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PUB/MIPUG-1 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-14 Bowman Report 

Order 59/18 

Page #: 11 

98 

Topic: Wind 

Subtopic Taxpayers versus Ratepayers 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 11 of his evidence, Mr. Bowman states: 

It is not apparent that Hydro has accurately summarized the policy framework with respect 
to wind. Significant issues reside in the need, the economics, and the risks from near-term 
commitments to purchasing fixed price wind. If the full 600 MW of wind is to be pursued 
without regard for the principles outlined in the policy directive, careful consideration is 
needed to alternative contracting approaches that would prevent electrical ratepayers from 
bearing excessive market risk. 

On page 98 of Order 59/18, the Board found: 

The Board finds that the $5.04 billion estimate of the final cost of Bipole III is $900 million 
higher due to the western routing of the line compared to an eastern routing. The Board 
finds that this was a policy decision of government that should be a cost to taxpayers, not 
Manitoba Hydro’s ratepayers. The Board’s recommendation is that the payments Manitoba 
Hydro makes to the Government related to Bipole III be reduced until the $900 million 
burden is satisfied, as discussed in another section of this Order. 

Question: 

Please explain whether the principle articulated in Order 59/18 – that policy decisions of 
the government that increase Manitoba Hydro’s costs for projects – applies or should 
apply to the government’s policy that Manitoba Hydro should contract for 600 MW of 
indigenous-majority owned wind generation. 

Rationale for Question: 

 

Response: 

Yes 

However, this relationship is not what the record shows. The record shows that the key 

document (the Affordable Energy Plan) makes no conclusion that wind should be 

pursued if it increases costs. The Affordable Energy Plan starts from a premise (which 

may be incorrect) that 600 MW was already determined to be needed, then layered on 

the policy that it should be majority indigenous-owned. There is no indication such a 
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policy was expected to, nor should, increase costs, if indeed 600 MW of wind was 

needed. 

For clarity, Government did not issue a policy that “Hydro should contract for 600 MW of 

indigenous-majority owned wind generation”. The Affordable Energy policy indicates 

that Hydro concluded it needed 600 MW of wind, and the Government therefore issued 

the directive that it should be procured by issuing a Request for Expressions of Interest 

for up to 600 MW. 

Further, the Hydro mandate letter only states: “Examine options for increasing low-

carbon energy generation and storage, including wind and solar, to grow Manitoba’s 

electrical supply to meet energy transition and clean grid requirements without the need 

for new natural gas plants.” 

The IRP has yet to conclude that 600 MW of wind is in fact required, or eliminates the 

need for new natural gas plants. 
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PUB/MIPUG-2 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-14 Bowman Report 

Appendix 7.2 

PUB/MH I-22 

Page #: 11 

91 

Topic: Modelling Results 

Subtopic Conawapa 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 11 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

The most notable current example relates to Conawapa, which should promptly proceed 
to active planning activities with project partners. The lead time cited for Conawapa is 18 
years, and multiple resource modelling scenarios indicate significant capacity and, in some 
cases, energy shortfalls in the mid-2040s. In many cases, the model already indicates 
Conawapa is a preferred domestic resource for this supply. 

… 

In short, ramping-up of planning activities for Conawapa, and assessing opportunities for 
extraprovincial cooperation, appears timely and prudent. 

On page 88 of Appendix 7.2, Manitoba Hydro describes the Lower Negative GHG 
Emissions Load sensitivity: 

Scenario 3C was modified so that negative GHG Emissions Load was lower, as shown in 
Table A7.2.16. No justification for this lower load is specifically assumed for this sensitivity, 
but some possibilities could include combinations of:  

• Non-combustion GHG emissions in Manitoba being reduced further than assumed 
for the 2025 IRP load projections.  

• Current negative GHG emissions technology becoming less energy intensive in 
the future.  

• Substantial negative GHG emissions becoming achievable in Manitoba via natural 
processes on an ongoing basis.  

• Manitoba’s economy not achieving a net-zero economy by 2050.  

On page 91 of Appendix 7.2, Manitoba Hydro describes the capacity additions for the 
lower negative GHG emissions load sensitivity: 

While new hydropower (1,485 nominal MW) was selected under Scenario 3C, in this 
sensitivity the only new hydropower resource selected was a much smaller new 
hydropower (120 nominal MW). 

