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PUB/MKO-1 

Part and Chapter: MKO-11 Boost/Energex Report Page #: 10, 13 

Topic: IRP for Remote Communities 

Subtopic BC’s Non-Integrated Area Planning Framework 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 10 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

BC Hydro then filed its Non-Integrated Areas Planning Regulatory Framework Application 
on December 15, 2023. In Order G-23-24, the BCUC commenced a written hearing to 
review that application, stayed Directive 85 pending the outcome, and directed BC Hydro 
to continue consultation with First Nations and affected communities in respect of both the 
proposed NIA planning framework and the NIA diesel-reduction strategy. The significance 
of that order is that the BCUC shifted the debate from whether NIAs required dedicated 
long-term planning to what form that planning should take. 

On page 13 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

While not identical in circumstance, remote communities connected to the integrated 
transmission system that are served at the end of a long, radial transmission line, (which 
we interchangeably refer to as “grid-edge” or “edge-of-grid”), are likewise not fully captured 
within a traditional IRP framework. 
… 
We recommend that Manitoba Hydro establish an enhanced planning framework for 
isolated and grid-edge systems that operates as either part of the existing IRP, or alongside 
it in a parallel process. 

Question: 

a) Please confirm whether B.C. has remote communities that are connected to the 
provincial electricity grid through long, radial transmission lines. 

b) Please confirm whether the alternative BCUC process for non-integrated areas 
includes remote, grid-connected communities. If confirmed, please provide a 
reference to the BCUC’s findings with respect to the need to include remote, edge-
of-grid communities in the NIA planning process. 

c) If (b) is not confirmed, please explain why remote, edge-of-grid communities 
should be included in a separate planning process in Manitoba when the BCUC 
did not find they should be included in the NIA planning process.  

Rationale for Question: 

To better understand how resource planning for remote communities is performed in B.C. 

Response: 
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a) Confirmed. 

b) Not confirmed. 

c) The Boost/Energex evidence does not suggest that Manitoba Hydro simply adopt 
what has been done in BC without alteration, but rather that Manitoba Hydro establish 
its own planning framework intended to close the planning gaps that have been 
identified for both isolated diesel communities and remote grid-edge communities in 
Manitoba. We included grid-edge communities served by long radial transmission 
lines in our recommendations because it is clear that the circumstances and risks for 
these communities are both unique and more severe than the risks borne by 
communities with multiple or redundant transmission connections to the integrated 
system, and this risk differentiation is not captured in a traditional IRP. 

The evidence filed in this proceeding documents the basis for that conclusion in detail. 
Long radial transmission lines serving remote communities in northern Manitoba 
traverse high wildfire risk zones and provide no redundant supply path. Without 
additional mitigations, a single outage event on such a line can displace an entire 
community for months, as occurred at Mathias Colomb Cree Nation in 2025. These 
are materially different planning conditions from those applicable to communities 
served by the looped, redundant transmission infrastructure that characterizes the 
integrated system in more densely served parts of the province. The absence of a 
formalized planning framework in BC for these types of communities does not on its 
own mean that it is not necessary or beneficial in Manitoba. 

Furthermore, there has been an acknowledgement in BC that unique circumstances 
require unique planning solutions. As noted in Section 5.2.1.2 (p. 9-10) of our 
evidence, the BCUC recognized that a unique planning approach is needed for the 
community of Fort Nelson, as it isn’t captured by either the broader IRP process or 
the NIA planning framework.1 Fort Nelson is served by both a long radial transmission 
feed from Alberta through a high wildfire risk zone, and a diesel generating station in 
the community. 

 
1 BCUC, Order Number G-227-22, BC Hydro 2021 Integrated Resource Plan (August 12, 2022) 
(https://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/521198/1/document.do)  

https://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/521198/1/document.do
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PUB/MKO-2 

Part and Chapter: MKO-11 Boost/Energex Report Page #: 20, 45 

Topic: Indigenous Participation at Utility Scale 

Subtopic Equity Ownership of Transmission Assets 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 20 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

…transmission ownership can be a durable, long-term vehicle for economic participation 
that is structurally better suited to the financial circumstances of many Indigenous 
communities than a competitive procurement process requiring upfront commitment of 
development capital, at significant risk 

In addition to being a new way for Manitoba Hydro to pursue economic reconciliation with 
Indigenous communities, partnerships on transmission lines may enable Manitoba Hydro 
to access capital pools that are not otherwise available for wholly-owned lines. This can 
help improve the economic performance of projects in the resource inventory from 
Manitoba Hydro’s perspective by reducing their required capital contribution for each. 

