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APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
The Municipal Planning Strategy permits closed containment aquaculture in several zones 
through Development Agreement. The aquaculture industry is constantly researching and 
evolving to establish best practices. The current Land Use By-Law definition of closed 
containment land base aquaculture is limiting and may result in the Municipality missing an 
opportunity to consider a development that is suitable for the region. 
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PUBLIC MEETING  
A public meeting was hosted by the Planning Advisory Committee on July 20, 2021, at 6:00 PM 
(ONLINE) to hear from the Public on the following applications currently under consideration: 

1. Amending the Municipal Planning Strategy to allow broader land-based aquaculture 
activities to be considered by Development Agreement in the Rural Industrial Zone.  

All applicants registered for the meeting in advance and received a copy of the rules of conduct. 
Experts were invited to answer questions related to Neighbour, Industry and Environment 
impact.  

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING AGENDA 
 

1. Welcome  

2. Rules of Engagement  

3. Rezoning of Chegoggin Point Road  

3.1 Presentation  

3.2 Break Away Group Discussions  

3.2.1 Neighbours (property value, odour, sound, traffic, etc.)  

3.2.2 Industry (economic value)  

3.2.3 Environment (coastline, stormwater management, vegetation and 

landscaping)  

4. Broader Land Based Aquaculture in Rural Designation  

4.1 Presentation  

4.2 Break Away Group Discussions  

4.2.1 Neighbours (screening, lights, traffic, waste disposal, etc.)  

4.2.2 Industry (fisheries, harvesting, increased services, jobs, etc.)  

4.2.3 Environment (wetland, coastal, landscaping, buffers, etc.)  

5. Adjournment  
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RULES OF ENGAGEMENT 
 

Municipality of the District of Yarmouth 

Rules of Engagement for Public Participation Meetings 

As an attendee of a Public Participation meeting, hosted by the Municipality of the District of 
Yarmouth, please read the following rules of engagement for the session.  

1. The meeting agenda will not be deviated from, unless a change is made by the 
Chairperson.  

2. Only those who registered for the meeting will be permitted entry.  
3. Comments must relate to the purpose of the public participation meeting.  
4. Those wishing to speak should use the “raise hand” function, the moderator will allow 

you to speak.  
5. Participants should state their name before speaking.  
6. Participants speaking should limit their time, to allow others to speak.  
7. Participants should remain muted, and only turn their microphone on when 

speaking.  
8. Participants should avoid using acronyms and jargon when speaking.  
9. Participants are to refrain from private conversations which interrupt the 

proceedings of the meeting.  
10. The use of profane, vulgar, inflammatory, threatening, abusive or disparaging 

language, or racial or ethnic slur, shall not be tolerated.  

These rules have been put in place so that everyone can be heard and a respectful environment 
can be maintained.  

The moderator or meeting chair reserves the right to remove participants from the meeting 
after sufficient warning if any of the above noted rules are not followed. If a speaker who violates 
these rules refuses to leave voluntarily, they will be removed from the session. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION EXPERTS 
Stephen Feist - Neighbors 
Stephen is the Chair of the Antigonish Oyster Community Liaison Committee. The Liaison 
Committee was established to provide opportunity for open dialogue between Town Point 
Oysters and the local community. The committee is made up of stakeholders who have an 
interest in the local community including business, tourism, and environment.  

Stephen is the past CAO for the Town of Antigonish and an active member of the Antigonish 
Legion. He has 35 years of government experience working for municipal and provincial 
governments. He has a Bachelor of Science Degree in Biology, a Master’s in Urban Planning and 
a Master’s in Public Administration. Stephen has taught Sustainable Communities for several 
years at Dalhousie’s Continuing Education Program. Stephen has also done volunteer work on 
municipal capacity building and economic development in Indonesia, Jamaica, Trinidad, Tobago 
and Guyana. 

Hanna Nelson – Industry 
Hana is the founder of Afishionado. She is a knowledgeable and enthusiastic about transparent 
and sustainable sources seafood. Her company is a provider of fresh and fresh-frozen seafood to 
both restaurants and consumers. Her company sources locally and has built connections and 
relationship with small-scale community-based fishers and aquaculturists. 

Marc Sorenson - Environment 
Marc is a professional mechanical engineer who has worked with the land-based division of the 
aquaculture industry for the past 15 years. His company Sorensen Engineering Ltd. Has worked 
with projects on the east and west coasts of Canada, in the US and in Europe. He stated his 
professional career engineering equipment for the aquaculture industry and over time began 
designing the systems. He now acts as a technical resource for some of the largest producers in 
the world and is involved with some of the largest and most advanced facilities under 
construction. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING NOTES 
Neighbors 
Caroline Robertson presented to the group on the proposed change to the Municipal Planning 
Strategy.  

The Expert, Stephen discussed the purpose of Development Agreements, and explained that 
Development Agreements can be used to address many community issues.  

Question: Who monitors the Development Agreement to ensure it is followed?  

Answer: The Municipality, the Development Officer would be responsible for this – if there is 
something that contravenes the agreement, the Municipality can certainly act.  

Question: The Municipality has not been exemplary in enforcing current Development 
Agreements, such as the Riparian Buffer – I don’t trust that the municipality can do what they 
need to?  

Answer: someone suspects a violation of the development agreement; they need to put their 
concern in writing to the Development Officer.  If the concern relates to the jurisdiction of the 
Government of Canada or Nova Scotia, the appropriate department should be contacted. 

Comment: The Building Inspector should come through, follow up, and complete check-ups on 
certain sites.  

Comment: Exceptional way of life and enjoy the beautiful environment, next to no industry 
aside from small local industry – in their community alone, there are families from British 
Columbia – they come here for the way of life, their vote is to preserve the way of life.  

Question: Are the PAC Members and Councillors going to educate themselves with the 
technology or allow something that could ruin our community?  

*** some questions were asked in succession and the expert was not able to provide answers. 

Question: There is sludge that comes out of the tanks, where does that go?  

Answer: There are regulations in place, and that would be regulated by the Provincial and 
Federal Government. 

Comment: They are planning on bringing in and filtering water at such a rate that it will kill all 
small organisms; this will be the demise of our entire way of life. This is opening opportunities for 
the entire community to have more plants of this nature, it will not help our community, it will 
just put money in the pockets of shareholders.   

Question: How much weight do the neighbors comments/concerns have?  

*** some questions were asked in succession and the expert was not able to provide answers. 

Comment: No-one regulates the discharge that comes out of the pipes*** some questions were 
asked in succession and the expert was not able to provide answers. 
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.  UV filtered, 3000 gallons per second, all small organisms will be killed when they suck in the 
water. Can’t see any benefit to Yarmouth County Jobs – tax bases are going to drop way down. 
Waste is going to go on the beaches and when the tide goes down.  

Response: On the tax breaks, the Municipal government cannot offer a tax break.  

Comment: The Municipality is looking at putting a lot of money into the Cape Forchu Light 
station, then there will be an eyesore across the ocean. 

Comment: Natural beaches that never change, the Big Pond is basically a wetland, cannot 
understand with the proposal here <reference to another application>, will they fill the bog to 
support the large tanks that will go in there. Also, many tourists love the beaches, and this 
<reference to land-based aquaculture> would destroy the pristine beaches.  

Comment: There was a request asking for the financial impact of the Aquaculture industry, until 
we know the answer to that, council should know that.  

Question: Discussion on not even thinking about considering – would the Municipality demand 
an environmental Study?  

Answer: When a development is taking place within an environmentally sensitive area, the 
Department of Environment will often request that an environmental study be done.   

