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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this Order, the Public Utilities Board (“Board”):

Grants the motion of the Consumers Coalition for a further response to CC/MH II-
10 fand h;

Denies the motion of the Consumers Coalition for a further response to CC/MH II-
29 c-e;

Grants the motion of the Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence
(“MEED?”) for further responses to MEED/MH [I-1 a-h and MEED/MH 11-3 d;

Dismisses the motion of Wa Ni Ska Tan for a further response to Wa Ni Ska
Tan/MH 1I-13;

Grants the motion of Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak (“MKQO?”) for further
responses to MKO/MH 1I1-1 and MKO/MH [I-2, with the information at issue in
MKO/MH [I-1 to be provided at the substation level instead of the community level
as requested by MKO;

Approves Manitoba Hydro’s request for confidential treatment MEED/MH [I-3
Attachment 1;

Grants the motion of MEED for relief under rule 8 of the Board’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure in part; and

Approves the request of the General Service Small and Medium intervener
(“GSSM”) to file evidence prepared by Ms. Melissa Davies.
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2.0 BACKGROUND

The Board is engaged in a public review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2025 Integrated Resource
Plan (“IRP”) and proposed Major New Facility (“MNF”). The Board is conducting this joint
review process pursuant to Orders in Council 12/2026 and 88/2026, sections 16(3) and
38.1 of The Manitoba Hydro Act, CCSM ¢ H190, and the Board’s related practice

directives.

Manitoba Hydro’s responses to Round 2 information requests in this process were filed
May 22, 2026.

Manitoba Hydro’s May 22, 2026 submission included a request under rules 37, 39, and
40 of the Board’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Rules”) for confidential treatment of

a portion of one information request response.

According to the established hearing schedule, motions seeking further responses to
certain Round 2 information requests were filed on May 27, 2026 by the Consumers
Coalition, the Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence Canada (“MEED”),
Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak (“MKO”), and the Wa Ni Ska Tan Alliance (“Wa Ni
Ska Tan”). The submission of MEED also contained a motion under rule 8 of the Board’s
Rules seeking relief for an alleged failure by Manitoba Hydro to comply with Board

directives.

Manitoba Hydro filed a response to these motions and requests on May 29, 2026. The
Consumers Coalition and MEED filed reply submissions on June 1, 2026.

This Order adjudicates these requests and motions.
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3.0 RULE 35 MOTIONS TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES

The Consumers Coalition, MEED, MKO, and Wa Ni Ska Tan each filed motions to compel
further responses to certain Round 2 information requests.

3.1 Consumers Coalition

The Consumers Coalition’s motion seeks further responses to two information requests.

3.1.1 CC/MH II-10 f & h

CC/MH 11-10 f) asks Manitoba Hydro to confirm that the risk analysis focusing on “financial
risk” in Appendix 9.2 of the IRP filing was not presented in detail due to the information
being considered confidential. CC/MH 11-10 h) asks Manitoba Hydro to provide, under the
restriction of a confidentiality agreement if necessary, any quantitative analysis
undertaken to support the conclusion that financial impacts vary between plans, based

on the “economic risk” and “demand risk” categories.

The Consumers Coalition seeks a full response to CC/MH 11-10 f) and h) to enable its
independent expert, MPA, to assess Manitoba Hydro’s financial and risk analysis as
approved in Order 39/26. The Consumers Coalition submits if this information is not
provided, MPA will likely not be in a position to comment on Manitoba Hydro’s financial

and risk analysis.

The Consumers Coalition further submits that Manitoba Hydro has offered no support for
its assertion that the information at issue, which was shared with the independent expert

consultant Daymark Energy Advisors (“Daymark”), cannot also be shared with MPA.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that the detailed information sought is too commercially sensitive
to be provided, and that its response is complete and sufficient when considered in the
context of the full evidentiary record. Manitoba Hydro disputes that MPA will not be able
to file evidence on the conclusions in Manitoba Hydro'’s financial and risk analysis based
on the information presently disclosed on the record. Manitoba Hydro also emphasizes
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that the detailed underlying data supporting Manitoba Hydro’s financial and risk analysis
was made available on a confidential basis to Daymark, which conducted a

comprehensive review.