The model selects Conawapa under scenario 3C but not under the sensitivity. 
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Question: 

Considering the model does not select Conawapa if the negative GHG emissions load is 
reduced, and there is considerable uncertainty with respect to Manitoba’s progress 
toward a net-zero economy by 2050 (including whether it will be economic for any party 
to own and operate direct air carbon capture or other negative emissions load 
technologies), please further explain why it is prudent to restart planning for Conawapa. 

Rationale for Question: 

Absent DACC load, the model does not select Conawapa as a resource, choosing instead 
additional simple cycle combustion turbines and combined cycle combustion turbines with 
carbon capture, resulting in lower net system costs. 

Response: 

Actions to start planning for a long-lead hydro project are required to be able to refine 
timelines, costs, and potential benefits, in order to even have the resource in the planning 
options in future. The first stages (e.g., 2-4 years) of such investigation will be costly, but 
not excessive in relation to the “sunk cost” issues the Board highlighted in its NFAT 
review. 

A rolling 10-year resource plan will never conclude a need to restart planning on an 18-
year development project. This is a flaw in the Hydro IRP horizon. 

Further, the IRP modelling suffers from a forward-progressing bias – that is, it starts with 
the nearest term need, and fills that need, then moves forward a time step. In such a 
model, there will generally be a bias towards the smallest and most incremental resources 
that can be developed granularly. Once developed, the “need” in the next year will almost 
always be small. It is possible this granular approach does lead to the best outcome. 
However, without a comparison against a scenario that adopts a dominant strategy 
arranged around Conawapa, to measure the incremental NPV of maintaining the 
optionality to pursue Conawapa, the PUB is without sufficient information to know if 
Conawapa can be ruled out as the most reasonable long-term resource.  

Finally, a dominant strategy including Conawapa (and the benefits it brings in terms of 
low-emitting energy, indigenous investment opportunities, etc.) would likely include 
options beyond the excessively narrow IRP limits. For example, on June 26, the 
Government of Canada announced that a 2000 MW interconnection between Regina and 
Winnipeg is being prioritized for financial and regulatory support. The IRP does not 
consider the potential of this added transfer capability. Indeed, such a scale of transfer 
capability may make little sense without resources at the scale of Conawapa being part 
of the eventual supply mix. 

https://www.canada.ca/en/natural-resources-canada/news/2026/06/canada-takes-
action-to-advance-a-stronger-grid-and-increase-reliable-affordable-energy.html 

https://www.canada.ca/en/natural-resources-canada/news/2026/06/canada-takes-action-to-advance-a-stronger-grid-and-increase-reliable-affordable-energy.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/natural-resources-canada/news/2026/06/canada-takes-action-to-advance-a-stronger-grid-and-increase-reliable-affordable-energy.html
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In short, based on a range of insights that go beyond the boundaries of the strict IRP 
modelling, there is a credible basis to believe that Conawapa may well be part of a future 
low-emitting, low-cost resource mix, but only if active planning is started soon.  
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PUB/MIPUG-3 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-14 Bowman Report 

PUB/MH I-55c Attachment 2 

PUB/MH II-24 

Page #: 58,62 

Topic:  

Subtopic Dominant Strategy 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 58 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

In the current context, testing is required regarding the likely long-term competitiveness of 
specific dominant strategies – primarily a hydraulic strategy anchored around Conawapa, 
as well as a competing potential nuclear strategy anchored on SMRs, or a wind/gas 
strategy. Each of these should be established as locked-in resources later in the scenario, 
and then permit the model to build out the remaining resources throughout the study 
horizon. 

On page 62 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

3) The need date for major resources is within the range of possible ISDs for Conawapa, 
under all scenarios other than Load Projection 1. Even under Scenario 1A, there is 1300 
MW of natural gas turbines targeted for the period between 2040 and 2047 indicating a 
need for this scale of capacity. 

5) The present assumptions regarding the costs and benefits for Conawapa in the 2025 
IRP are questionable. Among the issues are the insufficiently long life assumed for the 
plant, and the assumption of no new export agreements (other than capacity) or 
transmission interconnections to help ensure maximum value for the output. 

The model assumes all surplus energy is exported at the prices in the consensus 
electricity price forecast. PUB/MH II-24b explains how the model also assumes that 
surplus capacity for Conawapa is contracted (the only resource that the model assumes 
this for). The model does not select Conawapa if surplus capacity sales are not included. 