The Municipality of the District of Yarmouth has the ability to require an expert study be 
completed, at the expense of the developer, as part of the Development Agreement process.  

Question: is there something that the Municipality can do to regulate Odour?  

Answer: The Municipal Planning Strategy currently regulates obnoxious odours. Council can 
include a measurable requirement for odour as part of the Development Agreement Process. In 
addition, the Provincial Government has enforceable requirements as part of the land-based 
aquaculture licensing process that are used to reduce smell.   

Question: What could happen to property prices in the community?  

Answer: Typically, if the development is controlled and the Development Agreement is used 
properly, it does not have an impact, there are many factors to take into consideration.  

**This question is answered as part of the Q & A document.  

Comment: Hope that aquaculture is considered, but sustainable aquaculture, that all issues are 
taken into consideration and that could affect other life – contaminants – how much is 
considered safe – would suggest that in the agreement, would be looking at the fact that the 
water coming out into the water body, would be pretty similar to the water going in.  

Question: If the proponent’s business failed, what would happen to the items on the site? 

Answer: Often, it would not be something put into the Development Agreement, but it could 
be.  

Comment: Unique business in bloodworms, only place in Canada who has bloodworms, 
extremely unique to the area. There is a conflict with what we are being told in breakout 
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sessions, because Caroline said that some water is released, but Hana says that there is no water 
released. There is a conflict there.  

Comment: Concerns as an abutting neighbor; noise is the major concern, light pollution and 
protected species, painted turtles, and Lady slippers, how would that be protected in the 
Development Agreement. In addition, concerned about the traffic on the road and the road is 
not well maintained.  

Response: Those will all be concerns addressed by the PAC and Council as they are regular 
questions.  

Comment: Echo problems with traffic, 4 or 5 tractor trailer loads in different parts of the season. 
Wondering how they propose to stop storms from washing out the piping system during the 
many storms that there is. Also, temperatures may be greater or less than expected during 
storm seasons and other winter storms etc.  

Response: Certainly, points that the PAC and Council can look at.  

Question: With everything opening up, what is the possibility of having a real conversation in 
person? What is the possibility of the Municipality of Yarmouth considering that?  

*** some questions were asked in succession and the expert was not able to provide answers. 

Industry 
Question: Raymond Muise Presentation. 

Has been living worming and clamming on Chebogue river for 50 years. Chebogue river 
uniquely suited to industry, has two flush outs. 120 licenses in the area. Very clean clams, can be 
eaten right away, creates high demand, high prices. Industry has high cost of entry and many 
have invested themselves their lives to it.  

Open flow aquaculture could damage the industry. Larvae could be sucked into intake and 
destroyed. Worming and clamming industry has conservation plan approved by fisheries and 
oceans. Plan could be affected by broader aquaculture. We all have responsibility to keep ocean 
clean for ourselves and for future generations. 

Response: Question may be better suited to the Environment breakout room. Aquaculture can 
and has existed alongside natural fisheries under right circumstances/controls. 

Comment: Antibiotic use is big concern with Salmon Farming. 

*** some questions were asked in succession and the expert was not able to provide answers. 

Response: Antibiotic use can be concern in some cases, environment expert may be able to 
answer this better. However, this proposal is necessary to allow many other types of aquaculture 
like seaweed, oysters, which actually help clean the water. 

Question: Hana have you seen issues or impact on other fisheries after establishment of Land 
Based Aquaculture like Salmon farms? 

Answer: Much concern is more relevant to open pen salmon farming not land based. In NS 
other farms outflow only 1% or zero used water. The industry is realizing that recirculating water 
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longer gives more control over water quality improving final product while limiting out flow of 
effluent which could impact environment. 

Land based facilities present great economic opportunity. Independent facilities can control 
variables not possible with open net farming. There is great potential for all types of land-based 
aquaculture along NS coastline. 

Comment: Buys bloodworms and resales to world’s largest dealer of live bait. Live bait industry 
provides many good jobs. Concerned live bait could be killed and numbers reduced by 
aquaculture outflow. 

Comment: Clam deuration facilities, Oyster farms, seafood farming are all types of aquacultures 
that would not be allowed under current MPS constraints limiting aquaculture to closed 
containment. These facilities can clean pollutants out of the ocean water and result in cleaner 
outflow water then intake. The municipality could miss out on significant opportunities for 
beneficial facilities in the future if this is not amended. 

Question: How much weight do opinions count for compared to just upping taxes? 

Answer: The opinions of residents matter a great deal to council. Council is made up of elected 
officials whose job it is to represent their constituents. There is no set formula for how residents’ 
opinions are weighed against the other factors that influence a decision. In the case of a 
proposed development going through a Development Agreement this balance can vary greatly 
based on the agreement’s ability to address resident’s stated concerns. 

Comment: This is an attempt to separate the Boreal Salmon proposal from the MPS 
Amendment. 

Answer: The Boreal Salmon proposal brought the existing policy to municipality’s attention, and 
this would be the first step required in order to consider Boreal’s proposal. In researching this we 
have realized the policy also limits many other types of aquaculture it may not have been 
intended to. Shellfish, seaweed and other non-finfish aquaculture require open flow facilities 
and create significant economic opportunities with minimal environmental impact. 

Comment: Bernie Berry’s submitted presentation. 

Is a member of the cold-water lobster association and is against open flow salmon farming in the 
municipality. The proposed change to the MPS would allow open flow salmon farming like the 
proposal form Boreal Salmon. The lobster industry is against all open flow salmon farming. Our 
areas lobster is recognized for its quality worldwide and we should not consider anything that 
could risk that. Intake pipes can draw in lobster larvae and kill them. Outflow pipe is of even 
greater concern and has no oversight. This has been pointed out by Dalhousie researcher Inka 
Milewski who will be providing PAC with report on the matter. This is not the proper format for 
aquaculture in the municipality and will damage our lobster stock. 

Response: I think many of your questions are better answered by the environment expert. We 
look forward to seeing that report. We apologize for the format and hopefully any future 
meetings will work a little better for you. 
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Question: Sustainable Blue is a world leader in sustainable land-based aquaculture with a zero a 
effluent closed containment system. Why can’t we have systems like that instead? 

Answer: Sustainable Blue has shown closed containment fin-fish farming is possible in NS. 
Oyster and other shellfish aquaculture facilities require open flow systems but produce zero 
effluent and have no negative impact on the environment. MPS needs an amendment to allow 
opportunities like these to take place. 

Question: Could the municipality have an MPS policy that allows open-flow aquaculture except 
for finfish? 

Answer:  MPS and LUB policies can be written that allow for other types of open flow 
aquaculture but prohibit finfish. Public participation could play an important role in drafting this 
type of policy. 

Question: Tourism is an important part of our economy and part of the draw to our area is the 
beautiful coastline. The Climb the Light project has recently allowed residents and tourists alike 
to enjoy the view from the top of Cape Forchu light station. This view includes Chebogue point 
where Boreal Salmon has proposed their open flow salmon farm facility. Are these facilities 
going to create a bunch of ugly holding tanks along our coastline ruining these types of views? 

Answer:  Mostly work with Sustainable Blue and their facilities are fully enclosed in large 
buildings. Many seaweeds, oyster, and shellfish open flow aquaculture facilities are likewise 
contained within large buildings. Aquaculture facilities do not necessarily require holding tanks 
to be visible. 

Question: Miguel Lorenzi. Resource Manager for Acadian Seafoods, which employs 100+ 
harvesters locally. They harvest and sell a certified organic product. Their sales depend in part on 
their organic certification, could it be affected? 