3.1.2 CC/MH 11-29 c-e

CC/MH 11-29 c-e seeks further information regarding Manitoba Hydro’s use of IRP
modelling software, including native output files generated by SDDP, as well as the

model’s marginal capacity and energy cost outputs.

The Consumers Coalition submits that these outputs are requested to support its
independent expert, Evolved Energy Research (“EER”), in assessing the model's
selection of resource options, including how close each unselected resource came to
being selected in each scenario. The Consumers Coalition submits that this information
will also inform consideration of whether the candidate plans considered in the Least
Regrets Analysis are robust. The Consumers Coalition submits that marginal cost values
are used by the model to converge on each scenario’s option portfolio, which relates to
source options and best-practice planning, both of which are within EER’s scope of
intervention. However, in its reply submission, the Consumers Coalition submitted that in
light of Manitoba Hydro’s explanation that it does not use and has not validated the

outputs requested, the information at issue is not essential to EER’s evidence.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that it does not use the marginal cost outputs provided by the
OptGen and SDDP model. Manitoba Hydro further explains that as a result, it has not
verified the appropriateness of these outputs and is not familiar with their calculation or
interpretation. Manitoba Hydro further submits that EER’s proposed assessment of these
sensitivities would introduce evidence that the utility would not reasonably be able to test
or respond to within the timeline of this proceeding. Manitoba Hydro notes that the IRP’s
suite of scenario and sensitivity analyses in Appendix 7.2 was expressly designed to
provide insight into how resource selections respond to changes in underlying

assumptions, including the robustness of development plans across scenarios.
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3.1.3 Board Findings

The Board grants the Consumers Coalition motion with respect to CC/MH 11-10 f) and h).
The Board finds the information contained in this information request will be an important
consideration in the assessment of financial and risk analysis to be conducted by MPA,

as approved in Order 39/26.

The Board directs Manitoba Hydro to provide any quantitative analysis undertaken to
support its conclusion that financial impacts vary between plans studied, in particular
based on the “Economic Risk” and “Demand Risk” categories, as outlined in CC/MH II-
10 h). If necessary, Manitoba Hydro may seek confidential treatment of the information at
issue. Should Manitoba Hydro make such a request, the Board will adjudicate the
Coalition’s request for access following receipt of Manitoba Hydro’s submissions in

support of its request for confidential treatment.

The Consumers Coalition’s motion with respect to CC/MH 11-29 c-e is dismissed on the
basis of the Coalition’s submission that the information is not essential to the evidence of
EER.

The Board is in receipt of the Consumers Coalition’s requests for extensions of 14-21
days from the receipt of the relevant data for EER to file its supplemental expert evidence,
and for MPA to file its expert evidence. As this request is also dependent on the Board’s
ruling on Manitoba Hydro’s application to review and vary Order 63/26, this request will
be addressed as part of that Order.

3.2 Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence
MEED’s motion seeks further responses to three information requests related to battery
storage.

3.2.1 MEED/MH II-1

MEED/MH lI-1a) seeks confirmation from Manitoba Hydro that a number of attributes of
grid-scale battery storage identified in Appendix 6 of the IRP filing were not accounted for

or quantified in its modeling, including energy price arbitrage. For any identified attributes
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that were quantified, the request asks Manitoba Hydro to explain how this was done and
to identify the associated values. MEED submits that Manitoba Hydro indicated that price
arbitrage was accounted for by the model but did not indicate how this was done with

respect to battery storage.