On page 45 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

In the Manitoba context, a transmission line that is sold or partially sold to Indigenous 
owners through a similar process could follow a similar model, where Manitoba Hydro 
remains responsible for system planning and the use of the line, as well as operating and 
maintaining it over its life, through contractual arrangements with the line’s owners. 

Question: 

Please confirm whether indigenous ownership of a portion of a transmission line means 
that portion of the investment in the transmission line would not appear on Manitoba 
Hydro’s balance sheet and would not contribute to Manitoba Hydro’s debt. 

Rationale for Question: 

To further clarify the benefits of indigenous participation in the electric system. 

Response: 

Confirmed. 
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PUB/MKO-3 

Part and Chapter: MKO-11 Boost/Energex Report Page #: 26 

Topic: Community-scale Resources 

Subtopic Island Operation of Community-Scale Resources 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 26 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

Community-scale resources can also support more efficient operation of Manitoba Hydro’s 
broader hydroelectric system. By meeting a portion of local demand, distributed generation 
can allow hydro resources to be dispatched more strategically, preserving hydro storage 
for periods of higher system need or export opportunities. At the same time, these local 
resources can contribute to energy needs and resilience by providing supplemental supply 
during outages or transmission constraints, without displacing the central role of large-
scale hydro generation. Rather than replacing integrated system resources, community-
scale solutions in these settings should be understood as complementary; enhancing 
overall system performance while addressing the specific risk profile of grid-edge 
communities. 

Question: 

Please confirm whether these community-scale resources are able to safely operate 
independently of a grid connection, in the event of a transmission line outage such as a 
wildfire. 

Rationale for Question: 

To better understand the benefits from community-scale energy projects. 

Response: 

Confirmed. While Boost and Energex are not engineering firms, we believe there are 

control systems that can safely operate a community generating facility when a grid 

connection is down. It should be noted, however, that all types of generating facilities are 

not the same in this regard. For example, a thermal generating unit can provide capacity 

and reliability for the community in the event of a transmission outage in a way that a 

solar facility cannot. Battery storage added to the solar facility improves this to some 

degree. Each community project and configuration is unique, and the benefits from a 

capacity standpoint should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
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PUB/MKO-4 

Part and Chapter: MKO-11 Boost/Energex Report Page #: 55 

Topic: Community-scale Resources Standing Offer 

Subtopic Yukon’s Avoided Cost of Thermal Generation 

 

Preamble (if any): 

On page 55 of their report, Boost/Energex states: 

For smaller projects, the Standing Offer Program is designed to streamline 
interconnection and contracting for renewable generation selling to Yukon Energy 
Corporation on the Yukon Integrated System, and to ATCO Electric Yukon on the Watson 
Lake system. Standing Offer Program projects must generally be between 30 kW and 
2,000 kW, and initial system-wide limits were set at 20,000 MWh/year on the Yukon 
Integrated System and 2,100 MWh/year in Watson Lake, with review every two years. As 
noted previously, the limit on the Yukon Integrated System has since been lifted to 40,000 
MWh/year.  

The pricing approach is also important: the policy provides that Standing Offer rates are to 
be based on the avoided cost of thermal generation, may vary seasonally, and should 
provide proponents with pricing and market certainty sufficient to support financing.108 

Yukon’s Independent Power Production Policy referred to in footnote 180 provides a 
definition of avoided cost of thermal generation, but does not identify what type of thermal 
generation. 

Question: 

a) Please explain what is meant by the avoided cost of thermal generation. Does this 
mean community-sized reciprocating engine generator sets, as are found in off-
grid communities? Or does this mean larger, combustion turbine generating 
facilities fueled by natural gas or steam turbine facilities fueled by coal, biomass, 
gas, or oil? 

b) If an example of the avoided cost of generation or its calculation as specified by 
Yukon’s Independent Power Production Policy is available, please provide. 

Rationale for Question: 

To better understand how community-scale energy projects could be facilitated. 

Response: 

a) As noted on page 57 of our evidence, the Yukon IPP Policy specifically contemplates 
both on-grid and isolated off-grid scenarios, and sets the methodology for calculating 
pricing based on avoided cost of thermal generation for both scenarios. The language 
is found in Section 3 of Yukon Order in Council 2019/25, and is reproduced below: 
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“3 (1)  The price paid by an electrical utility for a kWh of electricity under an off-grid 
electricity purchase agreement  

(a)  is to be based on the weighted average cost of fuel purchased by the 
utility for the purpose of producing electricity by means of thermal 
generation for the five years immediately preceding the date on which the 
agreement takes effect; and  

(b)  is to account for any reduction in the maintenance, capital or other costs 
arising from the displacement of thermal generation as a result of the 
electricity generated by the facility.  