Answer: Hana does not know answer. The Municipal Planner did find in research the levels of 
effluent allowed for flow through aquaculture pose little risk of affecting organic certification of 
natural products. Also, presence of nearby products with an organic certification is taken into 
account during the licensing process for new aquaculture facilities. 

Question: Why would anyone even consider removing the closed containment requirement for 
aquaculture? The wastewater from aquaculture facilities will kill everything. 

Answer: Open flow aquaculture facilities are required for depuration facilities, clams, oyster and 
other shellfish. These facilities provide economic opportunities without creating effluent that 
could risk damaging the environment.  

Question: Hana is involved with Sustainable Blue but no other finfish aquaculture. Is there a 
reason for this? 

Answer: There are still questions about how salmon farming affects the environment. Hana only 
sources from Sustainable Blue who have developed a 100% closed containment Salmon farm 
system. This approach guarantees a method for proving affordable farmed salmon without 
passing the cost on to the environment. 
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Comment: If a change to the MPS allows open flow aquaculture systems and it affects the 
organic certification status of local products it could impact existing economy and industry. 

Response:  It is unclear how organic certification could be affected. This may be a better 
question for an environment expert. The Municipal Planner found through research the levels of 
effluent allowed for flow through aquaculture pose little risk of affecting organic certification of 
natural products. Also, the presence of nearby products with an organic certification is 
considered during the Provincial licensing process for new aquaculture facilities. 

Comment: Lives on Hilton Road. Picks periwinkles and digs clams his whole life. Has done so in 
many areas including Shelburne. After the open pen salmon farms were established in 
Shelburne all the periwinkles died off. There used be lots there, now there is none. 

Response: Open pen salmon farming is very different from land based open flow salmon 
farming. The environmental impact of a land based open flow system would be much lower than 
open pen. 

Environment 
Question: Asked about water in tanks and what happens to water? Quality of water in purge 
tank and if the holding tank will be attached to ocean directly?  

Answer: Discharge water quality is regulated by Provincial requirements. All systems are 
regulated in the same framework. Legislation regulated the receiving watercourse to ensure 
that the facilities do not change the trophic status based on the concentration of nitrogen and 
phosphorous at the end of the mixing zone.  There is a water company that is a third party who 
performs regular water quality inspections.   

Question: What are the mechanical engineers’ biological credentials? 

Comment:  mechanical engineer standards are not the same standards of a biologists in terms 
of remediation or environmental process.  

Answer: Mark answered that the provincial body is regulator for aquaculture industry biological 
practices. 

Question: how a facility ends up under consideration? 

Answer: When a facility is up for consideration it is because they require an amendment to the 
MPS or LUB. 

Question:  How will lobsters be affected by run-off water? 

Answer: Water going into tidal zone has a provincially regulated standard set to eliminate effect 
on molluscs.  

Comment: Aquaculture amendment should exclude fin fish or rewrite the report. 

Question: What recourse do people have for any environmental damage that could be caused 
to neighbours? 

Answer: There must be a remediation plan in place as part of the licensing process. Any 
environmental concerns or consideration will be detailed in this process. 
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Question: What studies have been done showing the effects of these facilities on filter feeders 
and crustaceans? 

Answer: The water standards for released water are set by the province. These standards are 
meant to protect any marine organisms in the tidal zone. 

Question: How does this affect commercial fishing of clams? 

Answer:  Any runoff water is treated to such an extent that it should not affect them. 

Question: What pollutants come from salmon farms that can affect bivalve feeders? 

Answer: Any effluent from these facilities is removed or treated to prevent any pollutants from 
entering the ocean. Typically, in a lot of these processes they boil the water at extremely high 
temperatures the remove any harmful pollutants. 

Parameters and concentrations are maintained quite low for the inter tidal zone  

Question: What chemicals and medicine are being used to treat the fish? 

Answer: Depends on the type of facility, typically in a facility that keeps their fish on land in 
enclosed chambers the fish need no treatment. In instances where the tanks are free in the 
ocean some antibiotics could be used to prevent sea lice.  

Comment: Brought up that they’re not the first community that’s gone through this exercise  

Question: Good region for bloodworms, good economy for bloodworm export, concerned 
about open sea system effluent being introduced into the bloodworm environment.  

What effect will the runoff water have on the bloodworms and bloodworms industry? 

Answer: Not entirely certain the effect that could be around bloodworms. Don’t know of any 
provincial standards to protect blood worms.  

Comment: Lots of concern that DFO and provincial standards will not be enough to protect. 
People really want the MPS amendment to include some protection. 

Question: Big Pond has turtles and specific birds in the area.  

What will the boreal salmon facility<reference to another application> do to big pond? How will 
this affect the local bird and turtle species? 

Question: What effect will light pollution have on migrating birds? 

Answer: Could use downward facing light or in some instances it could be included in the MPS 
that such a facility could have coverings to prevent light pollution.  

Question: Concerned about intake water and any organisms swept up into the system 

Concerned with juvenile lobster and the clam eggs.  

Can juvenile lobsters or clam eggs get trapped inside intake valves for these types of facilities? 
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Answer:  Depends on the filter process for the facility. Some facilities use layers of rock to filter 
water, some do not treat intake water at all.  

Question: Asked about the costs of environmental impact assessment prior to development 
stages.  Who pays for the environmental impact assessment? Is this done prior to the purchase 
of land or the beginning of construction? 

Answer: The environmental impact assessment is typically paid for by the developer should it be 
required of them. Because of this such an assessment is typically done after the purchase.  

Question: Should the town have environmental impact assessments before rezoning and 
reconsidering use? 

 

SUBMITTED FEEDBACK  
DIRECT MESSAGE ON SOCIAL MEDIA  
Anonymous Messages of Interest and Support  
C + D received a handful of direct messages on social media from community members and 
neighbours who are interested in the idea of land-based aquaculture and had questions. Many 
expressed they were open to development that brough new jobs and stimulated the economy 
permitted the impact on the environment and neighbours is mitigated. These people did not 
wish to disclose their names or property address for Council’s record as they feared retaliation 
from their neighbours. Those who oppose the fish farm have been hostile and they did not want 
it known that they were open to the development.  

Jamie Steven Pothier 
Land-based closed-containment recirculating aquaculture systems (RAS) completely separate 
fish farming operations from the marine environment. Containing farmed fish in land-based 
tanks eliminates the environmental and economic risks presented by open-net pen farms and 
removes all interactions between wild species and farmed fish. Advances in this technology now 
allow for 99% water recycling within the system, further reducing the environmental impact of 
farmed fish. 

RAS eliminates farmed fish losses due to disease, sea lice infestation, algal blooms, predators, 
temperature variations, storms and escapes. The farming method also creates optimal rearing 
conditions, allowing for the control of all parameters throughout the grow-out process. As a 
result, farmed fish are healthy, grow quickly and live in antibiotic-free and low-stress conditions. 

The fish farming industry is moving to land-based, closed containment systems around the 
globe. Though there is opportunity for RAS systems in B.C. and Canada, adoption of this 
sustainable fish farming method has been slow due to a lack of government support. 

That being said... if this all goes through. And they do create a farm... what will the company do 
for the community? Will they have a positive impact and spruce up the community... maybe 
finish our sidewalks or possibly a playground? Better internet? 
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PHONE CALLS 
Roy White, 382 Chebogue Point Road  
There has been an excavator on the property drilling holes and tearing up the wetland. -twice- 
Garry Belliveau Construction and Excavation.  I promised to investigate for him. 

