Fast Acting Natural Gas Power Generation — Marshdale
Community Liaison Council
April 29, 2026 Meeting Minutes
6:30 pm, In-Person Format, MOPC Boardroom

1. Welcome and Adoption of Agenda

The meeting was called to order, attendance was noted, and the agenda was confirmed without
changes.

Action:

e No action items

2. Review of Last Meetings’ Minutes

The committee discussed whether participant names should be publicly listed in meeting records
and approved the previous meeting minutes.

e Aconcern was raised about the absence of participant names in meeting documentation. It
was explained that names have not been listed to preserve confidentiality, with no original
intent to publicly identify committee members.

o Members questioned how community representation can be demonstrated without
naming participants. It was noted that some members may not be comfortable having
their names made public, while others felt transparency would benefit community
understanding.

o IESO Nova Scotia committed to reviewing applicable environmental assessment
requirements to determine whether attendee names should be published.

¢ No further errors or omissions were identified in the previous meeting minutes, which were
subsequently approved.

Action:

o |ESO Nova Scotia to review regulatory requirements and determine whether participant
names attending committee meetings should be included in publicly available records.

3. Review Last Meeting’s Action Items

a. Share the finalized background document with the CLC and public once completed

An update was provided on the status of the background information document currently under
review.

e |ESO Nova Scotia noted that the background document remains under internal review and
was deferred to the next meeting for discussion.

o Aclarification was requested regarding the scope and content of the background document.

e |t was stated that the document will include more detailed project information and will be
shared once finalized.



Action:

e |ESO Nova Scotia to share the finalized background document with the committee when
available.

b. Circulate the reply to IAACs summary of issues

The committee received an update on the status of IESO Nova Scotia Reply to the IAAC summary
of issues.

e |ESO Nova Scotia noted that the Reply has not yet been filed and information will be
deferred to the next meeting. It was clarified that the Reply will not introduce new project
information but will address topics relevant to issues previously raised by the committee.

o Members expressed interest in having a shareable version of the Reply for public
transparency.

Action:
e |ESO Nova Scotia to share the finalized response document.

c. IESO to source info from third party

The committee received an update on efforts to provide third-party information addressing methane
leakage risks associated with energy infrastructure.

e Apreviously raised request for information on methane leakage and likely locations of leaks
was mentioned.

o |[ESO Nova Scotia confirmed its commitment to source independent, third-party information
in response to this request.

e It was noted that an article published by the Canadian Climate Institute had been shared with
members to provide general background on methane leakage.

¢ No additional comments or questions were raised by members at this time.

Action:
e Action item completed.

d. IESO to redistribute community benefits survey

The committee reviewed results from a community benefits survey and held an extensive discussion
on the scope, funding, governance, and equity of potential community benefits associated with the
project.

e Survey results summarizing community feedback on potential benefits were distributed and
presented at the beginning of the meeting.

e |ESO Nova Scotia stated the survey had been distributed twice to ensure committee
members had ample time to consider the questions and offer informed opinion on community
benefits, and that the survey had a limited distribution and resulting response. However, the
survey results have been shared in the spirit of transparency and to inform discussion.

¢ Members raised concerns that the survey sample was small and not sufficiently
representative to draw conclusions about broader community needs or priorities.

¢ Discussions focused on whether benefits should be limited to the immediate communities or
extended more broadly across Pictou County.

¢ |[ESO Nova Scotia clarified that there is currently no defined budget for community benefits;
the survey is intended to help identify needs and inform the eventual scale of funding.
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Action:

Examples from other energy projects were referenced to illustrate different models for
administering community funds, though no governance structure has been decided.
Members questioned how funds would be managed, who would make decisions, and what
criteria would guide participants and allocation, including consideration of future generations.
IESO Nova Scotia stated that IESO Nova Scotia or the successful Proponent could manage
the fund, or it could be managed by a trustee. No particular governance model has been
advanced.

Concerns were expressed about perceptions of community benefits as an inducement rather
than a shared planning tool.

IESO Nova Scotia clarified that participation in discussions does not imply support for the
project or approval.

Questions were raised about project taxation and how municipal and provincial tax
arrangements may apply, with clarification that these matters have not yet been finalized and
will depend on future decisions by regulatory bodies.

