
occurs when a customer participates in an electric ground source heat pump
program. This is an important effect to capture when establishing electric loads
that MH’s system will need to serve in the IRP evaluations. It is also important to
reflect this effect when measuring the electric savings associated with Efficiency
Manitoba programs.

While accounting for these impacts is necessary to represent system load, the
increase in electricity consumption associated with fuel switching should not be
interpreted as counter productive. Within the context of an IRP that includes
objectives such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions, fuel switching can provide
overall system benefits.

Tracking of natural fuel switching, i.e., that which occurs without inducement from
a utility program patrticipation, is important in determining the load forecast for MH
planning. It is also important to track impact of energy efficiency programs as
discussed in a) above. Daymark does not have a specific recommendation to
amend the fuel switching assumptions.
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PUB/DAYMARK I-5

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 35,39
PUB/MH 1-37(c)

Topic: GSHP Resource

Subtopic Modelling GSHP Energy and Demand Savings

Preamble (if any):

On page 35 of its report, Daymark states:

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.

On page 39 of its report, Daymark states:

For example, Manitoba Hydro reduced the seasonal coefficient of performance (SCOP) of
GSHP by half relative to the level provided in the DSM MPS. This adjustment was made
based on Manitoba Hydro’s own information collected beginning in the early 2000s.3”
GSHP (residential and commercial) were frequently selected by the capacity expansion
model to their maximum allowable extent, making this adjustment a material change. While
based on empirical evidence, this treatment is inconsistent with the simplified DSM
economics that are applied elsewhere in the IRP.

In response to PUB/MH 1-37(c), Manitoba Hydro states:

The SCOP value of 3.3 for GSHPs in Figure A6.24 represents a third party estimate of the
performance that may be available from that resource alternative. Unlike utility scale
generation resources that are managed by Manitoba Hydro or, for wind farms, by an
experienced wind farm operator, the operation and maintenance of residential GSHPs is
under the control of individual customers. The performance of this resource option has not
been adjusted in Appendix 6 (Resource Options) to reflect that the effect on overall
customer energy use may be materially less due to a variety of reasons such as those
discussed below which are considered in the load projections of Appendix 5.

Question:

a) Please reconcile Daymark’s finding that Manitoba Hydro maintained control over
modelling of energy efficiency, reducing the effectiveness of GSHPs from the level
suggested by the DSM market potential study, with Manitoba Hydro’s statements
that it did not reduce the SCOP values of GSHPs in its capacity expansion
modelling.

b) Please explain whether any of Daymark’s findings and conclusions in its report are
affected by Manitoba Hydro using elevated GSHP SCOPs in its modelling that are
not supported by its empirical experience.
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Rationale for Question:

To test whether Manitoba Hydro used appropriate inputs into the IRP modelling process.

Response:

a) The Manitoba Hydro discussion of the reduced SCOP appeared to be incorporated
into the Selectable Energy Efficiency Resource characteristics. The response to
PUB/MH 1-37 was not available to Daymark at the time of the report. While this
information makes Daymark more comfortable with MH’s reliance on Efficiency
Manitoba and the information within the Dunsky Study, it does create an action

item to reconcile the appropriate estimate of SCOP for Efficiency Manitoba
Planning and IRP.

b) Daymark does not see the need to adjust any of its findings and conclusions.
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PUB/DAYMARK I-6

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 35-39,156
PUB/MH 1-47

Topic: Selectable Energy Efficiency

Subtopic Modelling Selectable Energy Efficiency as a Sensitivity

Preamble (if any):

Manitoba Hydro considered selectable energy efficiency as a resource only as a
sensitivity in its capacity expansion modelling.

In response to PUB/MH 1-47(a), Manitoba Hydro states:

Modelling additional energy efficiency such that it is not eligible for selection in all scenarios
or sensitivities, other than the Additional Energy Efficiency sensitivity, was agreed upon
with Efficiency Manitoba before analysis commenced. This decision had no influence on
whether additional energy efficiency would be included in the recommended development
plan but rather isolated the evidence for the quantities to be included in the recommended
development plan.

On page 156 of its report, Daymark states:

Selectable Energy Efficiency. The primary scenarios did not include selectable energy
efficiency as an option, and those eleven resources were only evaluated as a sensitivity
case. Manitoba Hydro observes that some of the measures (include residential home
insulation and residential ground source heat pumps) are selected to their highest possible
potential, which provides a strong indication of the economic value of these options. In
addition, some Selectable Energy Efficiency resources provide a source of capacity before
the first year of availability for dispatchable resources like CTs and batteries, provide
significant system value. The IRP also notes that the air source heat pump (ASHP)
measures are not selected due to the inability to provide capacity value during winter
peaks.

