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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-1 

Part and Chapter: WNST-14 (Mr. Kanu Report) Page #: 4, 7, 12 

Topic: Engagement with Indigenous Peoples 

Subtopic  
 

Preamble (if any): 

Mr. Kanu writes on page 4 of his report: 

Meaning that special efforts and strategies are needed to ensure Indigenous participation 
in surveys, interviews, workshops with interested parties, targeted outreach to Indigenous 
leaders, and meetings with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). 

Mr. Kanu also suggests on page 6 that Manitoba Hydro may have implemented some 
“special measures” to facilitate Indigenous participation in engagement: 

Even with special measures, Indigenous people, people living on reserves, and people 
living in the north are underrepresented in 2025 IRP Public engagement. 

Mr. Kanu writes on page 7 of his report:  

By excluding First Nations and remote communities from any special consideration, the 
IRP is at risk of causing undue harm to remote communities. This means, remote 
communities are unable to improve access and/or generate affordable and reliable energy 
essential to key to participating in the economy. 

Page 8 further provides: 

The 2025 IRP and subsequent IRPs will guide resource development and investments in 
the province. The planning process and evaluation are useful in bridging those gaps and 
reducing and/or eliminating undue harms that are perpetuated when Indigenous people 
cannot adequately inform the process. 

Question: 

a) Please identify the special efforts or special measures that the author suggests 
may be required to support Indigenous participation in engagement. 

b) Please clarify the special consideration that the author recommends be afforded 
to remote communities in resource planning. 

c) Please explain the author’s reference to undue harms as referenced in the 
preamble, including by confirming whether or not these refer to the socio-economic 
gaps identified on page 8 of the author’s report.  

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the recommendations presented in the report of Mr. Kanu. 
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Response: 

a) Indigenous peoples, leadership, and communities have a great diversity of 
political, economic, cultural and social differences that necessitate a diversity of 
approaches and engagement process. In general, First Nation and Metis 
communities in Manitoba have had a challenging history with external 
corporations, governments and organizations, including Manitoba Hydro. 
Establishing trust and supporting Indigenous participation will take time, resources, 
and follow through. 

The IRP is intended to be an iterative process and can build on engagement and 
relationship building that has been underway. As noted, this means bringing in 
Indigenous peoples and leadership at the earliest possible point in the process and 
ensuring frequent touchpoints throughout the process. Given the IRP will continue 
to be adapted in an ongoing, iterative planning cycle, one practical approach would 
be to host a meeting with Indigenous representatives along with Manitoba Hydro 
and the province in between planning cycles to evaluate the current IRP and pre-
plan the next IRP. The first meeting is unlikely to produce tangible deliverables and 
so will necessitate meetings occurring overtime. In my opinion, this meeting would 
need to be hosted in the near term and then be reconvened at least annually in 
preparation for future IRPs. The need for time to benefit engagement is by no 
means unique to Indigenous peoples. 

The need for additional time, including with respect to review periods and 
deadlines, is connected to the issue of a lack of resources for Indigenous peoples 
to participate in policy and planning processes. Meaningful participation requires 
resources prior to the process itself. Representatives and expertise from other 
sectors of the population have benefited from large-scale investments in training, 
institution building, and coordination. Consider that Canadian universities, 
colleges, industry and governments have directly and indirectly invested in experts 
for decades and afford those experts opportunities to integrate their knowledge 
and understanding into policy and planning processes. Indigenous experts have 
also benefited from those investments but remain underrepresented in most 
institutions across Canada.  

For Indigenous knowledge carriers and elders have far fewer financial and non-
financial investments that can be challenging when participating in policy and 
planning processes. Representatives from many Indigenous governments have 
many duties and are limited in the ability to take on new processes effectively. 
Many Indigenous governments have and are investing in those capacities. In the 
short-term, engagement processes provide honoraria, designated coordinator 
positions, and deadline extensions to address the gap in current resources. 
However, the long-term investment is needed to support Indigenous peoples 
including knowledge carriers to participate in future processes. 

Indigenous participation would greatly benefit from follow-through and 
accountability. This would mean the proponent are able demonstrate they have 
heard feedback or followed through on commitments. For the IRP, this means 
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responding to feedback, identifying solutions, and modifying the plan. Combined 
with a long-term engagement strategy with time and resources for Indigenous 
participation follow-through will be essential in building trust and improve outcomes 
for future IRPs. 

b) Northern and remote communities that are off-grid or have otherwise less reliable 
connection to the grid should necessitate special consideration within the 2025 IRP 
and future IRPs that seek to ensure reliable and affordable energy for all 
Manitobans. Special considerations informed by representatives from those 
communities might include: objectives and plans to support energy reliability in 
remote and northern communities; recognition of energy needs for those 
communities; an evaluation of resource options that improve reliability for remote 
communities; and set timelines and metrics for addressing gaps in reliability. 
Modeling and analysis should be tested to see if there are differences when the 
needs of remote and northern communities are prioritized and what can then apply 
to development plans going forward. Alternatively, Manitoba Hydro and the 
province could consider a separate process focused on addressing energy 
reliability and affordability for remote and northern communities that is itself 
recognized in the future IRPs.  

c) “Undue harms” are best articulated by Indigenous peoples and representatives 
from those communities. The concern from my point of view is that IRP generalizes 
resource selection that seeks to reduce risks for the average Manitoba while 
leaving Indigenous, northern, and remote communities more vulnerable. Some of 
those impacts are environmental and/or related to section 35 rights, however there 
are also multiple socio-economic harms that should be accounted for in the IRP. 
The IRP does not currently address energy reliability in northern and remote 
communities. Any efforts to improve energy generation, transmission, and storage 
for those communities will not benefit from an integrated planning process. Without 
reliable energy, northern and remote communities may be less likely to attract 
business investment, less likely to create employment, have challenges 
maintaining infrastructure, have more severe crises during climate-related 
emergencies, and have increased costs of living. Commitments and investment 
from Manitoba Hydro and the provincial government can still be brought forward 
without the IRP and may be required to address further impacts. 
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-2 

Part and Chapter: WNST-14 (Mr. Kanu Report) Page #: 9 

Topic: Economic Reconciliation 

Subtopic  
 

Preamble (if any): 

The Report of Mr. Kanu acknowledges at page 9 that the definition of the term “economic 
reconciliation” is not agreed upon. The Report says that the 2025 IRP uses the following 
metric:  

Economic Reconciliation concerned with “potential to promote economic reconciliation with 
Indigenous peoples, Nations, businesses, and governments.” 