(2)  The price paid by an electrical utility for a kWh of electricity under an on-grid 
electricity purchase agreement is to be based on the utility’s average 
blended fuel price per kWh for thermal generation most recently approved 
by the board before the date on which the agreement takes effect.” 

For off-grid communities, this means that the full cost savings from the avoided use of 
the diesel generating units is contemplated. That includes not only the avoided diesel 
fuel cost, but also avoided operating, maintenance and capital costs. Examples include 
the avoided cost of hauling and storing diesel fuel (as less use over time requires less 
haulage to replace consumed fuel), as well as the anticipated impacts of deferred 
maintenance and capital overhaul costs as a result of reduced operating hours on the 
diesel engines each year. 

For on-grid communities, the avoided fuel cost of thermal generation on the integrated 
transmission system is used to set the pricing, without contemplation of avoided 
operating, maintenance and capital costs. 

In addition, Section 4 of Yukon Order in Council 2019/25 stipulates how the pricing is 
to be adjusted over time. For off-grid communities, pricing is adjusted annually by the 
change in CPI. For on-grid communities, pricing is adjusted annually by 50% of the 
change in CPI. 

b) The EPAs between the IPP and the utility under Yukon’s IPP policy are confidential 
and are not provided on the public record. We cannot find a sample calculation of the 
pricing embedded in a Yukon EPA, however we believe that a request for a sample 
calculation could be made by Manitoba Hydro or the PUB to the utility (ATCO Electric 
Yukon) or the Yukon Utility Board and it is likely it would be provided, as long as it does 
not disclose confidential information. We also note that the pricing for the first year of 
the Old Crow facility (2021) was $0.68 per kWh. 
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PUB/MKO-5 

Part and Chapter: MKO-12 (Dr. Datta Opinion Letter) Page #: 3 

Topic: UNDRIP and the IRP 

Subtopic  

 

Preamble (if any): 

Dr. Datta writes that “meaningful Indigenous participation is also consistent with the 
principles of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (United 
Nations General Assembly, 2007), including free, prior, and informed consent […].” 

Question: 

Drawing on Dr. Datta’s academic experience, please comment on whether the United 
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples applies only to engagement 
processes related to resource planning decisions, or whether it also applies to outcomes 
of resource planning decisions. Please also comment on the specific components of the 
Declaration which apply in either case. 

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the witness’ opinion on the application of UNDRIP. 

Response: 

Drawing on his academic experience, it is Dr. Datta’s opinion that the United Nations 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples should not be understood as applying 

only to engagement processes related to resource planning decisions. It is also relevant 

to the outcomes of those decisions, particularly where resource planning may affect 

Indigenous lands, waters, governance systems, economies, knowledge systems, 

community well-being, and future development pathways. 

In Dr. Datta’s opinion letter, he stated that meaningful Indigenous participation is 

consistent with UNDRIP principles, including free, prior, and informed consent, 

participation in decision-making, and respect for Indigenous governance institutions. 

From an academic and governance perspective, these principles apply both procedurally 

and substantively. 

Procedurally, UNDRIP is relevant to how Indigenous Nations are engaged in planning. 

Relevant components include participation in decision-making, consultation and 

cooperation in good faith, free, prior, and informed consent, and respect for Indigenous 

representative institutions. 
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Substantively, UNDRIP is also relevant to what resource planning decisions produce. In 

Dr. Datta’s opinion, planning outcomes should also be assessed in relation to Indigenous 

self-determination, protection of lands and waters, maintenance of Indigenous knowledge 

systems, community sustainability, economic participation, and intergenerational well-

being. From a governance perspective, resource planning decisions that produce unequal 

burdens, exclude Indigenous knowledge, or limit Indigenous authority over future 

development pathways may be inconsistent with the broader spirit of UNDRIP, even if 

some engagement activities occurred. 

In Dr. Datta’s opinion, in the IRP context, this means that UNDRIP should inform not only 

whether meetings or consultations occurred, but also whether Indigenous Nations had 

meaningful influence over planning assumptions, scenario development, evaluation 

criteria, preferred pathways, and long-term governance oversight. Dr. Datta identified 

these as key indicators of meaningful participation in his opinion letter.  