In Figures A7.2.106 to A7.2.111, selectable energy efficiency is selected by Manitoba
Hydro (not the model) and is locked in to 2032 for plans LR5, LR6, and LR7. When the
model is allowed to choose additional energy efficiency beyond the lock-in period, it does
not do so for any of the plans LR1 to LR7 for any of the load projections out to 2050.

Question:

a) Please provide Daymark’s views as to the appropriateness of considering
additional energy efficiency as a selectable resource only in a dedicated sensitivity
analysis, as opposed to a resource available in the base scenario runs or in other
sensitivity analyses. Does Manitoba Hydro’s approach affect the conclusions on
selectable energy efficiency?

b) Please explain the implications of the model never selecting additional energy
efficiency, even as the model adds thousands of megawatts of additional capacity

Page 11 of 34



Manitoba Hydro IRP and MNF Reviews
PUB/DAYMARK Round 1 Information Requests
May 8, 2026

in some of the load projections. Does this mean additional energy efficiency is not
a resource that should be incorporated into the potential or recommended
development plans?

Rationale for Question:

To test whether Manitoba Hydro appropriately modelled energy efficiency as a resource.

Response:

a)

b)

Daymark does not see the necessity of handling Selectable Energy Efficiency
Resources only in sensitivity cases. Manitoba Hydro’s methodology with respect
to Selectable Energy Efficiency could lead to circumstances where one or more
supply-side resources could be seen to have elevated importance in further steps
of the Plan analyses. This could occur if the frequency of the supply-side resource
increased only as a result of Selectable Energy Efficiency resources not being
made available in the majority of scenarios. Given the level of DSM in the
Recommended and Alternative Development Plans from this IRP, Daymark does
not believe that has occurred. This question should remain a consideration for
future IRPs.

Daymark does not agree with the premise presented in the preamble that for the
cases summarized in Figures A7.2.106 through Figure A7.2.111, the model was
permitted to select energy efficiency after 2032 but did not do so. IRP Appendix
7.2 (p. 134) states: “In Figure A7.2.106 through Figure A7.2.111, total customer
side solutions only include incremental additions above the Efficiency Plan
Projection and the assumed DR and CRP. Additional customer side solutions and
supply side enhancements cannot be selected past 2032.” On this basis, the lack
of selection past 2032 is not an indication that additional energy efficiency is not a
resource that should be incorporated into the potential or recommended
development plans.

Page 12 of 34



Manitoba Hydro IRP and MNF Reviews
PUB/DAYMARK Round 1 Information Requests

May 8, 2026
PUB/DAYMARK I-7
Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 43,44
PUB/MH 1-27(d)
Topic: Demand Response
Subtopic Modelling Demand Response as a Load Modifier Versus a Selectable Resource

Preamble (if any):

In response to PUB/MH 1-27(d), Manitoba Hydro states:

Demand side resources, including the Curtailable Rate Program and demand response,
were included as load modifiers as these resources impact the net demand. Including these
as load modifiers ensures that reductions to both the Planning Reserve Margin and system
losses are included, so that they are comparable to supply side resources.

On pages 43 and 44 of its report, Daymark states:

Manitoba Hydro’s sensitivity analysis regarding DR is represented by a single “No DR and
CRP” sensitivity under the highest load scenario (Load Projection 3). This sensitivity
removes all DR and CRP winter capacity savings throughout the study horizon to quantify
the benefits of DR and CRP to the system by evaluating how the model adjusts to its
absence.

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

On page 69 of Appendix 7.2, Manitoba Hydro explains the results of the No Demand
Response sensitivity:

Without DR and CRP, annual net system costs in 2035 increase by $83M 2024 CAN/yr,
while the PV of net system costs increases by $364M 2024 CAN. These cost increases
indicate the potential financial value these programs can provide in a high-load future.

Question:

a) Please provide Daymark’s view on the appropriateness of Manitoba Hydro’s
treatment of demand response resources, and whether there would be advantages
to including demand response as a selectable resource in the capacity expansion
modelling.

b) Please explain whether there are any limitations to Manitoba Hydro’s modelling of
demand response as a sensitivity only with respect to the 3-High load projection.
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Please confirm or otherwise explain whether the demand response programs and
the CRP are cost effective when compared to other capacity resources, and
explain whether there are any conclusions that can be drawn as to the amount of
demand response and CRP savings that Manitoba Hydro should target.

Rationale for Question:

To test whether Manitoba Hydro appropriately modelled demand response as a resource.

Response:

a) Daymark has a limited concern on the modeling of DR and CRP as a load modifier.