Concerns, this could impact the view from the harbour for the tourists, can see the site from the 
lighthouse and the ferry.  

Prevailing winds, odour and smell sent to the tourist areas.  

Concerns about the riparian, equivalent facility policy.  Existing rare plants and species – how 
would these be re-introduced in another area.  

Water supply how could this impact their well systems. How will this impact property value? 

Bernie Berry, Chebogue Point Road 
Called C+D Community Design concerned with the potential environmental impact of open 
flow aquaculture. He is a member of the Cold Water Lobster Association and primarily 
concerned about the impact on the lobster stocks. We encouraged him to take part in the 
public participation process and meeting.  

Mr. Berry had questions about the format of the Public Participation Meeting as well as the 
credentials of the experts. He was provided an outline of the planned meeting agenda over the 
phone, however, the experts were not all finalized at the time of the call. The names and Bios of 
the experts were sent to Bernie later via email.  

Bernie expressed disappointment in having to have an online meeting he understood the 
limitations imposed by the Covid-19 Pandemic. Bernie requested that any potential future 
meetings be held in person as the province continues to re-open. 
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Patricia Goodwin & David Fevens, G&B Smith Fisheries Ltd 
Dear Jenny, 

We are the owners of G&B Smith Fisheries Ltd and export bloodworms to the US and Europe. 
This industry has been in Yarmouth for 60+ years. 

We have some very serious concerns regarding this proposed zoning amendment to allow for 
land-based aquaculture removing the “closed containment” designation. 

Our richest area for quality bloodworms is the Yarmouth Harbour. It is a very unique area and 
the bloodworms flourish there. By working with Department of Fisheries we have developed a 
management plan for the harbour to protect this area for the future. This proposed salmon farm 
would likely destroy the bloodworm population in the harbour.  

In reading this proposal it clearly states in Figure 
2 Measurable Economic Inputs and Output for Aquaculture that there is no known way to 
safely control sea lice one of the biggest problems in salmon aquaculture. 

“There	is	no	single	or	most	effective	solution	currently	although	cage	sizes	do	have	an	
impact.	Medicine	and	Pesticides	are	another	option	for	dealing	with	parasite	concerns;	
however,	use	of	these	substances	must	be	controlled	and	monitored	carefully	for	suspected	
fish	kill	or	morbidity	events.”		

 The discharge of these medicines, pesticides & antibiotics would likely destroy the bloodworm 
population in the Yarmouth Harbour. Our other main harvest areas are in Wedgeport. With the 
tides and water movement will this area also be at risk? 

The proposal also states 

“Aquaculture facilities use large amounts of water, circling through their systems. They must be 
located close to natural water sources to draw water and to discharge the 
water after use, this process can have an impact on natural ecosystems, local fish population and
 water levels. The discharge of nutrient salts and organic materials from farming can 
have negative local effects. The decomposition of organic materials, feed, and excrement 
can result in oxygen reduction and a change in species diversity. Discharges of nutrient salts can 
also cause increased algae growth, and increased biomass production in bodies 
of water through a fertilization effect.” 

This just provides more proof that this proposed salmon farm is putting at risk the entire eco 
system around it. 

We provide employment to 40+ people. Those jobs are all being put at risk with this proposal. 
We are just one small industry added to the others, the lobster fishers, clam harvesters and the 
list goes on and on. 

Please do not allow the new money coming from foreign interests be a deciding factor in this 
decision. Our industry relies almost 100% on money coming from foreign interests in the US and 
Europe. This money goes into the Yarmouth economy. Risking the current local industries, 
owned by local people who employ local people is just not the right thing to do. 
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With the risk to so many different fisheries in the Yarmouth area we ask that you stop this 
development before it goes past this early stage. 

Please do not rezone this land! 

Please do not remove the wording “closed containment”. 

Please look out for the best interests of the people in our municipality and surrounding areas 
and put a stop to this proposal now. 

  

Sincerely, 

Patricia Goodwin & David Fevens 

G&B Smith Fisheries Ltd 

 

Dan Earle, 97 Chebogue Point Road 
Hi Jenny: 

Please pass the following on to the PAC Members who are not on council. I have already sent it 
to them. 

I will be attending but not speaking at the Zoning Change meeting regarding on land open 
penned aquaculture. My thoughts are: 

This has been quite a confusing process. In the first notice the proposed change was directly 
connected to a proposal for the fish farm on Chebogue Point.  Now I understand it is just 
consideration of the concept in general throughout the Municipality.  

However, consideration of a change would not even have come up without this project pushing 
it so it is quite clear to me, and others, that the zoning change and the project are linked. If this is 
an example of what might happen throughout the Municipality if the zoning is changed it is best 
to maintain the status quo. I am against the zoning change. 

 Be done with it now and resolve the issue for the whole Municipality. 

The issues, for Chebogue Point, but also for other areas include:  

 1. Coastal habitat. We have many sites in the Municipality that contains coastal wetlands, creeks 
and marshes that provide a special habitat for many species that cannot live elsewhere. Many of 
these wetlands are nursery areas that support our off-shore fishing industry. While we have an 
abundance of coastal uplands we do not have a lot of wetlands and the habitat/water 
purification functions they provide. Specific site selection does make a difference. 

2. Coastal energy. While the Municipality does have some low energy zones where there are 
beaches and marshes, much of our coastal area is subject to high wind and wave action during 
storms. Hence, we have many large shingle beaches and eroding edge. This will be even more 
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critical with predicted sea level rise. There is a high likely hood of damage to facilities on the 
coast, destruction of any open pens and escape of fish stock.  

3. Water quality. Open penned systems are not closed. They a tremendous amount of water into 
the system and flushes it out again. The effluent is not returned to its original status so public 
waters are being used as a waste dump for the fish farm. Allowing pollution of our ocean is not in 
the interest of the public. This item alone should be enough to kill consideration of any project.  

Nova Scotia has spent millions cleaning up costs of industries that have taken their profit away 
and passed the cost of waste cleanup on to the public. It's obviously a good business plan for the 
industry if they can get away with it. However, it is Municipalities job to make sure industry takes 
full responsibility for use of our resources. 

4. In conclusion, changing the zoning in general or in the specific case of Chebogue Point is not 
in the public interest. 

I am not opposed to aquaculture. I have visited entirely enclosed systems that recycle all their 
water and reuse it. Open water shellfish harvesting is viable and actually can improve water 
quality. We should be encouraging this type of industry. 

  

Daniel Earle 

97 Chebogue Point Road 

Rockville NS 

B5A 5E8 Canada 

 

.ca 
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Brenda 
Hi Jenny,  

I would like an in person meeting rather than a Zoom meeting. It is fine to have a Zoom meeting 
for people who have access however, would you please notify the people in charge of notifying 
the public they should arrange either an out door meeting or the Mariner's center where people 
can self distance as other districts are doing. This is too important to leave most of the public 
out. 

Thank you 

Brenda 

PS Could you please let me know who you have notified and the outcome? 

cc council 

Georgina Ollerhead, Mayor Hr. Breton NL 
Good day, 

Thank you for the invitation but unfortunately I have another meeting tomorrow evening.  

I reached out to other Mayors in our area and that didn’t work out either because of the short 
notice and vacations. 

Maybe another time if needed. 

But I would like to note that if it wasn’t for aquaculture in the rural areas in the Coast of Bays, our 
communities wouldn’t survive.  

It has created employment for our residents that work at the fish processing plants. 

The spin off from the industry is remarkable like net cleaning, cage making, site work and list 
goes on and on.  