Therefore, in Dr. Datta’s opinion, UNDRIP is relevant to both the process and the 

outcomes of Manitoba Hydro’s resource planning. 
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PUB/MKO-6 

Part and Chapter: MKO-12 (Dr. Datta Opinion Letter) Page #: 2, 3, 6 

Topic: Governance Mechanisms 

Subtopic Indigenous Advisory and Co-Governance 

 

Preamble (if any): 

Dr. Datta writes: 

In my opinion, meaningful Indigenous participation in hydro and energy planning should be 
understood as an ongoing governance relationship rather than a limited consultation 
exercise associated with individual projects (Canada Energy Regulator [CER], 2023; Datta 
et al., 2022, 2023). 

Dr. Datta also recommends the incorporation of Indigenous advisory and co-governance 
mechanisms and/or structures in connection with Manitoba Hydro’s planning and 
implementation processes. 

In May 2026, Manitoba Hydro announced the creation and appointment of members to 
its Indigenous Advisory Circle, “to support and enhance the utility’s ongoing efforts in 
advancing Indigenous reconciliation. 

See, for example, Manitoba Hydro’s May 19, 2026 News Release: Indigenous Advisory 
Circle to support Manitoba Hydro-Electric Board 

Question: 

a) Please identify and describe any available examples of ongoing governance 
relationships between Indigenous Nations and utilities in other jurisdictions 
(Canadian or international). If multiple examples are available, please describe a 
selection of available examples most relevant and applicable to Manitoba. 

b) Please describe how Dr. Datta’s recommended Indigenous advisory or co-
governance mechanism or structure would be structured and how it would operate 
in relation to planning exercises like the development of an IRP. 

c) Please compare and contrast the advisory and co-governance mechanisms 
recommended by Dr. Datta with the Indigenous Advisory Circle announced by 
Manitoba Hydro in May 2026. 

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the expert’s recommendations, and to assess the recommendations against the 
current activities of Manitoba Hydro. 

Response: 
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a) Examples of ongoing governance relationships 

These examples are illustrative rather than prescriptive, although no single model can be 
transferred directly to Manitoba without adaptation to Treaty relationships, First Nation 
governance structures, and the specific history of hydro development in northern 
Manitoba. 

One relevant Canadian example is the governance architecture that emerged from the 
James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement. While the James Bay hydro context was 
highly contested, the agreement created institutional structures related to environmental 
review, local governance, economic development, and Cree and Inuit participation 
following hydro development. In Dr. Datta’s opinion, it illustrates that large-scale hydro 
planning requires more than project-specific consultation; it requires durable governance 
institutions that continue after initial approvals.  

A second relevant example is Indigenous equity and partnership participation in 
renewable energy projects. For example, the Mesgi’g Ugju’s’n Wind Farm in Quebec is 
owned in a 50-50 partnership between three Mi’gmaq First Nations and Innergex 
Renewable Energy, showing how Indigenous participation can move beyond consultation 
toward ownership, governance, revenue generation, and long-term decision-making.  

A third relevant model is Indigenous advisory participation in federal energy regulation, 
such as the Canada Energy Regulator’s efforts to enhance Indigenous involvement in 
regulatory processes. Although this is not a utility-specific model, it is relevant because it 
recognizes Indigenous participation as an ongoing governance relationship rather than 
an isolated consultation step. 

 

b) Recommended structure and operation 

1. In Dr. Datta’s opinion, an Indigenous advisory or co-governance mechanism for 
Manitoba Hydro’s IRP should include the following features: 

2. representation selected by affected Indigenous Nations, not only appointed by 
Manitoba Hydro;  

3. early involvement before planning assumptions and scenarios are finalized;  

4. authority to review and comment on planning assumptions, demand forecasts, 
scenario design, evaluation criteria, and preferred resource pathways;  

5. integration of Indigenous knowledge systems into planning methodologies;  

6. transparent reporting on how Indigenous recommendations are considered, 
accepted, modified, or rejected;  

7. adequate resources for Indigenous participation, including technical review, 
community engagement, translation, travel, and independent advice;  
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8. continuing oversight after the IRP is approved.  

This reflects Dr. Datta’s opinion that Indigenous participation should occur throughout 
early-stage planning, future energy priority-setting, impact assessment, socio-economic 
evaluation, monitoring, and long-term governance oversight.  

 

c) Comparison with Manitoba Hydro’s Indigenous Advisory Circle 

Based on the description provided, Manitoba Hydro’s Indigenous Advisory Circle may be 
a positive step toward relationship-building and reconciliation. However, an advisory circle 
and a co-governance mechanism are not the same. 