It does accomplish Manitoba Hydro’s objective to assure that the load served is
modeled and that the higher amount of capacity savings is captured. Daymark
observes that those characteristics could be captured as Selectable Resources as
it is accomplished for energy efficiency.

b) A sensitivity for additional demand response could be appropriate since the

conditions that create increased load likely create at least some opportunity for
additional demand response.

Manitoba Hydro’s explanation as discussed within the Preamble provides
Daymark an expectation of the demand response and CRP programs to be cost
effective. Using Demand Response and CRP modeling as Selectable Resources
may have provided a clearer indication.
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PUB/DAYMARK I-8

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 19
Topic: Fuel Switching Assumptions
Subtopic

Preamble (if any):

On page 95 of its report, Daymark provides Table 19:

Table 19. Fuel Switching Assumptions (% of New or Existing Customers)
SCENARIO MEDIUM HIGH
Customer New Existing New Existing
2024/25 6% 0% 6% 0%
2025/26 7% 0% 7% 0%
2026/27 8% 1% 8% 1%
2027/28 9% 1% 9% 1%
2028/29 10% 2% 10% 2%
2029/30 15% 2% 100% 2%
2030/31 20% 10% 100% 3%
2031/32 25% 20% 100% 4%
2032/33 30% 30% 100% 5%
2033/34 35% 40% 100% 6%
2034/35 40% 51% 100% 100%
2035/36 50% 50% 100% 100%
2036/37 60% 50% 100% 100%
2037/38 70% 50% 100% 100%
2038/39 80% 50% 100% 100%
2039/40 90% 50% 100% 100%
2040/41+ 100% 50% 100% 100%

Question:

Please confirm whether Table 19 shows the percentage of existing customers that switch
from gas to electric heat when their_heating system reaches end of life, or whether it
shows the percentage of total existing customers with heating systems that are electric.

Rationale for Question:

To clarify the meaning of a table in Daymark’s report.
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Response:

This table presents both the percentage of new customers who are forecasted to become
electric heating customers as well as the percentage of cumulative existing customers
that switch to electric heat. The forecast of fuel switching is not explicitly tied to heating
system end of life assumptions.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-9

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 87,110
Topic: Energy Price Forecasts
Subtopic Gas Price Forecasts

Preamble (if any):

On page 87 of its report, Daymark provides Table 12 showing Manitoba Hydro’s nominal
gas price forecast.

On page 110 of its report, Daymark provides Table 28 showing Manitoba Hydro’s nominal
gas price forecast which differs from the forecast in Table 12 for the 3-High load
projection.

Question:
a) Please reconcile the gas price forecasts in Tables 12 and 28.

b) Please explain whether any of Daymark’s findings, conclusions, and
recommendations change when the correct gas price forecast is considered.

Rationale for Question:
To clarify information provided in Daymark’s report.
Response:

a) Upon further review, Table 12 incorrectly displays the High projection nominal gas
prices. The values presented in Table 28 are correctly presented. We will address
this confusion when we file our updated report.

b) This error does not significantly impact Daymark’s findings, conclusions, or
recommendations.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-10

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 117
PUB/MH I-4c
PUB/MH I-8b

Topic: Build-Out Target

Subtopic Reference Case

Preamble (if any):

On page 117 of its report, Daymark states:

Manitoba Hydro’s approach to scenario construction should begin with a reference case
that uses input assumptions that represent status quo market conditions. This approach
anchors a load forecast to expected levels of growth across each forecast component.

On page 13 of its report, Daymark provides its core conclusions:

2.The Recommended Development Plan includes resource additions to meet a capacity
build-out target that exceeds the capacity needed to meet Manitoba Hydro’s current load
forecast. The planning for additional capacity is primarily due to its goal to minimize the
risk of capacity shortages in the event that load grows faster than currently forecasted. This
is a reasonable risk to incorporate in a planning target, especially given the mandate from
the province. However, Daymark’s conclusion is that the structure of certain elements of
the analysis (most notably the development of the high load projection) and the interaction
of some components (such as the least-regrets analysis) may have led Manitoba Hydro to
favour plans with higher levels of capacity addition than may be necessary to balance the
sometimes competing objectives of affordability and policy support. In addition, Manitoba
Hydro may not have fully considered feasible options to mitigate the risk of capacity
shortfalls, specifically import capacity purchases that could temporarily defer addition of
incremental capacity during a period of significant load growth uncertainty.