With the advances in technology the industry is environmental friendly and sustainable.  

Residents need to educate themselves first. 

We have an open communication with the company that has invested millions of dollars in our 
area and I’m very proud to say we have a bright future a head of us.  

  

Georgina  

Mayor  

Hr. Breton NL 
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Valerie Clairmont, 529 Chebogue Point Road 
July 19, 2021 
Valerie Clairmont  

 
 

  
529 Chebogue Point Road  
Chebogue Point, NS 
B5A 5E8 
 
Yes, I am a resident of the district of Yarmouth! 
 
Yes, I have read the proposal! 
 
 Comments: 
 I am extremely worried about this, like everyone in this community. 
 40 New jobs could destroy a billion dollar fishery here! 
 
This could affect the whole eco system of the Bay of Fundy!  Destroy many fisheries, animals, beaches and 
the beauty, peace and quite of the place I live! 
 
Not only am I worried about the surrounding ocean here.  I am in the process of transferring 20 plus acres 
of land on Big Cooke Island from my father to me!  Water on East and West sides.  This has been in my 
family for over 85 years.  I am sending a copy of this the Daniel Allen because of this.  Daniel’s mom Verna 
pierced my ears when I was a kid.  She was the ER Nurse for years!  Always called my sister whenever I 
ended up with broken bones! 
 
I am permanently disabled.  I retired here because   Listening, just being close to the ocean is my greatest 
pass time!   
 
I lived in Melbourne till 1976, when my Father built the house on Pinkney’s Point, as he grew up and fished 
from there. Always watched the sun set over here! 
 
Our ocean water is clear.  I would like to keep it that way. 
 
Blacks Harbour, NB is so dirty it really smells.  Moss grows on the ladders on the wharfs. You have to put 
big gloves on to go aboard a ship.   
 
Halifax harbour is not much better. 
 
Do we want to end up like that?  We have enough garbage coming ashore now. 
 
If the CAT ever sails again, do we what the tourist to see this before our beautiful province? 
 
I can see stars at night.  Piece and quite! 
 
I am totally against this!  Please leave the beauty of this area alone! 
  
Thank you, 
  
Valerie Clairmont 
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Iris Muise, 1395 Chebogue Road 
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Michael R Randall, The Real Estate Store 
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Floyd and Kathy Eisan 
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Mary and Brian Duncan, 402 Chebogue Point Road 
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Peter Corey, Yarmouth Resident 
Hello Ms. Porter: 
  
I am a resident of the Yarmouth area. I am professionally trained in the aquaculture industry with 
nearly 20 years of experience in aquaculture and wild fisheries in NS. 
  
I sat in on the public meeting this past Tuesday regarding the terminology around the Rural 
Development Designation. I understand the proposal is to remove the “closed-containment” 
wording, opening the definition to include all types of land-based aquaculture.  
  
I support this proposal. The simplified definition would provide greater flexibility in the types of 
projects that can be considered for development, without compromising the scrutiny under 
which applications would be evaluated.  
  
As you know, many concerns were raised at Tuesday’s meeting, most of them related to the 
impact of finfish aquaculture on well-established industries and the environment. It is 
impractical to believe that food production to sustain global population growth and food 
demand can be accomplished without impact to either the natural world or the landscape. The 
activities (harvesting of lobsters, rockweed, periwinkles, clams, worms) that we fear may be 
impacted by the environmental footprint of finfish aquaculture do, in fact, leave a significant 
footprint of their own.  
  
In general, I feel that land-based aquaculture projects such as the one proposed by Boreal 
Salmon could augment instead of threaten other local users of the marine resource. For 
example, anecdotally, rockweed grows significantly faster in the vicinity of the outflow of lobster 
holding facilities. Further, there is little evidence that finfish aquaculture has a negative impact 
on lobster populations. Again, anecdotally, the opposite is true. The issues of organic 
designation (rockweed), wetland impact, and proximity to residences are legitimate concerns – 
the solutions for these must be carefully considered. 
  
Nonetheless, there are already numerous examples of land-based marine aquaculture facilities 
in NS. Nearly all of these are disinfecting their water inflow and all are subject to strict provincial 
regulatory compliance. Land-based aquaculture enables greater control (compared to open 
pen farming, which also has its place) over introduction of pests and disease to the holding 
system and greater control over discharge of waste products and escapes to the environment.  
  
Yarmouth needs greater economic diversification to support growth and/or help buffer the 
impact of occasional downturns in other resource-based industries.  Should the project of 
Boreal Salmon prove successful, land-based aquaculture stands to contribute a great deal to 
this diversification.  
  
I appreciate the opportunity to share my views. 
  
All the best, 
  
Peter Corey, M.Sc., B.Sc. Agriculture (Aquaculture) 
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Raymond Muise & Travis Corkum 
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Bernie Berry 
Good Evening, 

My name is Bernie Berry, I have been lobster fishing in Southwestern Nova Scotia for 40+ years 
and I am a member of the Coldwater Lobster Association. I will be speaking about the proposed 
change to the Municipal Planning Strategy to remove the closed containment terminology and 
and have it revised to read “to permit the consideration of all types of aquaculture operations”.  

If changed this would allow for an land based open flow salmon farm to be considered for 
operation. There is a proposal from Boreal, a Chilean Salmon Farm company, to build an open 
flow salmon farm on Chebogue Point. The municipal government and Boreal need the 
proposed change MPS – so this type of operation can be considered, in any part of the 
municipality.  

Speaking from the lobster industry perspective, we fully oppose this terminology change in the 
MPS, and we share grave concerns to the detrimental effects this will have on the lobster 
industry, if an open flow, land based salmon farm is permitted to move forward.  

There is approximately 470 lobster licences within Yarmouth Co., half of LFA 34’s limit. All of 
these licences represent small business enterprises that are all worth in excess of $1 Million 
dollars. The cumulative landed value in Yarmouth County is in excess of $300 million dollars. 
These same businesses employee 2-4 people each and represent the economic backbone of 
our community. 

There are lobster buyers, bait dealers, trucking companies, lobster trap builders, fishing supply 
companies, etc. employing numerous people in the distribution of our product and the logistic 
support of our industry. 

This all starts with the product itself. Our lobster is recognized worldwide as a top quality 
product, harvested sustainably from a pristine water environment. Consumers across the globe 
want and demand only the best products for consumption for their families. Our lobster industry 
must adhere to strict guidelines and third party scrutiny  to maintain our global market share 
and maintain consumer confidence. The industry is securitized by entities such as MSC (Marine 
Stewardship Council), WWF,  Monterey Bay among others. 

Let’s consider the negatives. The intake pipes for this proposed operation will draw large 
volumes of saltwater from the ocean which will trap lobster larvae that is floating in the water 
column, and possibly small lobsters that have just settled to the bottom. These larvae and 
lobsters will be destroyed as they enter the system.  

The outflow pipes have no regulatory oversight or guidelines for controlling the end of pipe 
effluent. There is no end of pipe limits on suspended solids, turdidity, nitrogen compounds 
(ammonia, nitrates), antibiotics, free residual chlorine, dissolved oxygen, etc. This has been 
pointed out by Dalhousie biologist Inka Milewski. Ms Mileswki also points out that the 
Chebogue Point proposal does not identify a system for capturing nitrogen, phosphorus, or 
other dissolved chemicals that may be used such as anti-foulants, algaecide, disinfectants, 
pesticides, antibiotics or hormones. Ms Milewski is developing a report that will be distributed to 
Council and citizens at large that serve on the PAC in the coming days which must be taken into 
consideration.  
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All of the unregulated substances will be spewed into the water at thousands of litres per 
second. They will then be carried by the tides, up and down our shoreline. The tides, ebb and 
flood, run approximately 2 knots per hour, which potentially could disperse this effluent as far as 
Port Maitland on the flood tide, and Pubnico Point on the ebb tide. 