Appendix A to Manitoba Hydro’s Engagement Report indicates that members of the 
Technical Advisory Committee recommended that economic reconciliation be defined in 
a manner addressing historical and ongoing impacts, with a focus on public interest. (See 
WA NI SKA TAN/MH I-10) 

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 Dr. Datta (Exhibit MKO-12) describes economic reconciliation as a 
“public-interest consideration” and a “long-term governance commitment”, and indicates 
that it should be “evaluated through an intergenerational lens”. 

Question: 

What is the author’s suggested definition of “economic reconciliation?” Please also 
comment on differences in use or meaning of the term “economic reconciliation” by Mr. 
Kanu, Dr. Datta, and Manitoba Hydro. 

Rationale for Question: 

The author notes that there are many ways to define “economic reconciliation” but does 
not offer a definition.  

Response: 

As previously noted, economic reconciliation as a term is difficult to define and, in my 
opinion, is unsuitable as a metric for the IRP. The term first came into to use following the 
publication of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (TRC) and the 



  2025 IRP & MNF Review 
PUB/WA NI SKA TAN Information Requests 

June 26, 2026 

 Page 6 of 22 
 

 

adoption of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights on Indigenous Peoples 
(UNDRIP). In my view, any definitions of economic reconciliation must be based in the 
TRC’s understanding of reconciliation, which is about “establishing and maintaining a 
mutually respectful relationship between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples (TRC, 
2015, Chapter 6: Reconciliation).” Economic reconciliation should be defined as a 
process of building a mutually respectful economic relationship between nations that 
addresses historic and ongoing disparities.  

As noted by Dr. Datta, this is relationship is a process that requires a long-term 
commitment. I would agree with this characterization and point to the need for partnership 
and relationship-building that should be central economic reconciliation. 

Manitoba Hydro defines the metric as a “potential to promote economic reconciliation with 
Indigenous peoples, Nations, businesses, and governments”, but does not provide clarity 
on the definition. While future economic opportunities and benefits are a part of economic 
reconciliation, there is no mention of financial compensation, mitigating economic 
disparities, or addressing historic impacts.  
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-3 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 4 

Topic: Engagement Survey 

Subtopic Survey Instrument 
 

Preamble (if any): 

Wa Ni Ska Tan created and distributed an online survey through its network of contacts. 

Question: 

Please provide a copy of the survey used in the engagement process described in the 
Report. 

Rationale for Question: 

The survey instrument itself is not attached to or reproduced in the Report. Review of the 
questions asked would inform assessment of Dr. McLachlan’s evidence. 

Response: 

A copy of the survey instrument, administered through Our Data Indigenous 
(https://ourdataindigenous.ca/questionnaire/#key=hydro-1), can be found attached in 
Appendix A. 
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-4 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 4 

Topic: Engagement Survey 

Subtopic Survey Distribution Method 
 

Preamble (if any): 

Wa Ni Ska Tan created and distributed an online survey through its network of contacts. 

Question: 

Please provide a complete description of the method by which the survey was distributed, 
including the channels used, the time period during which it was open, any intermediaries 
involved in its distribution. 

Rationale for Question: 

The distribution methodology is material to assessing the survey. 

Response: 

The survey was distributed through the following channels between approximately June 
8th and June 15th: (a) Paid advertising campaigns on Facebook and Instagram under the 
Wa Ni Ska Tan account, run in two waves on June 8, 2026, and June 15, 2026; (b) A 
webinar registration email list of 105 recipients, sent June 9, 2026; (c) Two Mailchimp 
email newsletter sends, on June 9, 2026, and June 14, 2026, each to a subscriber list of 
53 recipients; and (d) direct outreach by Wa Ni Ska Tan communications staff to 
community members and partner organizations. Examples of outreach communications 
inviting recipients to complete the survey are attached as Appendix B. 

With respect to the distribution method described in (a) above, the only targeting 
parameter applied to these campaigns was a geographic limit to Manitoba, Canada. 
There was no targeting based on interests, associations, demographics, or other criteria 
was used. This approach was taken to expand our sample beyond those already involved 
with or aware of Wa Ni Ska Tan as an organization to include all Manitobans interested 
in the 2025 IRP or Indigenous voices into our sample. The geographic parameter was 
applied identically across both Facebook and Instagram platforms through Meta Business 
Manager and was not changed between the two waves. By their nature, such postings 
are potentially shared by the initial recipients to others within their social media networks. 

With respect to the method distribution method described in (b) above, a webinar on the 
topic of the IRP was held on June 4,  supported by several organizations, including the 
Public Interest Law center, the Manitoba Eco-Network, the Manitoba Energy Justice 



  2025 IRP & MNF Review 
PUB/WA NI SKA TAN Information Requests 

June 26, 2026 

 Page 9 of 22 
 

 

Coalition, the Lake Winnipeg Indigenous Collective, and Wa Ni Ska Tan. A total of 105 
people registered for this webinar, with 70 people attending. Wa Ni Ska Tan sent the 
survey to the 105 registrants. 