Question:

a) Are P50 forecasts used by other utilities in their IRPs as their build-out targets?

b) Please comment on Manitoba Hydro’s approach to using the higher 2-Medium load
projection instead of the 2024 ELF as the build-out target, specifically as Manitoba
Hydro’s approach to mitigating risks such as energy efficiency underperformance
and reliability, as explained in the response to PUB/MH I-4c and PUB/MH 1-8.

c) Please confirm or otherwise explain whether the 2024 ELF should have been the
reference case used by Manitoba Hydro.

d) Please confirm or otherwise explain whether the 2024 Electric Load Forecast
should be used as the build-out target.
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Rationale for Question:

To provide further information with respect to scope item #2.

Response:

a)

b)

d)

In Daymark’s experience reviewing IRPs in other jurisdictions, the P50 load
forecast (plus applicable reserve margin requirements) is the most common target
used for capacity expansion analysis. Daymark is aware of IRPs that have used
reserve margin adders or other methods to reflect uncertainty in either future
reserve margin requirements or load forecast.

Manitoba Hydro’s responses to the cited IRs are consistent with Daymark’s
understanding based on discussions with Manitoba Hydro, that the choice to
transition to the 2-Medium load projection in the build-out target is partially to plan
for higher electrification loads consistent with long-term policy, and partially to
hedge risk of delay in development of some resources (such as DSM). It is not
unreasonable for Manitoba Hydro to include these considerations when
developing the IRP. However, the IRP should be clear about the impact of those
assumptions and considerations on the planning target. In addition, as we discuss
in our report, we concluded that this approach skewed towards an overbuild of
resources (see, e.g. Daymark Report pp. 13-14) and that Manitoba Hydro did not
fully consider other ways to mitigate the risk of short-term capacity shortfalls, such
as imports (see, e.g. Daymark Report pp. 134-135).

In Daymark’s opinion, it would have been preferable for Manitoba Hydro to use the
2024 ELF, which was its most current P50 load forecast at the time of the IRP
analysis, as the foundation for the IRP planning target, and Manitoba Hydro should
have conducted some capacity expansion model runs using that forecast. It would
have been reasonable to Manitoba Hydro to plan for a capacity level higher than
the 2024 ELF (plus reserve margin) as a risk mitigation measure. That risk adder
should have been specifically identified so the PUB and stakeholders could clearly
see the impact on planning outcomes, rather than Manitoba Hydro using the 2-
Medium load projection as a proxy for that risk adder.

See response to part (c) above.
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PUB/DAYMARK I-11

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 129,134,135

2026 to 2028 GRA MFR 75

Topic:

Resource Options

Subtopic Market Capacity Imports

Preamble (if any):

On page 129 of its report, Daymark states:

As a short-term resource, Manitoba Hydro limits capacity purchases to durations of five
years or less and at a maximum of 50 MW, modelled as two 25-MW resources. While
Manitoba Hydro’s current long-term capacity import limit from the Midcontinent
Independent System Operator (MISO) market is 1,400 MW, limiting capacity purchases to
a 50 MW annual maximum in the model is a reflection of Manitoba Hydro’s view that “the
MISO market is evolving toward peak demand during both summer and winter and has
little or no winter surplus capacity to meet Manitoba needs.”

On page 134 of its report, under the heading “Additional import options should be
considered”, Daymark states:

Given the importance of this risk, Manitoba Hydro’s decision to constrain market purchases
from being included in the Recommended and Alternative Development Plans introduces
additional risk into an already constrained supply outlook.

On page 135 of its report, Daymark states:

The potential risk of purchasing unnecessary capacity is worth considering when the
alternative outcome carries a much larger potential cost. If domestic resources are delayed,
which is possible given that all shortlisted plans scored very high on “Execution” risk and
Manitoba Hydro does not have contracted backup capacity to replace the delayed
resources, the resulting supply gap would need to be managed through potentially more
expensive real-time measures.

Question:

a)

b)

Please comment on whether the constraints imposed by Manitoba Hydro on
capacity purchases (being the five-year and 50 MW limits identified in the
Preamble) are an appropriate response to trends in the MISO market as
characterized by Manitoba Hydro and noted in the Preamble.

Please comment on the reasonableness of Manitoba Hydro’s expectation that
evolving peaks in the MISO market will lead to little or no winter surplus capacity
available to meet Manitoba’s needs.

Please comment on whether (i) not constraining the model's consideration of
capacity purchases, (ii) constraining capacity purchases at some level other than
five years and 50 MW, or (iii) some other approach as may be identified by

Page 20 of 34



d)

e)

Manitoba Hydro IRP and MNF Reviews
PUB/DAYMARK Round 1 Information Requests
May 8, 2026

Daymark would have been a more reasonable approach than the approach taken
by Manitoba Hydro.

Please provide Daymark’s view as to the appropriate costs of market capacity
imports that Manitoba Hydro should have been used in the modelling. For
example, is Manitoba Hydro’s consensus capacity price forecast (MFR 75 from the
2026 to 2028 GRA) a valid forecast for the cost of market capacity imports?