Question: 

a) Please confirm or otherwise explain whether Manitoba Hydro’s modelling has 
shown that wind and combustion turbines form the dominant strategy, due to the 
prevalence of these resources in all scenarios and sensitivities. 

b) Considering the model includes sales of both the surplus capacity and surplus 
energy of Conawapa, please explain what additional revenue stream from 
Conawapa is available that the model fails to incorporate. 

Rationale for Question: 
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To test Mr. Bowman’s assertion that Manitoba Hydro does not have a dominant strategy 
for the IRP against modelling results. 

Response: 

a) And b) 

The model selects wind and combustion turbines due to the structure and 
constraints imposed by the modelling parameters. This includes the rolling 
horizons, the constraints on capacity imports, the lack of new interconnections, 
and the lack of modelling value for surplus dependable energy.  

It is understood that Conawapa is modelled assuming surplus capacity can be 
sold, but not surplus dependable energy, except as lower value non-firm energy. 

As a development concept, Conawapa would require the typical considerations for 
a major Hydro development, just like Keeyask. That is, there would need to be a 
counterparty to help absorb and reflect the value of the surplus dependable 
energy, and there would need to be added extraprovincial transmission. 
Specifically, the following reasons why Conawapa revenues may be undervalued 
are noted: 

1) As new hydraulic generation is added to Hydro’s system, the quantity of 
non-dependable but dispatchable energy increases. Non-dependable 
but dispatchable energy is primarily valuable on export markets (not 
Manitoba use), and value is sensitive to timing. The more export 
transmission capability, the more the non-firm energy is able to be 
exported on peak in a broader range of water conditions. Maximizing 
value of new hydro effectively requires ongoing additions to export 
interties1. 

2) Wind is dependable but non-dispatchable energy. Increasing the 
quantity of wind on the system limits the potential value of hydraulic 
resources, since the wind will at times fill the more valuable export 
potential and interfere with hydro dispatch. This would be an attractive 
quality of wind, if it did not also bring generation off-peak or in low value 
periods or seasons. The more Hydro has modelled wind that was not 
necessary to meet load (e.g., all scenarios with 600 MW of wind by 
policy) the more this conflicts with the potential benefits of hydro 
generation. 

3) When built, Conawapa would bring a large quantity of dependable 
energy to the system, which is a valuable export product. However, the 
model does not attribute added export potential to this product. 

 
1 An exception is mixed hydraulic/thermal system, where the is an expected baseload of thermal generation 
and the hydraulic surplus in good water years can be of value offsetting this thermal fuel requirements. As 
Manitoba does not have a mixed hydraulic/thermal system this does not apply to Manitoba. 



 
July 10, 2026                       Manitoba Hydro 2025 IRP Review 

PUB/MIPUG IR Responses 

 Page 9 of 20 
 

 

4) Conawapa’s time frame means that it is at most selected for only a few 
years of economic evaluation prior to the 2050 cutoff. The most 
significant economic benefits of hydraulic plants do not arise in their first 
few years of operation – they arise over time when their long-lived and 
inflation-protected nature become most valuable. 

Further, as noted in PUB/MIPUG-1, the model may select combustion turbines and 
wind as a dominant strategy, but because these resources are in effect forced by 
the 600 MW requirement for wind, the near-term constraints on alternatives to 
combustion turbines (such as imports), and the rolling sub-horizon configuration, 
there is a distinct bias towards continuing additions of these more granular and 
more quickly built resources. 

This is not to say there is a clear conclusion that Conawapa is a preferred resource. 
But given the unique opportunity to develop hydro in Manitoba that is not shared 
in neighbouring markets, the generally better wind resource in Saskatchewan (i.e., 
lower cost) and the expectation of increased transfer capacity between the two 
provinces, and the broad market signals that hydraulic generation remains a 
dominant strategy in jurisdictions where this potential exists (including Quebec, 
BC, Newfoundland), there is insufficient confidence to foreclose on the potential 
early 2040s in-service date of Conawapa, when the option exists to complete early-
stage and limited spending to maintain this option for the next round of IRP. 
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PUB/MIPUG-4 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-14 Bowman Report 

PUB/MH II-3 

2025 IRP Appendix 2 

2023 IRP Appendix A2 

Page #: 66 

 

32 

Topic: Wind 

Subtopic Government Direction 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 66 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