With respect to the method described in (c) above, Wa Ni Ska Tan has a subscribers list 
of 53 people. A total of five people clicked on the link to the survey included in the email 
newsletter distributed June 9 and June 14, with only one person completing the survey. 

With respect to the distribution method described in (d) above, Wa Ni Ska Tan 
communications staff distributed the survey to approximately 20 individual community 
members and partner organizations by email and social media (e.g. WhatsApp). 
Recipients of the direct outreach were asked to further circulate the survey link within their 
own personal and community networks. Wa Ni Ska Tan could not track this secondary 
distribution and therefore the survey’s full reach through these contacts cannot be 
quantified.  
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-5 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #:  

Topic: Engagement Survey 

Subtopic Population and Response Rate 
 

Preamble (if any): 

Wa Ni Ska Tan created and distributed an online survey through its network of contacts. 

Question: 

Please state the total number of individuals who received the survey, or who could have 
received it, and provide the response rate calculated on that basis. 

Rationale for Question: 

Response rate is a standard indicator of survey reliability.  

Response: 

53 responses were recorded by June 15, the results of which were included in Dr. 
McLachlan’s expert report dated June 19, 2026. The current number of completed 
responses, as of July 7, 2026, is 68. A total of 93 individuals at least began the survey. 

Wa Ni Ska Tan cannot provide a precise total number of individuals who received or could 
have received the survey and accordingly cannot calculate a response rate on that basis.  

An iterative sampling approach was used, commonly referred to “snowball sampling.” 
Snowball sampling is described by researchers as "particularly effective for accessing 
hard-to-reach populations [...], defined as those who are difficult to find, contact, or 
interview due to missing records, stigma, immobility, incarceration, reluctance, or 
language barriers" (Ting, Memon, Thurasamy & Cheah, 2025, p. 3). Wa Ni Ska Tan 
considered this method as appropriate for reaching the Indigenous respondents in 
Northern Manitoba who can be characterized as a “hard-to-reach” population, as evinced 
by the very limited response rate of Northern Manitobans to Manitoba Hydro’s own 
surveys. 

A recognized limitation of snowball sampling is that: 

Unlike probability sampling techniques, where the total number of individuals 
approached is known, snowball sampling relies on participants recruiting others 
within their social networks. This lack of visibility over the total pool of potential 
respondents makes it difficult to determine how many people were actually invited 
to participate versus how many completed the survey. Consequently, it is not 
possible to calculate a precise response rate, which is a key indicator of survey 
validity and reliability. (Ting, Memon, Thurasamy & Cheah, 2025, pp. 5-6) 
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In addition to its use of Facebook and Instagram, Wa Ni Ska Tan distributed the survey 
using a network-based method: initial recipients were asked to further circulate the survey 
link within their own contacts. Wa Ni Ska Tan could not track this secondary distribution. 
Because the sampling frame is unknown, a response rate (a metric requiring a defined 
denominator of eligible individuals) cannot be meaningfully calculated for a survey 
distributed using an iterative sampling approach (Ting, Memon, Thurasamy & Cheah, 
2025, p. 3). As with any approach to data collection, the advantages (in this case, access 
to hard-to-reach populations and timely responses) must be balanced against any 
shortcomings (in this case, difficulties in generalizing from respondents to the population 
as a whole and potential bias).  

The intention of Wa Ni Ska Tan’s survey was never to generalize from the respondents 
to all Manitobans or even northern Indigenous respondents, but rather to adequately 
document the responses themselves regarding the IRP and to do so in a credible way 
within two weeks. The reliability of any data that are gathered can be assessed using two 
other criteria: completion response rates and triangulation.    

A completion rate, distinct from a response rate, can be reported based on platform-
tracked data: of 93 individuals who began the survey, 68 completed it, representing a 
completion rate of approximately 73%. This number reflects engagement among those 
who started the survey, not the proportion of the total distributed population that 
responded to the survey, which remains unknowable for the reasons outline above. A 
generally accepted threshold of 50% is used to assess whether bias occurred because a 
sizeable subset of potential respondents was unable or unwilling to complete the survey, 
which did not occur in this case. 

Data reliability can also be assessed using triangulation, understood as convergence 
among multiple, independent sources of information as an indicator of the credibility of 
research findings (Creswell & Miller, 2000, pp. 124-130). This criterion is widely used in 
non-probabilistic qualitative and/or descriptive data collection and analysis. In this case, 
three independent sources of data were collected as part of Wa Ni Ska Tan's engagement 
process, namely: Likert-scale and open-ended qualitative survey responses; qualitative 
responses in individual interviews; and qualitative responses to group interviews. To a 
lesser degree, responses to Manitoba Hydro’s surveys represents a fourth source of data, 
notwithstanding that northern and especially northern Indigenous perspectives were 
largely underrepresented. When the responses from these four independently collected 
data sources were compared, respondent insights, concerns, and solutions were largely 
aligned as reflected in Dr McLachlan’s report. Such cross-source alignment reflects the 
reliability and thus credibility of these data.  

While response rate is most meaningfully applied to probabilistic sampling, Wa Ni Ska 
Tan does not assert that its survey data represents all Northern Manitobans or all 
Northern Indigenous Manitobans. Rather, the survey sought to create an additional 
avenue of engagement for Northern Indigenous Manitobans within the 2025 IRP process, 
a population whose participation in Manitoba Hydro's own engagement processes has 
been severely limited to date. 
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Aggregate paid social media advertising figures are also available. Across all four ad 
placements (two Facebook, two Instagram), total ad reach was 2,403, generating 19 link 
clicks directly attributable to the ads, representing a click-through rate of approximately 
0.79%. As described in PUB/WNST-IR4, these campaigns used broad, geographic-only 
targets (i.e., Manitoba-wide, with no interest, demographic, or behavioral targeting 
applied), consistent with Wa Ni Ska Tan's intent to avoid selecting for a predisposed 
audience. A click-through rate calculated across a broad, non-interest-targeted audience 
is not directly comparable to benchmarks derived from narrowly targeted campaigns 
optimized for a specific audience segment. Further, these figures reflect engagement with 
the paid advertising and are not combinable with the completion rate described above, as 
ad-platform data does not distinguish which resulting survey completions, if any, 
originated from these ads specifically. The survey instrument also did not ask 
respondents to identify which channel or platform they came from to help preserve 
respondent anonymity. 
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-6 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 11 

Topic: Engagement Survey 

Subtopic Interviewee Identification and Screening 
 

Preamble (if any): 

The Report identifies (by initials) 16 interviewees from five First Nations in northern 
Manitoba. 

