Fast Acting Natural Gas Power Generation — Salt Spring
Community Liaison Council
March 25, 2026 Meeting Minutes
6:30 pm, In-Person Format, MOPC Council Chambers

1. Welcome and Adoption of Agenda

The meeting opened at 18:35 pm with attendance confirmed, the agenda finalized, and participants
introduced to establish the session.

Action:

e No action items

2. Review and Approval of Last Meetings’ Minutes

Participants reviewed a noted error in the February 10 agenda. The continued collection and
circulation of meeting minutes was confirmed to support onboarding of new members and maintain
an official record.

Action:

e No action items

3. Review Last Meeting’s Action Items

a. IESO-NS to provide printed materials

IESO-NS provided an update on efforts to expand access to printed project information and
discussed challenges related to documenting the projects’ development.

e Printed copies of key project environmental assessment materials have been made available
in MOPC Council chambers.

e Workis underway on a comprehensive document to be shared, outlining the organization’s
background and the development of the project to date. It is noted that keeping this
document up-to-date will be difficult due to continued evolution of the project, especially in
printed versions.

e A question was raised regarding how community questions are reflected in the printed
materials, and it was clarified that these questions are included without responses as an
example of what IESO Nova Scotia is hearing in terms of community questions.

4. Project Overview & Update

a. Site assessment progress

An update was provided on site assessment activities, including the status and next steps for
planned groundwater studies.



e Planned groundwater assessments were delayed due to weather conditions but will proceed
when conditions allow.
o Assessments will evaluate the quantity of groundwater that can be extracted.
o If adequate waterresources are confirmed, permitting will move forward as outlined
in the EA.
o If water availability is limited, alternative technologies will be considered with the
quantity available.

Action:
e No action items

b. RFP launch

An update was provided on the status and structure of the competitive request for proposals (RFP)
process and opportunities for public and stakeholder input.

o |ESO-NS updated that the RFP process is moving forward, with draft documents published
two weeks before this CLC meeting and open for feedback from community members,
stakeholders, and potential bidders.

e Mandatory and graded evaluation criteria have been established, and proposals that do not
meet mandatory requirements will not advance.

o Questions were raised regarding the possibility of extending the formal comment period, with
IESO-NS clarifying that although timelines will be maintained, feedback may still be received
from CLC members outside of the official period.

Action:
e No action items

c. IESO-NS Reply to IAAC Summary of Issues

The committee discussed the status of the federal screening process, coordination with regulatory
authorities, and related questions about transparency, timelines, and responsibilities.

e |ESO-NS requested a pause in the response timeline to allow sufficient time to address
clarification requirements.

o |IESO-NS has an opportunity to provide a response to the summary of issues.
Following review of the submitted response, IAAC will determine whether a federal IA
will be required.

o If IAAC determines the project can be screened out because other permitting
processes can adequately handle concerns, the project will proceed without the IA.

o If screened into the IA, permitting processes will need to be modified to account for
scheduling.

e Several questions were raised by CLC members.

o A CLC memberrequested access to the summary of issues, and IESO-NS confirmed
that a copy of the document will be shared once finalized.

o A CLC memberraised a question about how IAAC screens project, with the response
provided that IAAC will coordinate feedback from multiple expert agencies during the
screening process. Concerns were expressed about transparency between federal
and provincial processes and the potential for gaps in oversight.

o Clarification was provided on the different triggers that apply to provincial EA process
and the federal A process.



Action:

o Clarification was provided on the costs associated with environmental assessment
are initially covered by a line of credit drawn by IESO-NS to be later recovered from
the successful proponent upon award as part of the cost of project development.

Distribute IAAC web links for Tantramar, NB project as an example from a prior project
review.

IESO-NS to provide a copy of the finalized response to IAAC addressing the summary of
issues once finalized.

5. Community Feedback and Questions

IESO-NS discussed ongoing community engagement activities in addition to the CLC.

A presentation to MOPC Council was conducted on March 4.
IESO-NS initiated weekly office hours starting on March 25 to encourage direct community
discussions. Additional sessions were proposed on April 8 and 22.

IESO-NS addressed a wide range of questions and concerns related to project planning, timelines,
assessments, technologies, environmental impacts, and communications.

What opportunities for public engagement are being considered to improve
transparency and accessibility?

o CLC members requested a formal, open meeting rather than office hours to allow
broader participation. IESO-NS confirmed options are under internal consideration
and that no timeline has been set for a decision.

o |IESO-NS stated it is open to feedback on whether meetings should be held jointly for
multiple projects or separately, noting potential venue size limitations. Members
expressed concern that engagement to date has not adequately informed the
community about the project’s scale and scope.

o CLC members emphasized the importance of holding a town hall-style meeting and
offered to help organize or facilitate it to ensure transparency and accessibility.