Please discuss whether the Recommended Development Plan is reasonable in
light of Daymark’s responses to a), b), and c) above.

Rationale for Question:

To assess whether Manitoba Hydro appropriately included resources in its modelling.

Response:

a)

b)

The constraints imposed by Manitoba Hydro on capacity imports from MISO are
not an accurate reflection of the current market conditions. Daymark’s
understanding is that Manitoba Hydro was not intending to reflect actual market
conditions, but rather set the price, size, and duration parameters such that imports
serve as essentially a last-resort option to meet capacity deficits that the model
cannot otherwise solve (see Daymark Report, pp. 129-130, 134-135).

Daymark also notes that Manitoba Hydro recently signed new agreements to
extend or increase some of these existing agreements, and has signed entirely
new diversity exchange agreements (GSS-GSM/MH I-11). These agreements add
between 150 — 300 MW of additional winter capacity per year, demonstrating the
fact that capacity is still available in the MISO market at quantities greater than
assumed in the IRP.

Daymark acknowledges that the capacity market in MISO is tightening overall, and
that new seasonal resource adequacy requirements are creating uncertainty
regarding long-term market conditions. However, the generation market is
responding to the shortage conditions, and there are many new projects under
development, which could help balance the market in the coming years. In
addition, as noted in response to part (a) above, Manitoba Hydro has recently been
successful in executing new contracts for firm winter capacity.

Daymark does not agree that imports should have been considered as an
unconstrained resource available to be selected by the capacity expansion model
at a certain contract price, because that approach presumes resource availability
that may not reflect market realities. For planning purposes, it would not be prudent
to forego development of in-province resources based on the assumption that
market capacity will be available at a certain price, only to find that capacity is
either unavailable or is much more expensive than the assumption used in the
modelling analysis.
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One of the recommendations in the Daymark Report related to the consideration
of imports in the IRP is that Manitoba Hydro should have used sensitivities to help
identify the value of imports as a resource and risk mitigation measure (p. 160).
This analysis could have provided insight to Manitoba Hydro regarding the value
of using short-term imports to defer capital investments, which could provide
guidance to Manitoba Hydro as it engages in negotiations with potential
counterparties.

Daymark does not have access to the unredacted version of MFR 75 from the
2026 to 2028 GRA. In Daymark’s experience in the MISO market, competitive
prices have changed dramatically in the past 3-4 years as the market shortages
have become more acute. As such, it is inherently risky to rely on a single capacity
price forecast for capacity expansion modelling. As discussed in response to part
(c) above, Daymark recommends that Manitoba Hydro use multiple sensitivity
cases with varying capacity market prices to determine the value of imports as a
capacity resource and as a risk mitigation measure.

The fact that Manitoba Hydro has executed capacity contracts increasing supply
beyond the level assumed in the IRP reinforces Daymark’s conclusion that the
Recommended Development Plan is likely skewed toward overbuild for the 2030-
2035 period.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-12

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 132,176
Topic: Recommended Development Plan
Subtopic Reasonableness of the Recommended Development Plan

Preamble (if any):

On page 176 of its report, Daymark states:
Build-out target is unreasonable screening measure
The use of the build-out target is not aligned with the process initially used to develop the
plans in the capacity expansion analysis. The plans were developed to build capacity
meeting a certain forecast of capacity and energy needs but then are eliminated from

consideration because they do not build sufficient capacity to meet a different forecast of
capacity and energy needs.

On page 132 of its report, Daymark states:
Combustion turbine cost assumptions do not reflect current market conditions

The modelled cost assumptions for CT units (and by extension, CC units) are significantly
lower than current conditions in the marketplace.

Question:

a) Please discuss whether the overstated build-out target and the combustion turbine
capital cost assumptions lead to a reasonable Recommended Development Plan.

Rationale for Question:

To assess whether Manitoba Hydro appropriately included energy and demand

projections in its modelling.

Response:

a) As discussed in the Daymark Report, the build-out target likely skews the

Recommended Development Plan towards overbuild (see, e.g. pp. 13-14). This
condition is exacerbated by the fact that, since conducting the IRP analysis,
Manitoba Hydro has executed multiple capacity contracts (noted in GSS-GSM/MH
I-11). When incorporated into the capacity balance, these contracts will increase
the potential capacity surplus, exacerbating the tendency towards over-build.