MEED submits that if Manitoba Hydro’s model does account for battery storage price
arbitrage, it should explain how this is done and provide figures and calculations to
substantiate its assertion.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that it provided a full and complete response by explaining how
the benefits of energy time-shifting and price arbitrage by grid-scale batteries are implicitly
captured in its IRP modelling. In its response to MEED’s motion, Manitoba Hydro provides
two figures showing the battery’s net generation alongside the hourly market price for a
typical week in January and July. Manitoba Hydro submits that the patterns indicate that

the model’s dispatch of batteries in the 21-block model is responsive to market prices.

3.22 MEED/MH 1I-3

MEED/MH 1I-3 seeks to explore the degree to which battery storage can contribute to
winter peak capacity in Manitoba, including Manitoba Hydro’s contention that only 350
megawatts (“MW”) of grid-scale battery storage could be added to Manitoba Hydro’s
system. Subpart d) asks for a table of information that would allow MEED to test Manitoba
Hydro’s 350-MW limit, and to assess whether more battery storage could be used to meet

multi-day winter peaks.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that it provided a full and complete response by explaining the
basis for the 350 MW limit. It notes that subpart b) included a table examining potential
actions, which showed that these options offer no additional charging energy availability
“‘upside” for expanding battery contributions beyond the modelled 350 MW limit. With
respect to the hourly operational data requested in part d), Manitoba Hydro filed data from

two recent multi-day winter peak events in confidence with the Board. Manitoba Hydro
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submits that the specific additional calculations MEED seeks would not yield meaningful
or reliable results, as numerous operational limitations cannot be inferred from the data.
Manitoba Hydro further submits that MEED’s attempt to independently calculate
additional battery contributions from incomplete data would be inappropriate and

potentially misleading given these complexities.

MEED Reply Submission

Based on Manitoba Hydro’s response, MEED withdrew its request for a response to
subpart a), but maintained its request for subpart d). MEED submits that Manitoba
Hydro’s statement that the information cannot support MEED’s proposed analysis is a
matter for argument and not a reason to withhold the information. MEED submits that
Manitoba Hydro should provide the requested table of information both to ensure the
information is available on the record and to avoid disputes about the accuracy of the

information.

3.2.3 MEED/MH lI-12 a, ¢, & d

MEED/MH II-12 a), ¢), and d) request information comparing battery storage assumptions
relied upon by Manitoba Hydro’s IRP modelling against more recent battery pricing
information. The request also asks Manitoba Hydro to re-run its optimization model using
updated information

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that the updated information identified by MEED is proprietary
to a third party and cannot be provided by Manitoba Hydro. Manitoba Hydro further
submits that it has not assessed or verified the information sought. Manitoba Hydro
submits that the updated information would not alter the outcomes of its 2025 IRP and

declines to re-run the optimization model on this basis.

MEED Reply Submission

Based on Manitoba Hydro’s response, MEED withdrew its request for subparts a) and c).

However, MEED maintains its request for Manitoba Hydro to re-run its model based on
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updated information battery storage information. MEED advises the Board that MEED
and the Consumers Coalition intend to file updated battery storage information on the
record of this proceeding, and that more detail about the information and these

interveners’ proposal will be forthcoming.

3.24 Board Findings

MEED’s motion is granted in part.

With respect to MEED/MH 11-1, the Board directs Manitoba Hydro to clarify how price
arbitrage was accounted for with respect to battery storage as requested by MEED. While
Manitoba Hydro did provide some additional information in its response to MEED’s
motion, the Board requires Manitoba Hydro to file the requested information to clarify how
and the degree to which its modelling accounts for energy arbitrage benefits of battery

storage.

With respect to MEED/MH [I-3, the Board directs Manitoba Hydro to provide the
information sought by MEED in subpart d). The Board finds it important for interveners to
have the ability to test Manitoba Hydro’s conclusions, including Manitoba Hydro’s
contention that no more than 350 MW of grid-scale battery storage could contribute to
winter peak needs. The Board benefits from interveners being able to test and validate
Manitoba Hydro’s conclusions, and requires this information in order to consider this
aspect of Manitoba Hydro’s filing.