What is the community’s position on hosting the project?

o A CLC member stated that the project is not supported locally, regardless of potential
scientific findings or economic benefits.

o |IESO-NS noted that current engagement efforts are intended to collect feedback and
understand community concerns.

What is the anticipated timeline for the procurement process and project initiation?

o |IESO-NS indicated the process is slightly behind the original schedule.

o Ongoing evaluations include financial, technical, environmental, community, and
cultural considerations.

How will nearby residents be informed and protected regarding potential impacts to
private wells?

o |IESO-NS stated that well testing and baseline measurements are planned if
groundwater extraction is confirmed as feasible. If sustainable extraction is not
possible, a dry process would be required.

o |IESO-NS committed to developing a well monitoring protocol and establishing
baseline testing prior to construction. Follow-up concern was raised that
communication to residents has been insufficient to date.



What happens if the higher-cost dry process is required or project economics
change?

o IESO-NS stated it would determine the appropriate path forward to meet obligations
under the 2030 Clean Power Plan.

Why is this type of facility being pursued instead of alternative technologies?

o |IESO-NS explained that required technologies are guided by the provincial
Integrated Resource Plan and related legislation.

o Afollow-up question asked whether additional feasibility studies on alternative
technologies should be undertaken. IESO-NS responded that further studies could
delay implementation beyond required timelines.

Concern was raised that cited information relies on NSPI planning documents rather
than peer-reviewed scientific literature.

o IESO-NS stated that their own modelling is underway but this process takes time,
and the existing guidance from NSPI's IRP is to be followed until this exercise is
completed.

How will aquifer testing be conducted and how will results be shared?

o |IESO-NS stated it will share details on testing methods and results publicly through
the committee. The organization declined to disclose the name of the contracted
tester due to safety concerns.

o Afollow-up request was made to ensure results, though not personal identifiers, are
publicly released. IESO-NS confirmed results would be shared through established
engagement channels.

How will emissions be managed if a dry process is used, and can information on
technology options be provided?

o |ESOBNS stated that if a decisionis made to employ a dry low emissions technology,
it would provide information on technology and emissions management.

What is the status of system reliability and technology studies, and how are long-term
commitments evaluated and risk-assessed given evolving technology?

o IESO-NS stated that available technologies must be used now to meet mandated
timelines and that IESO-NS uses internal resources to assess risk and may also call
upon external support.

How are equipment standards enforced if a proponent uses refurbished equipment?

o |IESO-NS stated proponents are financially accountable based on performance
requirements. Failure to meet obligations could resultin loss of performance security
and financial penalties

What actions would be taken if the project caused unintended environmental
impacts?

o |IESO-NS stated that regulators are responsible for ensuring compliance.
Non-compliance could trigger regulatory action and contractual consequences for the
proponent.

What studies have been conducted on potential impacts to salmon and sensitive
waterways?

o Community members highlighted the ecological importance of nearby rivers.

o IESO-NS stated the project goal is to avoid impacts entirely, potentially requiring
non-water-intensive systems to prevent harmful effects.

Can existing easements be used to install upgraded pipelines for alternative sites?

o IESO-NS stated that any upgraded pipelines would require new agreements with
affected property owners.



Action:

How can community members ask questions and access appropriate contacts within
IESO-NS?
o IESO-NS stated that responses are developed collaboratively across teams.
Follow-up requests were made for more direct points of contact.
Is there support for CLC members to meet independently to discuss the project?
o IESO-NS committed to exploring a shared mailing list, subject to member consent.
Is IESO-NS continuing to assess alternative sites?
o IESO-NS confirmed it is open to reviewing other sites through a desktop analysis.
o Existing site assessments will continue to completion to support informed
decision-making.
Can community members meet directly with the IRP modeling team?
o |IESO-NS committed to bringing the request forward and identifying an appropriate
way to address questions about the IRP process.
Additional concerns were raised including:
o The educational impact of the project on school-based salmon conservation
programs.
o Regulatory emissions thresholds may not fully address potential health impacts.
o Studying a pipeline extension to reach a different site.
o Members requested additional clarity on why this site was selected over others.

Research OASIS 2023 documents and verify links.

Distribute Nova Scotia Clean Power Plan web link.

Investigate the possibility of guest presentation on Integrated Resource Planning.
Distribute web link to IESO Nova Scotia March 4, 2026 presentation to MOPC Council.
IESO Nova Scotia response to CLC member regarding aquifer testing details.

6. Next Meeting Planning
Proposed Date: targeting Wednesday, April 29, 2026

Location: TBD

Suggested Agenda Topics:

IAAC response / decision
The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 pm.