Regarding the CT capital cost assumption, as noted in the Daymark Report, even
in the Updated CT Cost sensitivity, the capacity expansion model still selected
some CT capacity, although a portion was replaced with battery storage units
(Daymark Report, pp. 157-158).
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Taken together, these points suggest that the Recommended Development Plan
is likely to add more capacity than is needed to serve load, and that the cost of that
capacity (in the case of combustion turbines), will be higher than analyzed in the
IRP. While there may be appropriate justifications for why this level of surplus
produces a reasonable outcome, in Daymark’s opinion, Manitoba Hydro’'s IRP
does not provide a sufficiently transparent explanation for the level of over-build
recommended.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-13

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 146

Topic:

Sale of Surplus Capacity

Subtopic Conawapa

Preamble (if any):

On page 146 of its report, Daymark states:

The model does not assume that surplus capacity is sold to another utility or otherwise
consider any market value for surplus capacity, except in the case of the Conawapa plant.
Due to the large size of the unit, Manitoba Hydro includes a proxy capacity value,
representing an assumption that it would sell surplus capacity for a certain period after
construction.

Question:

a)

b)

Please provide Daymark’s view whether the capacity expansion model would
select Conawapa as a resource if its surplus capacity was not sold and the
revenues incorporated in the model.

Please provide Daymark’s view whether there are any impediments to Manitoba
Hydro selling surplus capacity into the MISO market, and whether Manitoba Hydro
should have modelled surplus capacity sales for resources other than Conawapa.

Rationale for Question:

To clarify details of potential resources used in the modelling.

Response:

a)

b)

Daymark does not have sufficient information to state with certainty whether the
capacity expansion model would select Conawapa without the revenue from
surplus capacity sales. In general, the duration of capacity sales is limited for most
scenarios because capacity resources are often added soon after Conawapa
comes online, indicating that the surplus capacity has been depleted by load
growth. Given the prevalence of scenarios in which Conawapa was selected, it is
likely that at least some scenarios would select the resource regardless of the
modeling of capacity sale revenue.

Daymark is not aware of any impediments to Manitoba Hydro selling surplus
capacity into the MISO market. Manitoba Hydro is currently transacting capacity
into the MISO market through the use of diversity exchange agreements. As
discussed in the Daymark Report (p. 146), we recommend consistent treatment of
surplus capacity, and modelling surplus capacity value for all resources is an
appropriate approach.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-14

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 157,158
Topic: Sensitivity Modelling
Subtopic Combustion Turbine Capital Cost Sensitivity

Preamble (if any):

On pages 157 and 158 of its report, Daymark states:

In response to these discussions, Manitoba Hydro prepared an additional sensitivity case
updating the generic natural gas CT cost assumptions in the capacity expansion model.
They noted that: “The impetus for this sensitivity is the availability of refined natural gas
combustion turbine (CT-NG) capital cost estimates based on Stage Il planning for up to
three new CTs to be installed at Brandon, in conjunction with general industry observations
of increasing CT price trends.” The updated cost estimates replaced the generic cost
estimates used in the initial modelling with up-to-date engineering cost estimates.

Question:

Please confirm whether the updated combustion turbine cost used in the additional
sensitivity case was determined by Manitoba Hydro or whether it was Daymark’s
recommended cost. If it was Manitoba Hydro’s determination, please provide Daymark’s
view of an appropriate capital cost sensitivity adjustment and explain why Daymark’s
estimate is a better choice for the sensitivity.

Rationale for Question:
To assess whether Manitoba Hydro appropriately included resources in its modelling.
Response:

The combustion turbine cost assumption for the sensitivity was determined by Manitoba
Hydro. Daymark’s understanding is that it is the Stage Ill estimate based on updated
information from its generation planning team. While Daymark did not review a detailed
buildup of the cost estimate, the value is within the range of costs for new combustion
turbines that Daymark has observed in other recent utility filings in North America.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-15

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 164

Topic:

Modelling and Analysis

Subtopic Least Cost Plan

Preamble (if any):

On page 164 of its report, Daymark states:

As noted above, LR1 and LR4 were directly transferred from the least-cost build-outs
identified in the scenario analysis for S1C and S3C, so those build-outs were explicitly
designed to meet different load requirements.

Throughout section 7 of its report, Daymark does not appear to comment on the
configuration of a least-cost plan in the absence of policy constraints.

Question:

a)

b)

What is the lowest cost set of resources that meets the build-out target to 2035?
Please identify the resources and the year they should be added. Please compare
and contrast this least-cost resource plan with Manitoba Hydro’s Recommended
and Alternative Development Plans.

What is the lowest cost set of resources that meets the 2024 Electric Load Forecast
to 20357 Please identify the resources and the year they should be added. Please
compare and contrast this least-cost resource plan with the Recommended and
Alternative Development Plans.

Rationale for Question:

Daymark’s scope of work item #7 asks Daymark to Review and comment on the least-
cost set of resources in the absence of policy constraints.