No Clear Direction to Build/Contract: There is no clear direction that requires pursuit of 
600 MW of wind generation. To the extent that wind generation is cited as being required 
by Government, and in particular at the 600 MW level, this requirement is linked back to 
Hydro itself. As such, the assertion by Hydro that it must select 600 MW of wind in each 
Resource Plan is circular – Hydro considers that it now needs to select 600 MW wind, 
because the Government directed it to select 600 MW of wind, because Hydro told the 
Government it needed to select 600 MW of wind. Given Hydro has had no publicly tested 
nor reviewed resource planning exercise prior to now to first establish the 600 MW of wind 
requirement, the provenance of this purported need is dubious and unsupported. Further, 
to the extent wind is referenced in the 2023 Mandate letter, this mandate does not indicate 
wind is to be pursued sui generis, it is to be pursued “to grow … supply to meet … 
requirements without the need for new natural gas plants”. That positioning of the purpose 
for wind is not being met – wind does not displace in any material way the need for natural 
gas plants in the Recommended Plan. If the 2023 mandate letter is to be read as a 
requirement to pursue wind, it must similarly be read even more forcefully as a requirement 
to avoid natural gas plants, which is clearly not part of Hydro’s interpretation. 

On page 32 of Appendix 2, Manitoba Hydro states:  

To determine which plan to recommend, Manitoba Hydro assessed alignment with the 
Government of Manitoba’s Affordable Energy Plan (AEP) and other government mandates 
for Manitoba Hydro. Figure 2.13 summarizes the alignment of the two remaining shortlisted 
potential development plans. 

In PUB/MH II-3c, Manitoba Hydro confirms that none of the modelling results from the 
2025 IRP were available to inform the Affordable Energy Plan. 

Question: 

a) Please provide Mr. Bowman’s views as to the extent the Affordable Energy Plan 
has influenced Manitoba Hydro’s decisions (not the model’s decisions) in the 2025 
IRP with respect to wind, hydropower enhancements, and additional energy 
efficiency, either in the creation of least regrets analysis plans and potential 
development plans (P1 to P8), or in their evaluation.  

b) Please provide Mr. Bowman’s views as to whether the 2023 IRP information on 
resource options in Appendix A2 may have influenced the Affordable Energy Plan. 
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Rationale for Question: 

To obtain Mr. Bowman’s perspectives on whether and the extent to which the influence 
of the 2023 IRP on the 2025 IRP evaluation and decisions, considering the 2023 IRP did 
not employ the capacity optimization modelling used in the 2025 IRP. 

Response: 

a) The Affordable Energy Plan appears to be the only source influencing Hydro’s 
decisions to add 600 MW of wind, as indicated by Hydro at MIPUG/MH-I-27a. 

With respect to the remaining resources, it is not apparent to Mr. Bowman that the 
Affordable Energy Plan is a major influence. The hydro enhancements prioritized 
as part of Plan 5A are being evaluated by Hydro outside of the IRP (Pointe du Bois 
at 26 MW). The additional energy efficiency is well within the range prioritized by 
the model (PUB/MH I-51a-c Attachment 1, pdf page 61). There does not appear 
to be any selection bias arising from the Affordable Energy Plan. It is possible that 
there is rejection bias associated with the absolute prioritization of otherwise 
unnecessary wind generation to 2035, but this appears to most notably apply to 
hydro enhancements (e.g., S1B vs S1C). 

b) Mr. Bowman is not well versed in the 2023 IRP, but notes that in that IRP there 
were four load scenarios analyzed. Scenarios S1 and S2 built no wind to 2042, 
while S3 built only 300 MW, and did so in the 2033-2037 period. Only S4, which 
was an extreme high load scenario, selects material wind, but it does not do so 
until after 2033, when 2000 MW are added (however note that this is after almost 
4000 MW of other resources have already been selected). This material is sourced 
from the 2023 IRP, Appendix A5, page A5-6. 

https://www.hydro.mb.ca/docs/corporate/irp/irp-2023-a5-analysis-results.pdf   
 

 

 

 

 

https://www.hydro.mb.ca/docs/corporate/irp/irp-2023-a5-analysis-results.pdf
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PUB/MIPUG-5 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-14 Bowman Report Page #: 74, 80 

Topic: Wind Call for Power 

Subtopic Contracting Recommendation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 80 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

Against this backdrop, Manitoba Hydro should recognize that a standard fixed-price, full 
output contract for wind supply is not aligned with the interests of customers. 