At page 14 of the Report Dr. McLachlan writes that “Manitoba Hydro’s engagement with 
northern First Nations seems characterized by working only with leadership, if this even 
occurs, or with hand-picked community members rather than working with the larger 
community.” 

Question: 

a) Please provide a description of how interviewees were identified for the interview 
component of the engagement, including any screening criteria, invitation criteria, 
or selection methodology applied. 

b) Please describe the positions or roles held by the individuals interviewed, including 
specifically whether interviewees were in leadership positions, non-leadership 
positions, or a mix of both. 

c) Please compare and contrast Dr. McLachlan’s selection of 16 interviewees with 
his characterization of Manitoba Hydro’s approach on page 14 of his report. 

Rationale for Question: 

The basis on which interviewees were selected is relevant to assessing their responses. 

Response: 

a) Key contacts were initially identified through Wa Ni Ska Tan’s network of members 
of hydro-impacted First Nations. Any subsequent outreach was an entirely 
Indigenous-led process. If a key contact indicated interest in participating, follow-
up interviews were scheduled, some of which took place in community 
(Pimicikamak Cree Nation and Norway House Cree Nation members) and out on 
the land (O-Pipon-Na-Piwin Cree Nation members), while other interviews were 
conducted by video conferencing (Tataskweyak Cree Nation and Fox Lake Cree 
Nation members) to best accommodate participant schedules. In all cases, the 
identities of the interviewees were not known before the interview took place, 
because any and all participants were identified by the key contacts in an entirely 
Indigenous-led process. In total, 16 members from five hydro-impacted First 
Nations participated in the interviews (see Table 1 below, from page 11 of 
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Dr.McLachlan’s report). No screening criteria were used to exclude participants. 
Participation took place at the discretion of the initial key community contact. All 
participants were highly knowledgeable about Manitoba Hydro and its impacts on 
both the environment and livelihoods and were also willing to work within the 
confines established by the Order-in-Council 12/2026. The outcomes of these 
interviews were highly insightful and relevant to the IRP proceeding, however, the 
demographics and the outcomes should not be seen as representative of the 
interviewee’s First Nation or all hydro-impacted First Nations. 

 

b) As indicated in Table 1 above, participation was diverse. All participants were land 
users and lived in community. Of the 16 interviews, some were in leadership (n=5) 
but the majority were not (n=11). Of the latter, some were Elders (n=4), some were 
Knowledge Keepers (n=7), one of latter being a local youth. 

c) The sampling approach used by Manitoba Hydro (criticized at pages 14 and 101 
of Dr. McLachlan report) and Dr. McLachlan (described in [a] above) can both be 
characterized as “purposive”, i.e., not random; however, the underlying process 
used in the two approaches were substantially dissimilar.  

The “hand-picking” selection noted by participants in Dr McLachlan’s report 
describes an approach to engagement directed by, and at the discretion of, 
Manitoba Hydro intended to further its own priorities irrespective of the 
perspectives of grassroots individuals who are normally excluded from meaningful 
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engagement and hydro-related planning and decision-making. In contrast, the 
selection processes reflected in Dr McLachlan’s report were entirely Indigenous-
led and at the discretion of the key contacts who had a long history working at the 
grassroots level.  

Moreover, the nature of the interactions between Manitoba Hydro and its 
interviewees, and between Dr. McLachlan and their interviewees, was also 
substantively different. The interviews conducted by Dr. McLachlan were open-
ended, focusing on the 2025 IRP as well as ideas for future iterations of the IRP, 
and remained receptive to participant concerns.  In contrast, as described in Dr. 
McLachlan’s report (pages 14, 139-140), Manitoba Hydro took a one-way 
informational approach to Indigenous engagement rather than an Indigenous-led, 
people-centered, and inclusive approach. 
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-7 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 139 

Topic: Demographics 

Subtopic Northern Postal Code Indigenous Population Data 
 

Preamble (if any): 

The Report states:  

Indeed, of the >11,000 survey respondents, only four (three First Nations, one Métis) 
responded from the northernmost FSA code (R0B) which accounts for 67% of Manitoba’s 
land area and which is >90% Indigenous.  

Question: 

Please provide the source data, including the year of the data, underlying the statement 
that postal code area R0B is 90% Indigenous. 

Rationale for Question: 

To clarify the currency of the data.  

Response: 

In the 2021 Census of Population (Statistics Canada), 90.4% of the population of Forward 
Sortation Area R0B reported Indigenous identity (i.e. 38,215 Indigenous population / 
42,205 total population).  