With respect to MEED/MH 11-12 d), the Board will adjudicate MEED’s request in a
separate Order together with its determination of whether and how the battery storage

evidence received will be accepted on the record.

3.3 Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak

MKQO’s motion raises two information requests.

MKO subsequently submitted requests that, if MKO’s motion is granted, the Board also
grant MKO’s independent experts, Boost Energy Ventures and Energex Advisors, an
extension of one week from the receipt of the relevant data to file their expert evidence.
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3.3.1 MKO/MH 1I-1 a-h

MKO/MH II-1 a-h seeks further information on Manitoba Hydro’'s system in each MKO
First Nation community, including information on the electrical supply configuration,
isolated generating facilities, transmission system, and peak demand and energy profile

for the community’s load, among other things.

MKO requests community-level statistics to inform consideration of the potential for
community-based energy resource projects. MKO submits that this analysis would assist
the Board in assessing whether planning methodologies reflect industry best practices,
whether an additional or modified planning framework is required, the sufficiency of
demand estimates, future energy needs, and the risks and uncertainties of the IRP as a
macro-level analysis — all of which were enumerated in Order in Council 12/2026. Where
Manitoba Hydro considers a subpart unduly burdensome or where the information is
unavailable, MKO requests that Manitoba Hydro propose an alternative means of
providing the information that is reasonably responsive to the underlying intent of the

request.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that the request is unreasonable and unduly broad. Manitoba
Hydro further submits that, as the IRP is a system-level planning exercise, it does not
evaluate individual community infrastructure, asset condition, or project-specific
investments. However, Manitoba Hydro filed an updated response to this information
request on June 3, 2026, with further answers to certain subparts of the request. Manitoba
Hydro remains opposed to providing answers to subparts b-d, and submits that it does
not have the information requested in e-g as it does not record peak demand and energy

profiles or SAIDI and SAIFI at the community level.
MKO did not provide submissions in reply.

3.32 MKO/MH 1I-2 a-d

MKO/MH 11-2 a-d seeks further information on Manitoba Hydro’s approach, policies and
philosophy for addressing wildfires and other climate related risks, as well as its risk
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model. It also asks for specific information regarding any wildfire mitigation, climate
adaptation, or resiliency investments made on the infrastructure for each MKO First

Nation community, among other things.

MKO submits that Manitoba Hydro’s characterization of the request as out of scope is a
misinterpretation of Order in Council 12/2026. The information request does not seek
information relating to the environmental reviews, but rather looks to review the
environmental risks outlined in Appendix 9.2 to inform a determination of whether a
system-level analysis is sufficient. Further, MKO notes that environmental risk was found
to be in scope in Order 41/26, as well as included in item 11 of Order in Council 12/2026,
so long as the focus is not on environmental review processes or historical environmental
costs. If Manitoba Hydro considers any portion of the request unduly burdensome or
where the information sought is unavailable, MKO requests that Manitoba Hydro propose
an alternative means of providing information that is reasonably responsive to the intent

of the request.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that MKO’s request is unreasonable and unduly broad, and that
the management of climate-related risks, including mitigating strategies and climate
adaptation, is out of scope. Manitoba Hydro further submits that as the IRP is a system-
level planning exercise, the management of climate-related risks, including mitigating
strategies and community specific capital projects, are beyond the scope. However,
Manitoba Hydro filed an updated response to this information request on June 3, 2026
with further answers to certain subparts. Manitoba Hydro maintains its position that
several subparts of the request are out of scope.

MKO did not provide submissions in reply.

3.3.3 Board Findings

MKO'’s motion is granted in part.
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With respect to MKO/MH 1I-1 a-h, the Board finds that the information requested is
relevant to MKQO’s approved scope of intervention, as well as the Terms of Reference in
Order in Council 12/2026. The Board accepts that some of the information requested is
not available on a community level. The Board directs Manitoba Hydro to provide such
information at the substation level, if available. Manitoba Hydro is to indicate which
communities are served by each substation, including First Nation and non-First Nation

communities.