At the same time, many contract forms exist that can lead better align potential wind 
development in customer interests given the facts of the IRP. In particular the following 
types of options merit exploration: 

2) Adverse Water Provisions – similar to the concepts included in some of Hydro’s export 
contracts, a wind development agreement could include a requirement for Hydro to 
purchase the wind output under certain specified conditions, likely tied to water flows, with 
the remaining output being available for the wind developer to take to market. 

On page 74 of his report, Mr. Bowman states: 

As is evident from the above table, the addition of wind to the system makes the financial 
consequence of every low flow case worse than without wind. The effects tend to be in the 
range of $20 million to $30 million each year (over a $100 million increase in the costs for 
a 5-year drought, all else being equal). In the extreme worst case, the addition of 600 MW 
of wind makes the financial consequences of the worst drought year almost $350 million 
worse than without the turbines (an increase from a $1.0 billion adverse event, to more 
than $1.3 billion in adverse impacts, in a single year). 

Question: 

Considering the addition of wind leads to worse economic outcomes for Manitoba Hydro 
in periods of adverse water, please explain why a contracting approach that has Manitoba 
Hydro purchasing wind energy during a drought but not at other times is a recommended 
approach. 

Rationale for Question: 

To resolve an apparent contradiction in the economic benefits of wind. 

Response: 

The contracting strategy set out by Mr. Bowman is based on the intuitive potential of wind, 
which would suggest that it is of highest potential value in drought periods. However, the 
modelled data does not at present support this intuition, and there has not been sufficient 
opportunity to explore the reasoning. For example, during droughts, Hydro may have the 
most notable opportunity to import low-cost energy (as the Manitoba generation is ramped 
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down to a very low level) and the fixed price wind may undermine these cost-effective 
purchases. It is also possible that, in buying the full wind output, Hydro has to commit to 
hold added water in storage to firm the wind (to best improve its value) and this water in 
storage comes at a very high effective price when water is scarce.  

Contracting approaches that may merit consideration would need to take into account 
more analysis as to wind value than is possible with the available data. For example, any 
“must purchase” energy from wind may only be certain periods during drought (e.g., on-
peak, if that showed more potential than off-peak purchases from wind). Similarly, the 
must-purchase conditions may be framed to ensure Hydro is not obligated to hold any 
added water in storage – and the cost impacts of this would be part of the wind operator’s 
economic considerations.  

It is equally possible that the IRP modelling is not sufficiently detailed or granular to 
capture the true benefit of wind across the various water flow conditions, and the data 
provided by Hydro in response to MIPUG/MH I-9a-d(U) is not valid at the detail level 
presented in the response.  

Neither of these conclusions alter the premise that there are more refined contracting and 
pricing structures available for wind that could potentially better ensure Hydro ratepayers 
are receiving fair value and not taking on excessive risk. Hydro should complete the 
appropriate analyses regarding the value of wind across various time frames, flow 
conditions, and other relevant factors, and ensure that when any wind purchase contract 
is brought before the PUB that it can demonstrate such options have been explored 
(complete with appropriate modelling and analysis), and if rejected, why the considered 
approaches would not provide added benefits or less risk to ratepayers. 
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PUB/MIPUG-6 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-15 Friesen Report Page #: 7 

Topic: Load Projections 

Subtopic Electrification Incorporated Into the Load Projections 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 7 of his report, Mr. Friesen states: 

These statements provide an indication of two potential views being held by Manitoba 
Hydro in respect to the 10-year period ending in 2035. The first of these positions is that 
the initial five-year period will be largely static and unchanged from the prior 2024 forecast. 
The second indicating that electrification at the pace specified by current mandates and 
policies in place during the preparation of the 2024 ELF continuing unchanged in the 
subsequent five-year period extending from 2030 to 2035.  

The pace of electrification and load growth are higher in the 2-Medium load projection 
than the 2024 ELF. 

Question: 

Please explain why electrification at the pace specified by current mandates and policies 
that were known when developing the 2024 Electric Load Forecast would not be expected 
to already be included in the 2024 ELF, such that in order for the IRP load projections to 
show increased electrification, Manitoba Hydro would need to assume additional 
mandates or policies. 

Rationale for Question: 

Continued policies in place when the 2024 ELF was developed may already be fully 
incorporated into the 2024 forecast, yielding no additional growth from electrification. 

Response: 

Manitoba Hydro did not appear to consider a net-zero economy by 2050 objective in its 
definition of the “existing policy landscape” used in the development of the 2024 electric 
load forecast (“2024 ELF”). This omission was made despite Canada having a federal 
commitment to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 as outlined in the 
Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act (became law in 2021). 