Source: Statistics Canada, 2021 Census of Population, Indigenous identity by Forward 
Sortation Area. Geography: FSA R0B. Table/product: the FSA-level Census profile 
(StatsCan Census Profile, 2021, geography = FSA). (catalogue no. 98-316-X2021001). 
The link to these data for R0B is provided here. 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=R0B&DGUIDlist=2021A0011R0B&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1,4&HEADERlist=0
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-8 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 138 

Topic: Technical Advisory Committee 

Subtopic Review of Hydro Information Request Responses 
 

Preamble (if any): 

Finding 6(a) provides:  

6a) Finding: Our evidence shows that through all of its avenues of public engagement, the 
Manitoba Hydro relied almost entirely on information provision and to a lesser degree 
targeted feedback on its ideas, this especially the case with the Technical Advisory Group. 
Rarely if ever did we see any opportunity much less a demonstrated example where such 
outreach influenced the modelling or the IRP as a whole. This was even the case for the 
TAC, which met eight times over a two-year period. 

In its response to Information Request PUB/MH I-79b, Manitoba Hydro stated that: 

b) Manitoba Hydro determined when engagement feedback could influence decisions, thus 
suggesting a “consult” level of engagement, by working through the various decisions in 
the IRP process that could be informed by the input of various audiences. This involved 
discussions between engagement practitioners and IRP technical staff to build a shared 
understanding of the areas where decisions could be influenced, as well as important 
project management considerations such as available resources, potential techniques, and 
time available in the project schedule. 

For example, in Round 1 Engagement of the 2025 IRP, it was noted that feedback should 
be sought on key inputs and scenarios. This indicated the opportunity for the feedback 
shared to influence these elements of the IRP (a ‘consult’ level of engagement). An 
example of how feedback influenced decisions is presented in the materials for TAC 
meeting 6 (Spring 2025) pdf pages 623 – 629 (Engagement Report Appendix A). 

Question: 

Please provide comments reconciling Finding 6(a) in the Report of Dr. McLachlan with 
the response of Manitoba Hydro to PUB/MH I-79b. 

Rationale for Question: 

Manitoba Hydro’s information request responses contain material bearing on the TAC’s 
role and influence.  

Response: 

Manitoba Hydro's response to PUB/MH I-79b makes two distinct claims: a description of 
the methodology by which it identified where feedback could inform decisions, and a 
specific example offered to demonstrate that feedback did influence a decision. 
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Dr. McLachlan’s finding outlined in 6(a) above addresses the second claim: it questions 
whether Manitoba Hydro’s engagement activities demonstrably influenced modelling or 
the IRP as a whole, not whether Manitoba Hydro had an internal process for identifying 
where such influence might theoretically occur. A methodology for determining which 
decisions could be informed by feedback describes an intention and a design; it is not 
itself evidence that feedback changed an outcome. Dr. McLachlan does not dispute the 
fact that Manitoba Hydro might have had such an internal process; rather, the disputes 
Manitoba Hydro’s claim that public feedback meaningfully influenced IRP-related 
decisions. 

Therefore, the only part of Manitoba Hydro's response capable conflicting finding 6(a) is 
the specific example it offers as evidence that it met the “consult” level of engagement, 
whereby public feedback influences decisions, namely the materials for TAC Meeting #6 
(Spring 2025) at Engagement Report, Appendix A, pages 623 to 629. As set out below, 
this example does not demonstrate the kind of influence finding 6(a) addresses, and the 
two statements are not in conflict. 

Finding 6(a) does not claim Manitoba Hydro never recorded TAC comments; rather, it 
argues that the TAC process was overwhelmingly informational and that Manitoba Hydro 
has not shown TAC input materially changed the core modelling, resource screening, 
evaluation framework, or the Recommended Development Plan. In fact, the pages cited 
by Manitoba Hydro actually support Finding 6(a): they record engagement functioning as 
information provision and confirmation, with the only change attributable to feedback 
confined to an adjustment of one resource options strategy and accompanying 
sensitivities, not the modelling or the IRP as a whole.  

The following list of evidence provides justification for Dr. McLachlan’s Finding 6(a): 

1. The cited pages describe confirmation and clarification, not influence: 
 
Pages 623 to 629 sit within Meeting #6 section “How We Are Incorporating Feedback” 
(Appendix A, slides 13 to 29; the meeting summary on Appendix A, p 778, confirms 
this heading and slide range). Within the cited pages, the slide header reads “Feedback 
confirmed the eight scenarios,” subtitled “Concurrence that modelling only the most 
likely scenarios was an acceptable strategy” (slide 17, p 624); “Feedback led to 
changes in 1st priority sensitivities,” subtitled “Changes reflect clarifications requested 
and feedback heard” (slide 18, p 625); and “Feedback confirmed the 2nd and 3rd priority 
sensitivities” (slide 19, p 626). The preceding slides carry the same message: 
“Feedback confirmed the three load projections” (slides 13 and 14) and “Feedback 
resulted in clarifications to the load projection planning assumptions” (slide 15, p 622). 
All confirmations were concurrences with positions Manitoba Hydro had already set. 
The clarifications were fuller explanation of its assumptions. Neither shows 
engagement changing the IRP, which is a pattern finding 6(a) describes. 

 
2. Sensitivity as an adjustment: 

 
In slide 16 (p 623), “Feedback resulted in a change to one resource options strategy,” 
which Manitoba Hydro describes as “updating Strategy D to be less restrictive” and 
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adding “a sensitivity to reintroduce restriction on hydrogen and biomass generation.” 
Strategy D is one of four such strategies, and what was added is a sensitivity. 
Manitoba Hydro’s own slide 9 in the same deck (p 616) states that the scenarios were 
“finalized using what we heard through engagement round 1 (Meetings 1-3).” The load 
projections, the resource options strategies, and the eight scenarios that define the 
modelling were therefore set before Meeting #6. Adjusting one strategy’s (i.e., D) 
restrictiveness and adding sensitivities does not influence the modelling or the IRP as 
a whole. 