This large area would have an incredible amount of lobster larvae in the water column, egg 
bearing female lobsters, and lobsters in general. They would all be exposed to this effluent. As 
the larvae and lobsters ingest these toxins, the result can only be catastrophic for the lobster 
industry.  

From Port Maitland to Pubnico Point there are approximately 35 lobster tank houses, that rely 
on the availability of pristine water to pump into their operations to keep lobsters in storage. The 
water will be tainted by all the uncontrolled effluent, again leading to devastating results for the 
lobster, our markets and our industry.   

The effects on the lobster stocks in areas will be damaging. The effects on our markets will be 
crippling and this, will devastate the coastal community that we know today.  

The type of industry that could be introduced into the area because of the proposed 
amendment to the MPS is not compatible with our prosperous and lucrative lobster industry, 
the cornerstone of our communities economic survival.  

The proposed amendment must not be recommended to proceed to Council from PAC.  

The idea of 30-40 jobs and some additional tax revenue will pale in comparison to the loss of 
our anchor industry. This must not happen. 

The municipality might be open for business, but it must be the right business. You do not risk 
your community economic viability because the Council is standing behind a slogan or a catch 
phrase (We are Open for Business). This is a fool hardy and reckless approach.  

The lobster fishery is against the amendment to the MPS and is completely opposed to the idea 
of a land based, open flow salmon farm.  This cannot happen. Our communities are at risk. 

 

Thank You, 

Bernie Berry 

Coldwater Lobster Association  
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Unnamed Submission 
I read the land Based Salmon Farm, Chebogue Point Report. The obvious questions one to 
mind; light pollution, waste storage and removal and disposal, water pollution "biogas 
production other applications in NS" is worrisome. and so is the total solid waste disposal 
issue.  Are local regulations in place an sufficient? 

Food supply as described in the brief needs elaboration Waste retention/disposal is a question. 

However, the Sustainable Blue Fish Salmon Farm in Hants Co is in operation (200 tons/yr?) and 
appears to be self contained.  Boreal has discharge and will be a much larger operation. I would 
check out other land based fish farms  and be careful about the waste disposal. 

Anna Mallin, 551 Chebogue Point Road   
Dear Nick: 
 
I understand that you have a meeting today at which the Fish Farm will be discussed. 
 
I’ve been looking at the applicaion (which I downloaded from the MODY website).  I’ve not at all 
finished doing my homework, but I thought I should share some thoughts in case they might be 
useful today. 
 
In general, I think land-based aquaculture is a good idea. 
 
Also, I think that the best projects are the ones that a) have the support of the surrounding 
community and b) are technically (and commercially) sound. 
 
With regard to the “support of the community” for the Chebogue Point Fish Farm Project - this 
is lacking and I expect that the proponents will find that the project will be fought tooth and nail 
by those living in proximity to the project.  Those living close to the road to be travelled by the 
trucks and employee cars associated with the project, will be disrupted by noise and dust and 
commotion and they, too, can be anticipated to be vociferous in their opposition.  The general, 
wider, population will deplore the loss of the tranquil rural character of the area.  I am included in 
the latter group.  In other words, the project will be surrounded by an unwilling and 
unsupporting community which will probably be united in opposition to the project and do their 
best to make their opposition known. 
 
On the technical side, the questions which are crossing my mind and about which I haven’t yet 
been able to do sufficient research, are the following: 
 
1) Will there be an environmental assessment?  I understand (but don’t know from my own 
observation) that there are Pitcher Plants in the wetlands. I believe that some pitcher plants may 
be “endangered”. 
 
2) How will the tanks on the grass-covered-cobble adjacent to the Big Pond be supported?  Are 
extensive concrete foundations foreseen?  What about the groundwater under/arround the 
foundations?  What provisions have been made to cope with the ground-water levels? 
 
3) What is the expected life of the project?  As we know from recent publications about sea-
level rise, shorline projects (especially low-lying ones) will be increasingly at risk from 
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contaminated from human disaster would be absurd. The smart thing to do is to put the Salmon 
Farm right where they had the Fish Farm in Wedgeport- what is destroyed is destroyed.  

Within Yarmouth County, which is considered area 3 for clam harvesting, there would be 
approximately 80-100 clam harvesters. These are just the clam harvesters that are holding 
licenses, I don’t even know where to begin with how many marine bloodworm and sandworm 
licenses there are. I am sure there is atleast another 80-100 marine worm harvesters. So that is 
approx 160-200 households, families, community members. These incomes in return support 
our local economy. And what about our Irish moss harvesters, rock weed harvesters, periwinkle 
harvesters? All of these harvesters could lose a lot if the MODY allows this to happen. If this 
industry was destroyed, the impact would be felt throughout Yarmouth County, and would 
affect many people. To gain what, 1 Salmon Farm?  

There is a Clamming Association through the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 
Please verify and do your homework. If such is passed through MODY, and the applications are 
done by this Salmon Company, rest assured that the Clam Association will fight under the 
Federal level through the association. Nathan Goodwin is the head of the Clamming 
Association for area 3. Harvesters/Fishermen, and the Association will all come together to fight 
to keep their jobs and provide for their families. Just take a drive through Chebogue, the signs 
on the poles alone should show that there are major concerns from the community about this 
proposal.  “NO SALMON FARM- NO REZOING”. The people that live in that community, let 
alone work in that community, are the ones at the end of the day that have to deal with all issues 
that come with the Salmon Farming. Their voices need to be heard, their voices should count.  

Please do not destroy one last natural good thing we have. Please do not destroy our livelihoods 
and our ability to provide for our families.  

Sincerely, 

Leona Larkin 
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Roy White, 382 Chebogue Point Road 
Due to computer inaccessibility, I am emailing this letter on behalf of Roy White.   
  