The LP2 load projection places greater emphasis on electrification for space heating 
(limited use of natural gas), transportation (higher adoption rates for electric vehicles), 
and industrial decarbonization (fuel switching), driven by a managed transition for 
achievement of a net-zero economy by 2050. This transition is anticipated to include the 
use of negative emissions technologies to bridge gaps in hard-to-decarbonize sectors. 
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Based on the available information, it appears that Manitoba Hydro is anticipating new 
policies (including mandates and/or requirements) related to the use of natural gas for 
space heating (restrictions on service connections), higher adoption rates for electric 
vehicles (beyond those announced for 2035 and 2040), and industrial decarbonization 
(higher carbon charges with more stringent maximum emission limits) as being necessary 
for the achievement of the Manitoba net-zero economy by 2050 objective (Path to Net-
Zero - announced in October 2025). 

In doing so, Manitoba Hydro appears to treat electrification as described in the 2024 ELF 
as an entrenched baseline, with further incremental electrification in the LP2 and LP3 
load projections being driven exclusively by provincial net-zero economy objectives (given 
that a net-zero by 2050 objective already existed at the federal level in 2021). 

The point raised by Mr. Friesen on page 7 of his evidence, relates to Manitoba Hydro’s 
apparent assumption that there will be no changes to “the existing policy landscape” that 
may reduce or slow the pace of electrification. The subsequent emergence of active 
policy changes, consisting of reductions in targets for electric vehicles (federal) and 
elimination of consumer carbon taxes (federal), combined with the lack of political will to 
impose regulations restricting the use of natural gas for space heating (federal, provincial, 
municipal) were dismissed by Manitoba Hydro as providing modest downward pressure 
that would not materially alter load projections or the 10-year recommended development 
plan. Recent announcements by the federal government adopt a more pragmatic 
approach to natural gas as a structural characteristic of the long-term energy mix in 
Canada, calling this assumption by Manitoba Hydro into question. 

Based on the noted changes in federal policy, it becomes apparent that Manitoba Hydro’s 
assumptions about new policy mandates supporting further acceleration of electrification 
(beyond levels projected in the 2024 ELF) are potentially premature and speculative. 
Doing so would introduce measures that would require significant new provincial 
mandates that would appear out-of-step with the current national agenda. 
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PUB/MIPUG-7 

Part and Chapter: MIPUG-15 Friesen Report Page #: 20 

Topic: Demand-Side Management 

Subtopic Codes and Standards 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 20 of his report, Mr. Friesen states: 

While the codes and standards savings profile developed for the 2024 ELF may have been 
relevant to the regulations and codes that were in place during the preparation of the 2024 
forecast, it is no longer relevant to the energy efficiency regulations and energy codes that 
will be in place across the 10-year period extending through 2035. The static treatment of 
codes and standards savings overlooks a historical record that clearly indicates a 
responsive attitude towards technological change and improvements in the performance 
of energy-consuming equipment. The 2024 IRP also omits consideration for the increasing 
scope of successive regulatory amendments and code editions, which are responsive to 
evolving areas of new load growth in the marketplace that are particularly relevant to the 
load projections used in this IRP. 

Question: 

Please explain whether Mr. Friesen’s concern translates into higher or more rapid 
adoption of DSM than is being modelled by Manitoba Hydro, lower or slower adoption of 
DSM, or the same adoption rates but different costs of adoption.  

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the impact on the 2025 IRP of addressing Mr. Friesen’s concerns with codes 
and standards. 

Response: 

Mr. Friesen’s concern translates into higher and more rapid adoption of DSM than is being 
modelled by Manitoba Hydro. This concern is relevant to codes and standards savings, 
compliance with legislated mandates, and additional savings opportunities that originate 
within areas of projected load growth under all load projections. 

Manitoba Hydro’s primary modeling of energy efficiency savings as a load modifier used 
a projected savings profile for codes and standards initiatives and program-based 
measures centred around the 2024 Electric Load Forecast (“2024 ELF”) published in 
August 2024. The approach used by Manitoba Hydro fails to incorporate the latest energy 
efficiency regulations, while also ignoring future opportunities to address additional 
savings opportunities available through existing and pending building energy codes, 
currently adopted or pending near-term adoption. The approach also did not match 
program-based energy efficiency savings to the IRP load projections by failing to apply 
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the legislated energy efficiency savings targets to the individual IRP load projections as 
a precursor to further analysis pertaining to achievability and affordability. 