 
What should also be noted is that the absolute-zero element in the cited pages did not 
begin as a sensitivity (slide 18, p 625). In Meeting #2, committee members requested 
a fourth load projection covering absolute-zero emissions from space heating and 
transportation. Manitoba Hydro did not build the projection. It produced a load 
sensitivity instead and recorded on slide 22 (p 629) that doing so “moved away from 
the guiding principles used to develop the three load projections.” Manitoba Hydro 
initially stated in the information request record that it “heard that the load projections 
should consider what is required to achieve zero emissions from the transportation 
and space heating sectors by 2050” (PUB/MH I-10, page 4). It then treated the 
resulting sensitivity as “a less cost-effective pathway to a net-zero economy,” and 
confirmed that “evaluation of total resource costs was not included in this sensitivity” 
(PUB/MH I-63, page 1). The one change Manitoba Hydro attributes to feedback was 
a test run around the existing projection set and was not carried into the full cost 
evaluation that informed the plan. 

 
3. During the TAC meeting that Manitoba Hydro itself cites, members said the feedback 

had not produced substantive change. The Meeting #6 summary records, in the same 
“How We Are Incorporating Feedback” section, states that “members asked for more 
information on any substantive changes that were made based on engagement 
feedback, with some noting that they were expecting to see more significant changes 
to the modelling assumptions and reconciliation value theme” (Appendix A, p 778). 
Manitoba Hydro’s recorded answer identified only the load sensitivity and “ongoing” 
discussions on economic reconciliation metrics. The committee’s own assessment, 
captured in Manitoba Hydro’s record of the very meeting it relies on, is that the 
process had not produced significant change to the modelling or to the reconciliation 
theme. 
 

4. The pattern holds across the TAC record. WNST’s review of the published TAC 
meeting summaries (Appendix A, section 6.5) shows Manitoba Hydro’s responses to 
committee input were predominantly explanatory, defending existing methods, scope, 
and mandate, or restrictive, declining requests on stated constraints. The few 
instances of adoption were procedural or administrative, including the wording of the 
ToR, the method for summarizing meeting notes, and deferring a presentation, 
together with the single load sensitivity. Substantive requests, including reconciliation 
as its own value theme, winter solar capacity values, consistent resource 
characteristics across options, and an agricultural committee seat, were 
acknowledged and explained away or declined. Northern and off-grid concerns 
followed the same course: Manitoba Hydro identified the four off-grid diesel 
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communities, Shamattawa, Tadoule Lake, Brochet, and Lac Brochet, but the record 
shows no distinct load-projection treatment or resource pathway for them (Appendix 
A, Meeting #4 summary). By the final meetings the limit on influence was explicit. At 
Meeting #8 (December 2025), Manitoba Hydro told members that the Recommended 
Development Plan was “shared for awareness and understanding” and that “feedback 
from the TAC will not result in changes to the recommended development plan” 
(Appendix A Supplement, p 149). At Meeting #9 (April 2026), “several members were 
unsure how feedback influenced outcomes, describing parts of the process as 
predetermined,” some “suggested the TAC meeting close to the public release of the 
IRP felt performative” (Appendix A Supplement, page 164). 
 

5. The engagement did not affect core investment choices. WNST’s interview record 
confirms this. TAC member (TAC1) observed that natural gas combustion turbines 
appeared across “the three major models that they ran” and described the gas turbine 
as a “foregone conclusion” (WNST interview record, May 21, 2026, also included in 
WNST’s expert report p 38). The IRP confirms the premise because all ten potential 
development plans include natural gas combustion turbines (Final IRP, Figure 10, p 
47). Manitoba Hydro’s described response to combustion-turbine concerns was to 
group the plans for presentation (Final IRP, p 47), not to remove turbines from any 
plan. The same member noted that no participant was recruited to the TAC as a 
northern representative, questioned whether southern gas and wind investments 
would materially help the North, and said the public presentations occurred too late 
“to really meaningfully impact anything” (also included as TAC 1 interview excerpt on 
WNST’s expert report, p 36). The record also identifies community-relevant options 
the planning frame did not reflect, including northern retrofits, heat pumps, and 
Indigenous-led generation such as Fisher River’s one-megawatt solar project, “the 
first utility-scale solar installation in the province” (WNST interview record, May 25, 
2026, and also cited in WNST’s report page 121). 
 

6. In conclusion, PUB/MH I-79b describes the mechanism of a consult-level feedback 
loop, a process of reporting back what was done with the inputs. Finding 6(a) 
describes the result that mechanism produced. On the pages Manitoba Hydro cites, 
and across the wider TAC record, that result is confirmation, clarification, and 
adjustments to a strategy and its sensitivities, not influence over the modelling or the 
IRP as a whole. A load sensitivity that Manitoba Hydro did not adopt as a projection, 
did not fully cost on a total resource basis, and confirmed at Meeting #8 would not 
change the Recommended Development Plan, does not refute Finding 6(a). The 
PUB/MH I-79b example therefore proves WNST’s Finding 6(a) rather than a need to 
reconcile it. 

 
References: 
- MH 2025 IRP Engagement Report, Appendix A: TAC Meeting #6 deck slides 9 and 13 to 23 (pp 615 to 

630),  
- Meeting #6 summary (p 778),  
- Meeting #4 summary;  
- Meeting summaries S 6.5.  
- Appendix A Supplement (June 2026): Meeting #8 (p 149), Meeting #9 (pages 163 to 164).  
- MH responses to PUB/MH I-10 and I-63 (April 15, 2026) 
- MH 2025 IRP (Final), Figure 10, p 47. 
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PUB/WA NI SKA TAN-9 

Part and Chapter: WNST-17 (Dr. McLachlan Report) Page #: 138 

Topic: BC Hydro Consultation 

Subtopic Documents and Sources Reviewed 
 

Preamble (if any): 

At page 138, the Author says:  

8a) Finding: Our evidence shows the BC IRP was much more successful in engaging with 
First Nations throughout BC, a major shortcoming of the 2025 IRP that is the focus of this 
report. 