  
I am a lifetime resident of Chebogue Point and also a lobster fisherman for over 30 
years. This is a quiet peaceful neighborhood and I would like it to remain that 
way.  There are many bird watchers up and down the road on a daily basis and are 
welcomed.  The first place migratory birds land, rest and feed after returning from 
the south after a long journey and is the last place they stop and get prepared for 
their long journey to the south for the winter.  People travel here from all over 
Nova Scotia and beyond to see and photograph these many types of birds which 
are rarely seen in other places.  Any changes in the working of the Bylaws will 
surely have a negative effect on their migration and the birds that reside here all 
year. 
The wetland that is proposed to destroy for any Industrial activity is 
concerning,  There are eastern painted turtles, eels, purple Pitcher plants, cranberry 
bog and an abundance of wildlife, waterfowl all thriving in this area.  I cannot see 
this being reproduced in another site no matter how large a riparian facility is built. 
The Company has already been on site twice.  The last was Canada Day when they 
took an excavator through the wetland to the other side and ripped and put trees in 
the brook which are still there preventing the water flow.  Is this going to be an 
example of their ‘work’ – destroying and leaving the results for someone else to 
deal with!  To my knowledge there were no permits issued for this activity.  Who 
is monitoring this Company? 
How will our water supply be affected by any industrial construction on Chebogue 
Point where this wetland stretches ¾’s of Chebogue Point in a northerly and 
southerly direction?  I am told by well developers and water-witchers that the 
water veins run at a west and east directions heading towards our homes.  Will this 
activity affect our wells? 
The erosion that takes place on the shoreline that I have observed since a child is 
that about a foot a year is lost.  I cannot imagine putting anything in close 
proximity to the shore as the beach rocks formation changes each year from the 
storm surge and high seas which happens in the winter. 
The increased traffic that would happen from any industrial activity on such a large 
scale would be preventing our way of life.  People often walk with their children 
and ride bicycles without much both of heavy traffic or large trucks.  We are losing 
our values as a community by having a very large industrial come to our 
community. 
Our community and others are becoming scarce.  Tourists are coming from abroad 
on the ferry and coming to see our beautiful, untouched shores away from 
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industrial sites, not 50 tanks, 64 feet in diameter and 19 feet high and then another 
16 tanks, 32 feet in diameter by 13 feet high.  A windmill farm to help with power, 
large buildings to store food, 85% of waste produced, pump houses, offices and 
warehouses.  And that is exactly what they will see on the horizon getting larger 
and larger as they are approximately a mile and a half from Cape Forchu.  Not to 
mention anyone visiting Cape Forchu seeing this as soon as you enter the parking 
lot and the only thing they are going to remember is seeing a large industrial 
operation.  Remember first impressions last a lifetime!  Maybe we could include 
this in a brochure.  Tourists, after getting off the ferry, will decide not to spend 
time in Yarmouth after seeing our unsightly shore line and continue on to other 
places in Nova Scotia like Chester or Lunenburg.  It is sad to think that after all the 
money spent on the Cape Forchu Light Station, ferry terminal, that the local 
businesses will not be able to be financially rewarded for all the work and 
money  invested in to these efforts by volunteers and government to showcase our 
coastal beauty. 
I also have great concern with the intake pipe of 14 cubic meters per second = 
3,079.57 gallons per second, treating the water with UV sterilizers killing all the 
plankton, clam eggs, lobster larvae and all other micro-organisms that live in the 
ocean and needed for all types of fish to survive.  All I can think of is dumping a 
tanker load of Javex 12 in the ocean every day.  There has to be a negative effect 
on all life in the ocean! 
Another concern is the waste being produced and only containing 85% - that leaves 
15% unanswered for.  410 meters squared per month is 90,187 gallons x 15% 
leaves 13, 528.05 of waste a month divided by 30 days is 450.93 gallons of waste 
365 days a year being put back in the ocean.  This is only if Cornell tanks are used 
and in the report they are only considering using them.  How much would it be if 
they are not?  The surface effluent line returns 70% of the unfiltered/untreated 
water to the ocean, possibly containing feces particles, food particles and any 
chemicals/antibiotics that are being used. 
The tide will carry all of this waste as far as Port Maitland on the flood tide and as 
far as Pubnico Point. Landing on our beaches, clam beds, worm beds, sea life in 
the ocean and shores which contains rockweed, Irish moss and periwinkles. 
I cannot imagine anyone thinking of removing the words ‘Closed Containment’ 
from the Land Use By Law, as it is obvious that it must be there for a very 
important reason.  I would like to remind Council that the very first thing in the 
Municipal Planning Strategy is based on its natural environment. 
“We will protect ecological diversity and prevent damage to our natural assets 
including our coastal areas, beaches, rivers, lakes, forests, streams and wetlands”. 
This is why the term ‘Closed Containment’ is in the By Law to protect our land 
and principals. 
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Thank you for the well conducted public on-line meeting on the 20th. It was civil and many 
good points were made. 

One of the consultants spent considerable time talking about oysters and seaweed. They are 
not an issue. Oyster and Mussel farming actually clean the water. So, the issue is fin-fish. We 
know that best management practices have been implemented by Sustainable Blue in Nova 
Scotia. Zero return of waste to the environment. So, we are not talking about “pie in the sky” 
approaches. If we have fin-fish aqua culture it must be to highest standard. 

I am not sure of the exact wording of change to MPS but it should indicate that "non-fully 
contained fin-fish aquaculture is not permitted." 

We also heard “environmental impact assessment” mentioned. I have a PhD in Marine Sciences 
and worked for years doing environmental impact assessments. On a site like Chebogue Point 
we would have had an archaeologist, biologist, and a geomorphologist at minimum to get a 
broad based evaluation. This site also would need a coastal waters and energy evaluation.  

I assume your “environmental” Mechanical Engineer is competent in his field but he is not the 
person to make an evaluation of this site and impacts. Mechanical engineers, as I understand 
them deal with end products at treatment facilities - filters, light, chemicals, not with coastal 
biological systems. Open to correction if wrong. 

In any case. Require a full environmental impact assessment. I think is appropriate that Boreal 
pay for it. However, they do not get to select the firm doing it or have any contact with them. It 
need to be a fully independent assessment. 

Thanks for your attention.  

Daniel Earle 

97 Chebogue Point Road 

Rockville NS 

B5A 5E8 Canada 

(  

 

Hi Jenny: 

Think you all did a nice job on meeting conduct. Gave us all some insight and there were some 
good points made that need to be paid attention. It’s about fin fish. Shell fish actually clean 
water. No body objects to sea weed. Best Practices have been set by Sustainable Blue. Set up a 
field trip to have PAC visit and see what that means. Also, I think your environmental consultant 
is biased. He is a Mechanical Engineer not a Biologist so he deals with end products, not holistic 
systems. Big difference.  

Best, Dan 
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My friend just pointed out that Hanna's company buys seafood from a number of suppliers so 
she is not really a neutral expert. She sees Sustainable Blue as “best management practice” but 
also buys from others so can’t offend them. Get some experts with no ties to the industry. Did 
clarify that they are being paid by Municipality. 

Dan 

Hana Nelson, Industry Expert 

It was an interesting meeting. I don't think you needed any experts! Perhaps it would have been 
more effective, to have presentations only, about the various types of aquaculture that would be 
encapsulated in 'open flow land based'. Since people thought this was the opportunity to voice 
their concerns with the new project..... seems quite contentious! I don’t know anything about it, 
but I didn’t hear anyone in support..... 

Pam Eisan, 239 Chebogue Point Road 
Good Morning Ms. Porter, 

Thank you for guiding us through the meeting last night. I wanted to touch base with you and let 
you know I would like to be kept updated on all developments in regards to re-zoning changes 
of wording for Rural Industrial and any developments regarding Chebogue Point / Boreal 
Salmon.  

Second I would like to say that the meeting was interesting to say the least. I do not feel this type 
of venue was the best way to inform the public of possible wording changes to the Municipal by 
laws. The so called experts were not or chose not to answer most questions. Leaving the 
moderators to try to give some kind of response. I do understand that a lot of people were there 
to express concerns over a particular issue, which of course was not on the agenda. While I do 
understand the Municipality has a duty to bring in potential employers and big business, I feel 
allowing any type of business which could harm existing ones should not be permitted. Just my 
two cents. 

Thank you again, 

Pam Eisan 

239 Chebogue Point Rd. 

Brian Duncan, 402 Chebogue Road 
Good morning Jenny. I want to say thank you for your work on the zoom meeting last evening. I 
am sure it would have been a bit stressful keeping all the components/groups on track but you 
handled it very well. Overall, good meeting. Thanks again. 

Brian Duncan 

402 Chebogue Point Road 
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Gary Archibald 
Hi Jenny 

Just wanted to thank you for all your work arranging the meeting last night. Your patience while 
dealing with all of us has certainly been appreciated. I am sure you have gone beyond your job 
description in getting us all together.  

Thank you again. 