Energy Efficiency Regulations 

The approach used by Manitoba Hydro for addressing energy efficiency savings derived 
from codes and standards presented a constrained outlook on energy efficiency savings. 
The projected codes and standards savings profile was limited to the inclusion of 
Amendment 13 (published on December 28, 2016) to the Canadian Energy Efficiency 
Regulations. This limitation ignored available information that could have provided a more 
complete view of the anticipated savings available under each load projection. 

1. Subsequent amendments published and incorporated into federal energy efficiency 
regulations prior to the release of the 2024 ELF were not considered in this forecast 
projection, including: 

a. Amendment 14 (published October 31, 2018) 
b. Amendment 15 (published June 12, 2019) 
c. Amendment 16 (published June 12, 2019) 
d. Amendment 17 (published December 21, 2022) 
e. Ministerial Amendment 1 (published April 10, 2024) 

2. Following the release of the 2024 ELF forecast in 2024, further amendments were 
approved and incorporated into federal energy efficiency regulations, including:  

a. Ministerial Amendment 2 (published January 1, 2025) 
b. Amendment 18 (published April 9, 2025) 

3. A further Amendment 19 included in NRCan’s Forward Regulatory Plan (referenced 
in April 2024 and reaffirmed in Sep 2025 and Apr 2026) was pre-published on June 
20, 2026. The current Forward Regulatory Plan covering 2026 to 2028, published on 
June 22, 2026, also includes references to Amendment 19. 

In respect of certainty, the Government of Canada has demonstrated a sustained 
commitment to improving energy efficiency standards for residential, commercial, and 
industrial products through regular amendments to the Energy Efficiency Regulations 
since the implementation of the Energy Efficiency Act in 1995. These amendments 
include updated energy efficiency standards, performance test methods, reporting 
requirements, and labeling requirements for energy-using products. The regulations 
provide a consistent set of national energy efficiency standards for importers, 
manufacturers, and distributors that are not dependent on provincial adoption or 
implementation. 

Ample advance notice of amendments to the regulations was available prior to the release 
of the 2025 IRP, allowing these additional measures to be incorporated into the 2025 IRP 
load projections. The omission of codes and standards savings provided through 
Amendments 14 to 18 compromises the projections provided with the 2025 IRP by 
understating energy efficiency savings provided through federally enforced regulations 
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that cover energy-using products imported into Canada. Given its June 20, 2026, 
prepublished date, it is understandable that Amendment 19 codes and standards savings 
were not included in the projections, but it would have appeared reasonable to include 
estimates of future codes and standards savings in a similar manner to the projections 
that Manitoba Hydro made for accelerated electrification in the LP2 and LP3 projections. 

Building Energy Code Adoption 

National Building Codes, and by their inclusion, Building Energy Codes, are developed 
nationally, adopted provincially, and enforced municipally across Canada. The 2020 
editions of the National Building Code, released in March 2022, are the most commonly 
adopted edition of the national codes across Canada. The 2025 editions, which include 
energy efficiency requirements for alterations to existing buildings, were released in late 
2025 and are presently being considered for adoption across most jurisdictions in 
Canada. 

Manitoba adopted the 2020 editions of the national building codes on January 1, 2024, 
mandating baseline Tier 1 energy efficiency requirements across all new buildings, both 
residential and commercial. The 2020 energy codes include five(5) tiers for residential 
housing and small buildings, and four(4) tiers for larger more complex buildings. Tier 1 
represented an approximate 20% improvement in efficiency over previous requirements 
for larger more complex buildings, with each successive tier increasing the level of energy 
savings ranging from 10% to 60% above the 2020 Tier 1 baseline. 

The Manitoba Government’s Affordable Energy Plan, released in September 2024, 
included a commitment for the realization of further energy savings with the adoption of 
higher tiers under the 2020 edition of the national building energy codes. The government 
released a request for proposal to evaluate the potential savings and feasibility of higher 
tier adoption in late 2024, following through on its commitment in the Affordable Energy 
Plan. 