Question: 

Please file copies of the documents relied upon by Dr. McLachlan in assessing 
engagement by BC Hydro with Indigenous Nations respecting integrated resource 
planning. 

Rationale for Question: 

The BC Hydro comparison is used to support recommendations regarding Manitoba 
Hydro’s engagement practices.  

Response: 

The documents from BC Hydro relied upon by Dr. McLachlan are summarized and listed 
below. Broadly, the documents pertain to BC Hydro’s engagement with Indigenous 
Nations during development of its 2021 Integrated Resource Plan, titled Clean Power 
2040. BC Hydro’s engaged 85 Indigenous Nations, Tribal Councils, and Indigenous 
organizations across two phases and recorded how it considered and incorporated input 
from these participants in Chapter 4 of its Application to the British Columbia Utilities 
Commission (BCUC).  

1. Fall 2020 Indigenous Nations consultation summary report: irp-IR-consultation-
summary-report-fall-2020.pdf  
 

In Phase 1 (Fall 2020), BC Hydro sought Indigenous input as it began developing 
the plan. It held three regional workshops, supported by a consultation workbook 
and a survey: Southern Interior (November 27, 2020), Lower Mainland/Vancouver 
Island (December 1, 2020), and North (December 2, 2020). The results are 
compiled in the attached Fall 2020 Indigenous Nations consultation summary 
report. 

https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/regulatory-planning-documents/integrated-resource-plans/current-plan/chapter4-clean-power-2040-irp.pdf
https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/regulatory-planning-documents/integrated-resource-plans/current-plan/irp-IR-consultation-summary-report-fall-2020.pdf
https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/regulatory-planning-documents/integrated-resource-plans/current-plan/irp-IR-consultation-summary-report-fall-2020.pdf
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The Fall 2020 Indigenous Nations consultation summary report contains the 
following appendices that were also assessed by Dr. McLachlan when preparing 
his expert report: 
 
Appendix A (Consultation workbook and additional information package), B 
(Workshop slides), C (Regional workshop summaries), D (Written comments from 
survey), E (BCFNEMC IRP Indigenous Workshops Interim Report), and F 
(BCFNEMC IRP Technical Advisory Committee Interim Report). 

2. Summer 2021 Indigenous Nations engagement report: Integrated-resource-plan-
phase-2-indigenous-consultation-report.pdf 
 

In Phase 2 (Summer 2021), BC Hydro sought feedback on its draft plan through 
three further regional workshops: North (June 22, 2021), Lower 
Mainland/Vancouver Island (June 23, 2021), and Southern Interior (June 24, 
2021). The feedback is compiled in the attached Summer 2021 Indigenous Nations 
engagement report. Because this engagement occurred before the plan was filed, 
it influenced outcomes such as a minimum First Nations equity participation 
requirement in BC Hydro’s calls for power and the reversal of its decision not to 
renew certain power purchase agreements. 

The Summer 2021 Indigenous Nations engagement report contains the following 
appendices that were also assessed by Dr. McLachlan when preparing his expert 
report: 
Appendix A (Workshop slides), B (Regional workshop summaries), C (Written 
comments from survey), D (BCFNEMC 2021 IRP Indigenous Workshops Final 
Report), and E (BCFNEMC 2021 IRP Technical Advisory Committee Final Report). 

All of the BC Hydro Indigenous Nations consultation documents are published here: 2021 
IRP Indigenous Nations consultation documents. 

Please note that Dr. McLachlan also obtained written feedback on BC Hydro’s 
engagement process from a representative from the BC First Nations Energy and Mining 
Council (BCFNEMC). BCFNEMC identified three key positives in BC Hydro’s 
development of its 2021 IRP, namelu: the minimum First Nations equity requirement in 
calls for power; contribution-agreement funding that enabled participation in the Technical 
Advisory Committee before filing of the IRP; and BC Hydro’s willingness to change course 
on specific issues in response to Indigenous feedback. The transcripts of the email 
interview are not provided given the sensitivity of the information and the assurance that 
any identifiers would be removed and the data would be kept confidential 

 

https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/regulatory-planning-documents/integrated-resource-plans/current-plan/Integrated-resource-plan-phase-2-indigenous-consultation-report.pdf
https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/regulatory-planning-documents/integrated-resource-plans/current-plan/Integrated-resource-plan-phase-2-indigenous-consultation-report.pdf
https://www.bchydro.com/toolbar/about/strategies-plans-regulatory/supply-operations/long-term-electricity-planning/integrated-resource-plan/indigenous-consultation-reports.html
https://www.bchydro.com/toolbar/about/strategies-plans-regulatory/supply-operations/long-term-electricity-planning/integrated-resource-plan/indigenous-consultation-reports.html
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Introduction

Introduction
Manitoba Hydro has built a 10-year energy plan, called the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), that is now being assessed by the
Public Utility Board (PUB). The Wa Ni Ska Tan Alliance of Hydro Impacted Communities was approved as an intervenor in this
process. This IRP will shape energy-related strategies, new energy projects, and grid service across Manitoba for the next decade.

Manitoba Hydro conducted two rounds of general public surveys related to the IRP, yet ultimately only 0.03% of responses were
Indigenous from northern Manitoba (the R0B postal code).
This survey is being conducted by Wa Ni Ska Tan and will document northern and Indigenous views that were otherwise excluded.
We will share these important survey outcomes with the PUB.

This survey will take 10 to 15 minutes to complete. You can skip any question you do not want to answer. Your responses are
confidential and will be combined with those of other respondents in our report.

After completing the survey, you will have the opportunity to win one of five prizes (one $200, two $100, and two $50 prizes).

Thank you for considering this. Your voice matters.

The Wa Ni Ska Tan IRP Team

Do you wish to proceed with this survey?