With respect to MKO/MH 1I-2 a-e, the Board finds the information at issue to be within the
scope of this review process as defined in Board Order 39/26 and Order in Council
12/2026. In particular, the Board notes the Terms of Reference indicate that the outcome
of the IRP and development plan is to support Government objectives of “climate friendly
choices supporting environmental sustainability” and “Indigenous participation in the
energy transition.”" Item 11 of the Board’s mandate specifically requires the Board to
critically assess the key risks and uncertainties in Manitoba Hydro’s IRP, including climate
risk, and whether they have been appropriately addressed and mitigated. As such, the
Board directs Manitoba Hydro to provide a response explaining what the utility is doing to
address the climate risks identified by MKO, and how it considered the risks outlined by
MKO in the context of IRP planning. While MKO has requested this information in relation
to MKO First Nation communities, the Board is interested in hearing about these risks

and how Manitoba Hydro is addressing them on a system-wide basis.

The Board supports MKO’s suggestion that, if the requests are unduly burdensome or the
information in unavailable, Manitoba Hydro is to provide an alternate means of providing

the information that is reasonably responsive to the intent of the request.

The Board is in receipt of MKO'’s request for its expert evidence to be due after its receipt
of the information at issue. The Board is also in receipt of MKO’s expert evidence filed

with the Board on June 12, 2026. Should MKO find it necessary to file supplementary

1 Order in Council 12/2026
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evidence in response to the information at issue in this motion, the Board approves it to

do so.

3.4 Wa Ni Ska Tan Alliance

Wa Ni Ska Tan seeks a further response to WA NI SKA TAN/MH II-13a-d. The information
request asks Manitoba Hydro to confirm whether the utility is currently monitoring
greenhouse gas emissions from its hydroelectric and non-hydroelectric reservoirs. The
request also asked Manitoba Hydro to explain how it determined that hydroelectric
reservoirs do not produce greenhouse gas emissions, and for Manitoba Hydro to provide

any monitoring data or evidence to support this.

Wa Ni Ska Tan disagrees with Manitoba Hydro’s assertion that the request is out of scope
as it relates to the environmental impacts of past projects. Wa Ni Ska Tan submits that
this request will enable Parties and the Board to assess Manitoba Hydro’s assumption
that greenhouse gas emissions from hydroelectric generation resources are negligible,
and to gain insight into how Manitoba Hydro plans to identify and mitigate climate risks.
Wa Ni Ska Tan submits that whether and how the 2025 IRP and the selected resource
options may exacerbate climate risks is within the scope of item 11 in the Terms of
Reference from Order in Council 12/2026.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro submits that the environmental impacts of specific projects are out of
scope, Manitoba Hydro filed an updated response to the information request with further

information on June 3, 2026.
Wa Ni Ska Tan did not provide submissions in reply.

3.4.2 Board Findings

The Board finds Manitoba Hydro’s updated response to this information request, filed
June 3, 2026, to be satisfactory. The motion of Wa Ni Ska Tan is dismissed.
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4.0 REQUESTS FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT

41 MEED/MH II-3 a-e) Attachment 1

Manitoba Hydro requests confidential treatment of MEED/MH [I-3 a-e) Attachment 1.

Manitoba Hydro submits that the detailed historical electric hourly load information and
other granular operational data contained in the attachment to this information request
are commercially sensitive and cannot be placed on the public record without undue harm
to Manitoba Hydro. Such information provides detailed insight into future systems

operations and load profiles that are not otherwise publicly available.

Manitoba Hydro further submits that disclosure of hourly load forecast data could facilitate
reverse-engineering of Manitoba Hydro’s anticipated system operations and planning
models, impair its competitive position, and expose the corporation to increased market
risk. Manitoba Hydro has consistently aggregated or summarized this information for the
public record where possible, while maintaining detailed data in confidence to protect the

system integrity and operational interest.