The release of the 2025 national building codes maintains and expands the tiered 
performance framework implemented under the 2020 codes. An additional compliance 
pathway is added for renovations and additions (alterations to existing buildings), which 
utilizes the Energy Use Intensity (EUI) methodology, which compares a building’s annual 
energy consumption against targets based on similar building archetypes. This step 
towards energy efficiency requirements for existing building is particularly significant 
when consideration is given to existing buildings comprising more than 70% of all 
buildings by 2035. 

Under provincial legislation, Manitoba has an 18-month window to adopt newly published 
editions of the national building codes into law, creating a mid-2027 target for adoption of 
the 2025 editions of the National Building Codes. 

Given the following factors: 

o Multiple options for higher minimum energy efficiency tiers within both the 2020 
and 2025 editions of the national building codes, 
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o Commitments in Manitoba energy policy to support higher tier adoption, and 

o Legislated requirements for adopting newly published editions of the national 
building code into law within an 18-month period. 

It would appear reasonable that Manitoba Hydro should have included additional savings 
through building codes in its forward-looking IRP load projections. 

Energy Efficiency Savings Targets 

The Efficiency Manitoba Act and accompanying Regulations specify targets for annual 

energy efficiency savings equal to 1.50% (electric) and 0.75% (natural gas) of the prior 

year’s net annual consumption. Manitoba Hydro’s inclusion of program-based savings in 

the 2025 IRP is limited to a projection of savings extrapolated from Efficiency 

Manitoba’s most recent energy efficiency plan, adjusted to ensure targeted savings are 

achieved based on the 2024 ELF. These projected demand-side management savings 

(inclusive of codes and standards savings) are then applied uniformly to each of the IRP 

load projections. 

The uniform load-modifier approach taken by Manitoba Hydro in the IRP analysis, does 

not comply with the established legislative mandates passed into law by the Manitoba 

Government. Based on the wording of the Act, it seems reasonable that a higher load 

projection should also offer a higher magnitude of energy efficiency savings to remain 

compliant with the legislated mandate. A compliant approach to analysis would have 

considered a minimum energy efficiency savings profile specific to each load projection 

that was compliant with the 1.50% (electric) and 0.75% (natural gas) targets established 

under the Efficiency Manitoba Act. 

This approach does carry an embedded risk that the mandated savings may not be 

achieved on a sustainable basis through the planning horizon. The Act foresees this 

possibility by establishing savings targets for a 15-year period (ending 2034/35) after 

which the Government is required to establish new go-forward targets for the next 15-

year period, which may be higher or lower than the current targets. The opportunity to 

re-establish legislated savings targets would be from a comprehensive IRP review, 

considering the achievability and affordability of existing targets. 

The approach used by Manitoba Hydro does not consider the achievability or 

affordability of the legislated requirement under each load projection, hampering the 

Board’s ability to examine whether the recommended development plan is reasonable.  

Selectable Energy Efficiency Measures 

The mandated target savings challenge is further complicated by the addition of a 

limited set of selectable energy efficiency options to the IRP analysis. These selected 
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measures are tied almost exclusively to electric space heating equipment and therefore 

address only one primary area of load growth tied to electrification of space heating. 

The rationale used in the IRP analysis appears to indicate that the selectable energy 

efficiency options are the same under all three IRP load projections, irrespective of the 

impact that electrification of space heating may have within each individual load 

projection. It also fails to address other areas of load growth, including electrification for 

transportation and industrial decarbonization. While Manitoba Hydro attempted to 

address this constraint through a sensitivity analysis, it did not fundamentally address 

whether the legislated energy efficiency targets could be achieved under the LP2 or LP3 

projections, or at what cost to rate payers (affordability). 

A representative approach to energy efficiency should adopt the mandated energy 

efficiency targets as a minimum legislated performance requirement. The analysis 

should then select available energy efficiency measures, including higher tier adoptions 

of energy code requirements for both new and existing buildings and more rigorous 

energy efficiency regulations, necessary to achieve those performance requirements. A 

cost-benefit analysis could then indicate the levelized costs for comparative purposes 

with other resource options and determine whether the selected savings options within 

each load projection and planning scenario met the relevant affordability criteria outlined 

in the Efficiency Manitoba and Manitoba Hydro Acts (rate caps). 

Mr. Friesen is concerned that energy efficiency has not been provided with an adequate 

assessment within the IRP analysis. A transparent and balanced assessment would 

have clearly illustrated whether the mandated savings targets are achievable and 

affordable under each load projection, supporting compliance with the “Efficiency First” 

commitment in the Manitoba Government’s Affordable Energy Plan. 

 

 