Action item completed.

e. CLC members to submit feedback on the draft RFP

The committee reviewed feedback submitted by CLC members on the draft RFP and discussed
elevation criteria, technology choices, and regulatory oversight.

Action:

Feedback on the draft RFP has been received and reviewed. It was confirmed that a
consolidated set of feedback points will be shared publicly.

Members reiterated requests to include environmental performance as a scored criterion in
the RFP. IESO Nova Scotia clarified that the RFP will rely on mandatory environmental
compliance requirements rather than scored environmental criteria.

Concerns were raised that this approach could allow bidders with weaker environmental
performance to be selected. It was explained that the procurement is limited to natural gas
and light fuel oil-based options. All successful proponents must adhere to laws and
regulations or the IESO can terminate the commercial arrangement.

Questions were raised about why other technologies were not being considered; it was
stated that alternatives were evaluated earlier as part of IRPs and determined not to meet
system requirements.

Members requested that the underlying analysis supporting technology selection be made
publicly available. It was noted that such analyses are reviewed by the energy regulator as
part of adjudication and contract approval and are typically released as part of that regulatory
process.

Clarification was provided that draft documents indicate an intention to bring the project
forward for regulatory prudency review.

IESO Nova Scotia to share a public summary of RFP feedback received. The summary will
include generalized IESO Nova Scotia responses to the feedback.



4. Project Overview & Update

a. Aquifer testing at Marshdale site

The committee discussed groundwater testing results and the resulting decision to move away from
a water-intensive system towards a dry low emissions system.

Action:

Groundwater tests did not identify sufficient water to support a water-intensive emissions
management system at this site. IESO Nova Scotia stated that the project will therefore need
to proceed using a dry low emissions system.

Members asked about cost differences between “wet” and “dry” systems; it was noted that
market pricing will apply and that dry systems are expected to be more expensive, though
not prohibitively so.

It was clarified that piping water from other locations is technically possible but considered
inefficient and unlikely.

Questions were raised about feasibility thresholds if dry system costs are high; it was noted
that excessively high bids could result in the project not being awarded.

It was noted that even under a dry system, limited water use would still occur for potable and
wastewater needs, but at much lower volumes.

Members asked whether the shift to a dry system affects site selection; it was explained that
other candidate sites are also unlikely to support wet systems, and that pipeline and
transmission access were primary siting factors.

Members raised broader concerns about regional water scarcity and requested more
detailed information on alternative system designs and costs.

IESO Nova Scotia to share detailed information on dry low emissions system design options
and associated costs once a determination is finalized.

b. Proponent RFP

The committee received an update on revisions to the draft RFP and contract structure, with
discussion on timelines, transparency, regulatory review, and cost and risk allocation.

Action:

Revisions are being made to the draft RFP in response to feedback, including balancing
compliance requirements with market viability. It was noted that contract terms are being
refined through ongoing input from industry, regulators, and the organization to ensure
enforceability while remaining competitive.

Interest has been expressed by several potential industry proponents. It was indicated that
reviewing and integrating all RFP comments is expected to take several weeks, after which
the RFP will be issued; members expressed frustration with the lack of a firm timeline.
Once released, proponents will have a minimum response period, with potential extensions
depending on regulatory decisions.

Questions were raised about transparency in how public and stakeholder feedback
influenced RFP edits; options under consideration include tracked changes and a summary
of key revisions and rationales.

Discussion covered cost structures, including fixed and variable pricing elements, dispatch-
based payments, fuel costs, and how total bid costs will be evaluated.



IESO Nova Scotia to release a summary of key RFP changes and rationale when final
documents are issued.

c. Other CLC discussion (not included in agenda)

The committee discussed technology choices, reliance on natural gas, planning assumptions in the
Integrated Resource Plan, and concerns about timelines, transparency, and long-term relevance of
the project.

Action:

Questions were raised about the extent to which the project is technology-agnostic; it was
explained that while specific equipment is not prescribed, the project requires a fast-acting,
fuel-based solution to meet system needs.

Members questioned the reliance on natural gas and why alternative technologies were not
reconsidered, noting that the current Integrated Resource Plan dates to 2023.

It was explained that modelling indicates significantly higher system costs if the proposed
gas-fired generation were changed to alternatives such as large-scale batteries, and that
current modeling supports procurement of fast-acting natural gas generation.