Consistent with the Board’s Rules, Manitoba Hydro filed a complete version of the

information request response at issue confidentially with the Board.

No intervener has taken a position with respect to Manitoba Hydro’s request for

confidential treatment of this information request response.

4.2 Board Findings

The Board finds that Manitoba Hydro’s request for confidential treatment of its response
to MEED/MH 11-3 a-e) Attachment 1 meets the requirements of rules 37 and 39 of the
Board’s Rules.

Manitoba Hydro’s request for confidential treatment of MEED/MH II-3 a-e) Attachment

as set out in its May 22, 2026 submission is approved.
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The Board recognizes that MEED/MH 11-3 a-e Attachment 1 contains hourly electric load
data, which Manitoba Hydro has consented to providing to certain interveners subject to
execution of non-disclosure agreements and completion of the utility’s Personnel Risk

Assessment process.

The Board expects that any requests by interveners to access MEED/MH [I-3 a-e
Attachment 1 will be treated in the same manner as requests for similar confidential

information in Round 1 information requests.
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5.0 RULE 8 MOTIONS

MEED filed a motion under rule 8 of the Board’s Rules arguing that Manitoba Hydro has
failed to comply with the Board’s directions to provide information with respect to two
Round 1 information requests. MEED requests the following:

1. An order that MEED be granted an opportunity to submit further information
requests within seven business days of receiving the information originally ordered
by the Board;

2. That Manitoba Hydro’s non-compliance be considered during the hearing
scheduling stage, such reallocating time for Manitoba Hydro presentations or
cross-examinations to intervener cross-examinations of Manitoba Hydro
witnesses; and

3. Any further relief that the Board deems appropriate.

5.1 MEED/MH I-1a-b

The Board will adjudicate MEED’s Rule 8 motion respecting MEED/MH I-1a-b in a
separate Order together with Manitoba Hydro’s application to Review and Vary Directive
8 of Order 59/26.

5.2 MEED/MH I-24b

In Order 63/26, the Board ordered Manitoba Hydro to file the information requested in
MEED/MH [-24b. This request was for Manitoba Hydro to list and describe the
spreadsheets used to calculate net system cost values, and provide those spreadsheets

for each scenario considered in the IRP filing.

MEED submits that instead of providing the information ordered by the Board, Manitoba
Hydro referred to MEED/MH 1-24 b) which provides only “summary tables” containing
high-level information. MEED explains that these tables do not contain the original
formulas or details that would be in the spreadsheets that MEED requested. MEED
submits that original spreadsheets are necessary for MEED to understand the details of
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Manitoba Hydro’s approach to net system costs and to compare that approach to the

accepted cost-benefits test.

Manitoba Hydro’s Position

Manitoba Hydro disagrees with MEED’s assertion that Manitoba Hydro did not provide a
full response to MEED/MH 1-24 b). Manitoba Hydro submits spreadsheets are not used
to do these calculations. Manitoba Hydro explains that the calculations are done using
Python scripts, the results of which have been filed in PUB/MH [-45 b) Attachment 1. On
May 6, 2026, Manitoba Hydro also provided an Excel version of PUB/MH [-45 b)
Attachment 1, which includes the underlying components of the net system costs for 86
scenarios. While some of the information in this attachment has been redacted as it
contains confidential information relating to wind power procurement processes,
Manitoba Hydro submits that this does not prevent MEED from gaining an understanding
of Manitoba Hydro’s approach or how it compares to other cost-benefit tests. Manitoba

Hydro requests that MEED’s motion with respect to this information request be dismissed.

MEED’s Reply Submission

In its Reply submission, MEED seeks clarification of whether the information already on
the record is the most detailed information in Manitoba Hydro’s possession. MEED asks
that Manitoba Hydro be ordered to provide its fully detailed net system cost spreadsheets
or clearly confirm in writing that it does not possess net system cost spreadsheets that
are more detailed than those released in PUB/MH 1-45 b).