Response:

a)

Due to the fact that the determination of a buildout target set roughly equivalent to
Load Projection 2, the least-cost resource plan identified by Manitoba Hydro would
be LR3 (assuming no changes to the resource cost assumptions made by
Manitoba Hydro). Details of the resources included in that plan are provided in
Attachment 1.3 to the IRP, Figures 25-27.

LR3 is the Alternative Development Plan, so in Daymark’s opinion the comparison
to the Recommended Development Plan is covered by what Manitoba Hydro
presents in the IRP.
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Additionally, it is possible that staggering the timing of the CTs could provide
additional cost savings that would lower the cost, given that LR3 assumes three
CTs are constructed to be in service in the same year. To Daymark’s knowledge,
no analysis was performed on what savings that approach could have produced.

b) As discussed in the report and in the response to PUB/DAYMARK I-10, the 2024
ELF was not included as a scenario to model for the purposes of identifying a
buildout or potential plan. However, the 2024 ELF is similar in trajectory to the
Baseline scenario, from which Manitoba Hydro constructed LR1. Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that LR1 (or something similar) would have been the result
of including that forecast as a target.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-16

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 177
PUB/MH |-68

Topic: Evaluation

Subtopic Evaluation Scorecard

Preamble (if any):

The response to PUB/MB 1-68 states:

Following this modelling, potential development plans were then qualitatively evaluated
using equal consideration across the four overarching themes: reliability, costs,
environment, and socio-economic. This approach avoids implicit value judgements
embedded in numeric weights, preserves transparency, and enables a balanced approach
to assessment of trade offs across these themes.

On page 177 of its report, Daymark states:

The IRP provides some details and narrative discussion of the results of the development
plan evaluation, including Appendix 8. Despite this material, the scoring of evaluation
metrics and the process for making elimination and shortlist decisions is not fully clear.

Question:

a)

b)

Please provide Daymark’s view whether Manitoba Hydro’s approach, which avoids
value judgments, is a superior or preferred approach to evaluating the
development plans, compared to an approach where metrics are weighted
according to the values which are more important to the utility and its ratepayers.

Based on Daymark’s experience in other jurisdictions and with other utilities,
please explain whether it is more common for utilities to evaluate their resource
plans with a scoring matrix that applies weightings to each metric and numerical
values according to how each plan scores against those metrics.

Please explain whether Manitoba Hydro’s approach, which equally weights each
theme (but underweights metrics where there are three metrics to a theme instead
of two), is a superior or preferred approach to evaluating the development plans,
compared to an approach where metrics are weighted according to each metric’s
value or importance to the utility and its ratepayers.

Rationale for Question:

To assess whether Manitoba Hydro follows best practices in its IRP evaluation.
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Response:

a) Avoiding value judgements in developing a decision support matrix or scoring

b)

system is a good practice unless the imparted value judgement is clearly
responsive to a mandated policy. However, even where value judgements are not
applied, any unclear or non-transparent trade-off process across the metrics is
something that IRPs should avoid. In Section 7.9.4 of the Daymark Report,
Daymark discusses concerns about value judgements and unclear trade-off
process evaluations as follows:

The IRP provides some details and narrative discussion of the results of the
development plan evaluation, including Appendix 8. Despite this material,
the scoring of evaluation metrics and the process for making elimination and
shortlist decisions is not fully clear.

For example, the process of developing a final assessment for each plan
entails first rolling up metric scores into broader theme scores for each plan
under each Load Project, and then creating an aggregate score for each
plan. Since the metric scores are non-numeric, and use a more subjective
More Favourable/Neutral/Less Favourable grading, it can be difficult to
trace the specific drivers of the final scoring for each plan.

Numeric scoring matrices are common in utility IRPs and other resource
investment decisions. However, in Daymark’s experience, most utility IRP
evaluation processes do not fit cleanly into a designation of either a quantitative
scoring matrix or a subjective utility judgement method. There is typically some
combination of quantitative metrics (often for net present value of revenue
requirements, or a similar measure) and qualitative assessment of risk, policy
consistency, or other factors.

Manitoba Hydro’s approach which equally weights each theme likely overlooks
some areas of policy and priorities of Manitoba that could improve the value of the
matrix in deciding among plans.