Based on the publicly available description, an advisory circle generally provides advice. 
In Dr. Datta’s opinion, a co-governance mechanism should include clearer authority, 
formalized participation in planning design, access to information, transparent response 
obligations, ongoing oversight, and mechanisms to demonstrate how Indigenous input 
influenced final decisions. 

Therefore, Manitoba Hydro’s Indigenous Advisory Circle may be consistent with part of 
Dr. Datta’s recommendation, but it would not fully satisfy the model that he recommends 
unless it has a clear mandate to influence IRP planning assumptions, scenario 
development, evaluation criteria, preferred pathways, implementation, and long-term 
accountability. 
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PUB/MKO-7 

Part and Chapter: MKO-12 (Dr. Datta Opinion Letter) Page #: 3-5 

Topic: Economic Reconciliation 

Subtopic  

 

Preamble (if any): 

Dr. Datta opines that: 

“…economic reconciliation should also be recognized as a public-interest consideration 
affecting Indigenous communities whose lands, waters, and economies have historically 
supported hydroelectric development in Manitoba. In the context of hydro development, 
economic reconciliation should involve more than short-term employment opportunities or 
limited consultation benefits (TRC, 2015; First Nations Major Projects Coalition [FNPMC], 
2022). Rather, economic reconciliation should include meaningful participation in long-term 
economic benefits, governance structures, infrastructure planning, and energy transition 
opportunities (FNPMC, 2022; Canadian Institute for Climate Choices & Energy, 2022).” 

“In my opinion, economic reconciliation should be understood as a long-term governance 
commitment rather than a one-time compensation process associated with individual 
projects.” 

“Thus, economic reconciliation should also be evaluated through an intergenerational 
lens.” 

Manitoba Hydro characterizes its 2025 IRP as presenting opportunities for economic 
reconciliation. For example, Manitoba Hydro’s December 11, 2025 News Release 
announcing its 2025 IRP road map quotes Mr. Allan Danroth, Manitoba Hydro President 
and Chief Executive Officer, as saying: 

“This plan will help support net-zero goals and boost the provincial economy, including 
providing opportunities for economic reconciliation.” 

The evidence of Mr. Daniel Kanu (WNST-14) indicates that there is no agreed-upon 
definition of economic reconciliation. 

Question: 

Please compare and contrast the use and meaning of the term “economic reconciliation” 
in the report of Dr. Datta against Manitoba Hydro’s references to “economic reconciliation” 
in the context of the 2025 IRP, as well as the discussion of economic reconciliation in the 
evidence of Mr. Kanu. 

Rationale for Question: 
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To identify and assess differing perspectives on the meaning of “economic reconciliation” 
in utility resource planning. 

Response: 

In his opinion letter, Dr. Datta uses the term “economic reconciliation” as a long-term 
governance and equity concept. He has stated that economic reconciliation should 
involve more than short-term employment opportunities or limited consultation benefits. 
Rather, it should include meaningful participation in long-term economic benefits, 
governance structures, infrastructure planning, and energy transition opportunities.  

Dr. Datta’s use of economic reconciliation also emphasizes distributional equity. Hydro-
affected First Nations should not disproportionately carry long-term environmental, social, 
cultural, and economic burdens while receiving limited participation in long-term benefits. 
In practical terms, Dr. Datta identified benefit-sharing, long-term community investment, 
Indigenous procurement, employment and training, Indigenous ownership participation, 
and community-led renewable energy as components of economic reconciliation.  

Based on the information presented in the question, Manitoba Hydro's reference to 
economic reconciliation in the 2025 IRP appears, based on the preamble, to frame 
economic reconciliation as an opportunity associated with net-zero planning and 
provincial economic development. That framing is not necessarily inconsistent with Dr. 
Datta’s opinion, but it is narrower unless it clearly explains how Indigenous Nations will 
participate in governance, benefit-sharing, ownership, procurement, infrastructure 
planning, and energy transition decision-making. 

With respect to Mr. Kanu’s evidence, Dr. Datta understands from the question that he 
indicates there is no agreed-upon definition of economic reconciliation. Dr. Datta agrees 
that the term can be used inconsistently. That is why, in Dr. Datta’s opinion, economic 
reconciliation should be defined in concrete planning terms rather than used only as an 
aspirational phrase. 

Therefore, the key difference is this: Manitoba Hydro’s use appears to identify economic 
reconciliation as a possible opportunity; Dr. Datta’s opinion conceptualizes economic 
reconciliation as a long-term governance commitment requiring measurable governance 
mechanisms, accountability, equitable benefit-sharing, and intergenerational 
responsibility. 