No Yes

finishstart

Appendix "A"
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Manitoba Hydro will have to make choices and prioritize factors as we plan for
our future energy options. Help us understand how you think Manitoba Hydro

should prioritize the following factors:

 
Very

Important
Somewhat
important

Somewhat
unimportant

Not at all
important

Don't
know/not sure

Reduce greenhouse gas
emissions

Protect the environment

Minimize the frequency and length
of outages

Reduce new infrastructure costs

Minimize customer rate impacts

Promote economic development

What should Manitoba Hydro focus on most, based on what matters most to you
and your community?

Expand renewable energy (wind,
solar, geothermal)

Make electricity more affordable Support Indigenous owned energy
projects

Improve grid reliability Reduce greenhouse gas emissions Increase meaningful energy related
engagement with northern

communities

Other
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What is your housing situation and what if anything does this have to do with the
costs of energy and/or the condition of your home?

Taking into account everything you know about the energy transition and your
current perceptions of Manitoba Hydro, to what extent do you agree or disagree

that Manitoba Hydro has your best interests at heart as it relates to future energy
planning?

 
Strongly

agree
Somewhat

agree
Neither agree nor

disagree
Somewhat
disagree

Strongly
disagree

Manitoba Hydro has my best
interests at heart:

What experiences make you feel this way?
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Please read the brief information below to answer the next question. Manitoba Hydro’s
2025 IRP proposed adding the following resources that comprise the total 1,760 MW

identified capacity by 2035:

•Customer-side efficiency solutions: (49% of total) (e.g., insulation, new roof, solar
panel, etc.)

Do you feel your community should participate in any of the below energy-
related changes in the next 10 years? (Select all that apply)

Installing your own generation (e.g.,
solar, wind)

Energy efficiency upgrades (e.g.,
upgrades to housing, streetlights)

Electrification of Band-owned
vehicles

Installation of geothermal systems Investment in electric vehicle (EV)
charging infrastructure

Changes to community policies or
by-laws (e.g., policies for new

housing projects)

Emission reductions Smart grid or energy storage
systems

Fuel switching (e.g., switching to
natural gas heating)Smart grid or

energy storage systems

Other

Prior to completing this survey, were you already aware that Manitoba Hydro
recently developed a 10-year energy plan (called the Integrated Resource Plan,

or IRP) and invited communities to give feedback?

Yes, I was fully aware and took part Yes, I was aware but did not take
part

I heard about it but was not sure
what it was

No, I was not aware of it
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•Natural gas combustion turbines in Brandon: (43% of total) as a backup for reliability

•Indigenous majority-owned wind: (7% of total) in southern MB

•Hydropower upgrades and battery storage: (1.4% of total) for balancing supply

Based on the above information, do you have comments about Manitoba
Hydro's IRP?

What risks do you think Manitoba Hydro's energy planning decisions pose for
you and your community over the next 10 years? (Select all that apply)

Rising electricity costs that make
energy unaffordable

Continued or increased reliance on
diesel in remote areas

Environmental damage from new
hydro or transmission infrastructure

Exclusion from decisions about
energy projects on or near traditional

lands

Climate-related impacts (flooding,
permafrost changes, ice road

disruption)

Loss of access to country food

No significant risks

Other
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What are the biggest energy challenges facing you and your community right
now? (Select all that apply)

Unaffordable electricity bills Frequent power outages Limited or no access to the
electricity grid

Dependence on diesel use Lack of access to renewable
energy options

Inadequate housing or buildings
that waste energy

Other

Please comment on the importance of Indigenous communities having control
over their own energy decisions (e.g., solar, wind, geothermal, etc)?

Aboriginal and Treaty rights should be meaningfully integrated into Manitoba
Hydro's next phase of the IRP planning process.

 
Strongly

agree
Somewhat

agree
Neither agree nor

disagree
Somewhat
disagree

Strongly
disagree

How strongly do you agree or disagree with
the above statement?



2026-07-07, 2:37 PMWNST

Page 7 of 9https://ourdataindigenous.ca/questionnaire/?fbclid=IwY2xjawS6Jp…Z0Z1qw4Qn9m9QMHP_aem_0LlKr8KfHdELnU1VOe0V-A#id=308&key=hydro-1

My household already takes steps to conserve energy and improve efficiency,
such as sealing drafts, upgrading appliances, or reducing heating and cooling

use. Please indicate how much you agree:

 
Strongly

agree
Somewhat

agree
Neither agree nor

disagree
Somewhat
disagree

Strongly
disagree

How strongly you agree or disagree with
the above statement?

How should Manitoba Hydro better engage with northern and Indigenous
communities in the next IRP?

Is there anything else you would like to share about alternative energy in your
community?

What are the first 3 characters of your postal code?
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Would you describe yourself as an Indigenous person — a person of First
Nations, Métis, or Inuit ancestry?

No Yes, First Nations, on-reserve Yes, First Nations, off-reserve

Yes, Métis Yes, Inuit Prefer not to say

What age category do you fall into?

Younger than 18 18–24 25–34

35–44 45–54 55–64

65–74 75 or older Prefer not to answer

Please select the option that best describes your gender.

Woman Man Two-spirit or non-binary

Prefer not to say

Other

I have hunted, fished or trapped during the last two years

Yes No I don’t know/Would rather not say
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Are you a current or past employee of Manitoba Hydro?

Yes, a current employee Yes, a past employee No

Finished



Outreach for the Wa Ni Ska Tan Survey Aimed at northern/Indigenous respondents 

‘ 

Fig 1: Outreach through Instagram (example from June 8, 2026) 

Fig 2: Outreach through Slack (example from June 8, 2026) 
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Fig 3: Outreach through WhatsApp (example from June 12, 2026) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 4: Outreach through email with individuals (example from June 8, 2026) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5: Outreach through Facebook (example from June 8, 2026) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