Page 30 of 34



Manitoba Hydro IRP and MNF Reviews
PUB/DAYMARK Round 1 Information Requests
May 8, 2026

PUB/DAYMARK 1-17

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 184, 202
PUB/MH I-70

Topic: Rate Impacts

Subtopic Rate Impact Analysis

Preamble (if any):

On page 184 of its report, Daymark states:

Rate impact analysis (which is under way) would have been a good addition to balance
Manitoba Hydro picture with an outlook of the ratepayer picture

On page 202 of its report, Daymark states:

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

The response to PUB/MH I-70 provides rate impacts for the five short-listed development
plans in Figure 1:

2034/35 2044/45
Average Net Average Net

Rate Path Cumulative Rate Income Debt Ratio at | Cumulative Rate Income Debt Ratio at

Annual Rate Inc 2034/35 2026/27-2034/35 March 31, 2035 2044/45 2036/37-2044/45  March 31, 2045
P3 (Lower Cost) 2024 ELF 3.58% 41.9% $106 M 85% 101.7% $242 M 80%
P3 (Lower Cost) 2-Medium 3.86% 44.6% $134 M 85% 111.2% $341 M 80%
P5A (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF 3.78% 43.8% $76 M 86% 108.5% $263 M 80%
P5A (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium 4.08% 46.7% $109 M 86% 118.8% $385 M 80%
P5 (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF 401% 46.0% $54 M 87% 116.5% $271 M 80%
P5 (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium 4.21% 48.0% $80 M 86% 123.5% $379 M 80%
P5B (Diversified Capacity) 2024 ELF 3.98% 45.7% $73 ™M 86% 115.1% $277 M 80%
P5B (Diversified Capacity) 2-Medium 4.19% 47.8% $107 M 86% 122.7% $339 M 80%
P7 (Maximized Alternatives) 2024 ELF 4.15% 47.4% $10 M 88% 121.5% $330 M 80%
P7 (Maximized Alternatives) 2-Medium 4.42% 50.1% $26 M 88% 131.3% $456 M 80%

Question:

a) Please review and comment on whether a different resource mix could result in
lower rate and bill impacts than those shown in Figure 1 from PUB/MH 1-70.

b) Please explain why increasing electric loads in the 2-Medium load projection — and
therefore increasing domestic revenues — result in less favourable financial
outcomes and increased rate increases compared to the 2024 ELF.
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Rationale for Question:

Scope item #11 was not fully addressed in Daymark’s report and additional information
is now available which Daymark can review.

Response:

a) It is possible that other portfolios could result in lower rate and bill impacts. For
example, Daymark has noted that the Recommended Development Plan results
in surplus capacity; a plan that adds less capacity to minimize capacity surplus
would have a lower rate and bill impact.

Daymark does not have access to the workpapers used by Manitoba Hydro to
develop the table presented in the preamble. Daymark has requested these
workpapers from Manitoba Hydro and will review the calculations producing these
estimates. We will include discussion of our findings in our updated report.

b) See response to part (a) above. Daymark will review the workpapers supporting
this analysis and discuss our findings in our updated report.
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PUB/DAYMARK 1-18

Part and Chapter: | Daymark Report Page #: | 124

PUB/MH 1-29 Attachment 1

Topic:

Resource Options

Subtopic Power Purchase Agreement Pricing

Preamble (if any):

On page 124 of its report, Daymark states:

Costs for wind resources (and all other supply-side resources besides hydropower and
nuclear SMRs) are based on an average of publicly-available sources including US Energy
Information Agency, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Lazard, and Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory

PUB/MH 1-29(a-b) Attachment 1 provides the calculations of levelized cost of capacity
and levelized cost of energy for various resources, including wind.

Question:

a)

b)

Please provide Daymark’s views on whether the estimated prices for energy
expected under wind purchase power agreements are reasonable and appropriate
and reflect any procurement requirements specific to Manitoba.

Please confirm whether Daymark was able to review the proposed or ongoing
procurement process for wind resources. If confirmed, please comment on
whether Manitoba Hydro followed best practices and, in areas where it did not,
please identify improvements that could have been made or should be made for
the next tranche of wind resources.

Rationale for Question:

Daymark does not appear to address scope of work item #5 in its report.

Response:

a)

The estimated cost of wind generation, as provided in IRP Appendix 6, are
reasonable and appropriate for use in the capacity expansion analysis. Manitoba
Hydro used standard publicly-available data sources to develop the assumptions,
and the LCOE values are consistent with recent market PPA pricing data. Daymark
is not aware of procurement requirements specific to Manitoba that would have a
meaningful impact on wind contract prices. Lastly, it is important to note that the
selection and timing of wind resources as part of the Recommended Development
Plan was based on the Affordable Energy Plan requirements, rather than economic
optimization.
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b) Daymark interpreted the language of scope 5 to only apply to newly executed
power purchase agreements, which are not part of the IRP. With the updated
understanding that the scope should be read so as to be inclusive of the
expected procurement of a wind purchase power agreement, Daymark will
address this when we file our updated report.
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