5.3 Board Findings
MEED’s motion with respect to MEED/MH 1-24 b) is granted in part. The Board directs

Manitoba Hydro to provide its fully detailed net system cost spreadsheets if available. If
these are not available, Manitoba Hydro is to clearly confirm in writing that it does not
possess net system cost spreadsheets that are more detailed than those released in
PUB/MH 1-45 b). The Board grants MEED the ability to file further information requests
on such information within five business days after receipt from Manitoba Hydro. As the

schedule for hearing days and allocation of hearing time has not yet been determined,
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the Board declines to grant MEED’s request to reallocate time for Manitoba Hydro’s

presentations or cross-examination at this time.
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6.0 GSSM REQUEST TO FILE EXPERT EVIDENCE

6.1 Positions of the Parties

On June 4, 2026, GSSM requested Board approval for its independent expert consultant,

Ms. Davies, to prepare and file evidence addressing:

e The adequacy of the flexibility embedded within Manitoba Hydro’s plan, including
for load, demand-side measures and alternative supply options, for ensuring least-
cost development, and

e Manitoba Hydro’s consideration of ratepayer impacts as part of its planning
process, including its choice to limit consideration of ratepayer impacts during plan
development.

No other party responded to GSSM’s request.

6.2 Board Findings

Given the time-sensitive nature of GSSM'’s request, approval was provided by way of

letter from the Board’s Executive Director on June 11, 2026.

This Order approves the addition of Ms. Davies’ evidence to the scope of GSSM’s
intervention. As directed in the Board’s June 11, 2026 correspondence, Ms. Davies’

evidence is due to be filed on Tuesday, June 16, 2026.
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7.0 ITIS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1. The motion of the Consumers Coalition for further response to CC/MH 11-10 f) and
h) is granted.

2. The motion of the Consumers Coalition for further response to CC/MH 11-29 c-e is
dismissed.

3. The motions of Manitoba Eco-Network and Environmental Defence for further
responses to MEED/MH IlI-1a-h and MEED/MH 11-3b-e are granted.

4. The motion of Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak for further response to
MKO/MH ll-1a-h is granted in part, as Manitoba Hydro is directed to provide the
information at issue at the substation level instead of the community level as
initially requested by MKO.

5. The motion of Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak for further response to
MKO/MH II-2a-e is granted.

6. MKO's request for permission to file expert evidence one week after its receipt of
the information at issue in its Round 2 IR motion is granted.

7. The motion of the Wa Ni Ska Tan Alliance for further response to WA NI SKA
TAN/MH 11-13a-d is dismissed.

8. Manitoba Hydro’s request for confidential treatment of MEED/MH II-3 a-e)
Attachment 1 is approved.

9. The motion of MEED for relief under rule 8 in relation to MEED/MH [-24 b) is
granted in part, and the Board directs Manitoba Hydro to provide its fully detailed
net system cost spreadsheets or clearly confirm in writing that it does not possess
net system cost spreadsheets that are more detailed than those released in
PUB/MH 1-45 b).

10.MEED is approved to file information requests of Manitoba Hydro in response to
any new information filed in response to Directive 9 above within 5 days of
receiving the further response from Manitoba Hydro.
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11.GSSM'’s independent expert consultant, Ms. Davies, is approved to file evidence
on in-scope issues on Tuesday, June 16, 2026.

Board decisions may be appealed in accordance with the provisions of Section 58 of The
Public Utilities Board Act, or reviewed in accordance with Section 58 of the Board’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure. The Board’s Rules may be viewed on the Board’s website at

www.pubmanitoba.ca.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES BOARD

“Robert Gabor, K.C.”
Panel Chair

‘Rachel McMillin, B.Sc., MPA”

Secretary
Certified a true copy of Order No. 88/26
issued by The Public Utilities Board
ANV [ o
Secretary
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