Requests were made to revisit and publicly disclose modelling and analysis; IESO Nova
Scotia stated that these analyses are shared through IESO Nova Scotia’s Integrated
Resource Planning which anyone can join.

Concerns were expressed about the risk of technology becoming obsolete due to rapid
change, balanced against the urgency of meeting the 2030 coal phase-out timeline.
Members questioned whether extending the life of existing assets could be an alternative to
new development.

A question was raised about whether a recent council motion calling for independent review
affects project planning; it was noted that outcomes are still to be determined.

It was reiterated that the More Access to Energy Act requires IESO Nova Scotia to act on the
most recent Integrated Resource Plan.

IESO Nova Scotia stated that the proposed fast-acting facilities are required given our grid’s
transition to greater renewable capacity, market growth, regional reliability needs and low
reserve margins.

No action items

5. Community Feedback and Questions

Community species study

Action:

IESO Nova Scotia declined a request for site access for independent species studies,
outlining limitations related to safety, liability concerns, and regulatory requirements.
IESO Nova Scotia confirmed that existing species studies were completed within required
timelines and protocols as determined by Nova Scotia Environment & Climate Change.
These studies are included in the EA document on NSECC website.

No action items



Terms of reference — consideration of conflict-of-interest provision

Action:

Members raised concerns that the CLC should primarily represent community interests and
not include participants who may benefit financially from the project, noting perceived
conflicts of interest.

Questions were raised about transparency, including the absence of participant names in
meeting records and clarity around who is participating and in what capacity.

IESO Nova Scotia clarified that supply chain contractors have participated in similar
committees elsewhere and that the CLC is not a decision-making or voting body.

Members expressed concern that non-local participants could limit time and representation
for community voices.

It was emphasized that the CLC is intended to include a diverse range of perspectives and
that the Chair’s role is to ensure balanced participation and orderly discussion.

Clarification was provided that there are no formal thresholds for participation, and the
committee is not being selectively composed.

Members questioned the purpose of the CLC and whether meaningful influence is possible if
key decisions appear predetermined.

It was explained that the CLC is both a condition of the environmental assessment process
and a forum to gather feedback, raise issues, and inform design and engagement decisions.

IESO Nova Scotia to review provincial CLC guidelines to ensure ongoing transparency
around representation and to continue to address concerns related to conflicts of interest and
community inclusion through the Chair.

Transportation routes and road safety considerations

Members reviewed mapped transportation routes and identified several inaccuracies and
practical concerns.

It was noted that Marshdale Road was incorrectly identified as a main road, while White Hill
Road was confirmed as accurate.

Members emphasized that highway (NS-104) access must be clearly shown and
incorporated into routing plans.

Significant concerns were raised about the condition of specific local roads, including poor
surfaces, washouts, steep grades, sharp turns, limited visibility, and bridge condition.
Particular concern was expressed about heavy truck traffic on residential roads, especially
during spring weight restriction periods.

Members indicated that E. Fraser Road was unsuitable due to hills and washouts, while
Salter Road and Middle River Road presented serious safety and liability risks.
Consensus emerged that a single route (pink route on map/White Hill Road) is the most
viable option if modified, including paving, grading, visibility improvements at intersections,
and general safety upgrades.

Members suggested that a formal road safety and infrastructure study could help inform
required improvements.

Questions were raised about enforcement of designated truck routes, with clarification that
routing requirements could potentially be included in project agreements.

IESO Nova Scotia noted that Nova Scotia Department of Public Works staff have been
consulted and may consider road upgrades as part of longer-term planning processes.



Action:

e |ESO Nova Scotia to review proposed access routes using committee feedback to confirm
the preferred route.

e |ESO Nova Scotia to consider mechanisms to specify and enforce approved transportation
routes within project agreements.

o |ESO Nova Scotia to assess required road safety and infrastructure improvements, including
paving, grading, and visibility enhancements.

6. Next Meeting Planning

Proposed Date: IESO Nova Scotia to confirm next date. Timing will depend on availability of new
information.

Location: tentative, closer to Marshdale
Suggested Agenda Topics:

e TBD
Action:

e |ESO Nova Scotia may potentially be reaching out through emails.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:39 pm.