 Gary 

Anna Mallin, 551 Chebogue Point Road 
Dear All: 
 
The Zoom meeting held on the evening of July 20, 2021 was useful and informative.  From the 
information presented at the meeting, I continue to believe that there are a great many 
biological and environmental reasons to reject the suggested changes to the Land Use Bylaw.  
  
MORE FINELY GRAINED LANGUAGE? 
However, I also wonder if the application of the closed-containment restriction, while 
appropriate for “fin-fish”, is also appropriate for other types of aquaculture - such as raising 
shellfish or seaweed. I hope that the Planning Advisory Committee will receive (and share) 
further information about the effects on the environment of other types of aquaculture, aside 
from fin-fish farming.  It may be that a more finely grained wording of the by-law would permit 
desirable economic develoment without risking Yarmouth’s sensitive environment or the 
livelihood of those in Yarmouth County who make their living from the sea. 
 
ENFORCEMENT 
I also wished to comment on another aspect of the issue.  Several times at the Zoom meeting, 
the consultants sought to assure partipants that other levels of government approval would be 
required,  that aquaculture operations are monitiored by other levels of government, and that 
other levels of government enforce environmental standards.  Protection for the environment 
provided by other levels of government seems spurious.  I noted with considerable interest, Roy 
White’s comments about the decimation of the periwinkle harvest near the open pen fish farms 
in Liverpool and Shelburne.  It seems obvious that other levels of government will NOT protect 
the environment and, therefore, it behoves us, at the local level, to take all efforts at the local 
level to do what we can to protect our own environmental health and AVOID problems before 
damage is done. In other words, we cannot rely on other levels of government to “do it for us”.   
 
I look forward to participating in the next stages of this matter. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Anna Mallin 
_______________________ 

 
551 Chebogue Point Road 
Chebogue Point, NS 
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Dear Caroline: 

I	should	have	copied	you	on	my	letter	below	-	but	I	couldn’t	turn	up	your	email	address. 

In	case	you’ve	not	already	got	it,	you	might	find	the	following	UN	publication	about	Recirculating	
Aquaculture	Systems	of	interest.		See:	

http://www.fao.org/3/i4626e/i4626e.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1mS6wTmIrSYQo6aGblgt6LHJyJUpQmqJrQ
cZ7QDVkr7yky7rUWYNaYhAg	

Anna	Mallin	

Gary Archibald, 108 Chebogue Point Road 
Municipality of the District of Yarmouth PAC Members and Councillors 

This may be an exercise in futility as I am certain you will be bombarded with letters and 
comments over the next week or so but if I do not write how can I complain or comment later? 
So here goes. 

My wife and I close to live on Chebogue Point when I returned from university we looked 
around Yarmouth County and decided this was the best place to raise a family. We bought a 
farm house in a quiet rural area on a five kilometre dead end road. This year we celebrate our 
50th year in this 1860’s house. I never expected to celebrate this by learning much more than I 
even wanted to know about salmon farming, clamming, blood worm harvesting, even life cycle 
of the lobster and storage of the same. 

While we can be accused of “not in my neighbourhood” feelings those that know me, know I do 
try to do my research and try to be fair no matter the issue. 

When I first heard of the fish farm I was concerned with odour and noise. I read the report and 
decided to investigate further. We went to see two self contained land based salmon farms - 
Black Falls Fish Growers Ltd. outside Wolfville and Sustainable Blue in Centre Burlington. Black 
Falls operation drew water from a fresh lake, recycled it through open tanks outside but had 
Rainbow trout rather than salmon in them atwhen we were there.. Sustainable Blue was 
completely contained and drew water from the bay for the salmon operation.  The  complete 
operation and tanks were inside buildings.  

Neither returned water back to source. Neither had odour or sound other than running water at 
Black Falls. Both sent their fish offsite live to be processed. So we returned home satisfied, we 
thought. Then we heard that Boreal Salmon planned to gut the fish onsite before shipping to 
processor. I suggest there may be an odour from the guts from 500,000 to 1,500,000 fish 
being farmed each year plus question of how and where will the guts be disposed? Sorry I 
digress, I am off topic. 

I tried to find the location of an existing open flow land-based system in the province but was 
unable to find one for raising salmon. Farms did not seem to return their waste to the source as 
Boreal plans to do. If Boreal is permitted to use open flow I fear for the other fisheries in this 
area. Eggs, whether clams or lobsters, would not have a chance near the intake pipes pulling in 
over 1000 gallons per second to next phase 3000 gallons per second. They will be sucked in 
and destroyed by UV. Then of course there will be waste sent out into the very area the animals 
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feed after hatching, I just cannot believe the water will be free of any waste, chemicals or 
veterinary medicine as it is returned to sea. 

We have hundreds of jobs now in our area centred around these fisheries why gamble on an 
unproven land based system to produce maybe 35 to 45 jobs. Studies have shown that one tide 
change could carry waste from here to Port Maitland to Pubnico so any waste from these 
outflow pipes will not be contained here. I suspect it will be the company that monitors its 
operation whether it be the inflow or outflow. It might be months or years before the results of 
the operation would be known and dealt with and then it might be too late. 

The first principle mentioned in the Municipal Planning Strategy as a building block for all 
further considerations is:  Natural Environment: We will protect ecological diversity and prevent 
damage to our natural assets including our coastal areas, beaches, rivers, lakes, forests, streams 
and wetlands. 

(endorsed by the Planning Advisory Committee and Council on October 28, 2009) 

I would hope that Planning Advisory Committee members as well as Municipal Councillors will 
keep this principle in mind and will not strike down the  “close containment” clause and allow all 
types of land-based aquaculture to be considered by Development Agreement in the Rural 
Industrial Zone.  

Technology is constantly improving  the operations in the fishing industry and best practices are 
being incorporated elsewhere I do not believe we should go backwards and allow for an open 
flow system to be used. 

There is much more I could share from my recent research but I figure you have read enough 
from me for now. I thank you for taking the time to read this. 

 

Gary Archibald 

108 Chebogue Point Road 

Rockville, NS   B5A 5E8 

  

P.S. I do apologize for using the Boreal Salmon proposal as an example but that is the only open 
flow Salmon operation I could find in my research in Nova Scotia 
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WEBSITE  
The Municipal Planning Strategy Amendment to consider a broader variety of aquaculture uses 
was posted on the Municipality’s website. The report, a feedback from and Q & A document 
were made available.  
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NEWSPAPER AD 
A newspaper ad was developed and submitted to the Vangaurd for June 30th for 14 consecutive 
days. A second ad was also run to reflect the change in meeting format for the public 
participation meeting.  

Ad 1  



Proposed MPS Amendments, Land-Based Aquaculture 

 

58 
 

 

Ad 2 
This ad was published on July 14th and circulated until the Public Meeting.  
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NOTIFICATION  
Notification was sent in accordance with the Municipality of Yarmouth Land Use By-Law 
requirements. A letter was sent through mail to the nearest 50 properties to the property under 
consideration. 

Letter #1 
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Letter #2 
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ONSITE SIGN 
A development sign was erected on the proposed property.  
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YOUTUBE PLAYLIST 
The Municipality of Yarmouth created a YouTube playlist with information on Aquaculture and 
Salmon Farming.  

The following videos were included:  

Boreal Salmon Presentation to MODY Council – Municipality of the District of Yarmouth   

Aquaculture Regulations in Nova Scotia – Nova Scotia Government 

Overview of Aquaculture Association of Nova Scotia – Aansonline Seafarmers   

What is land-based fish farming? – The Conservation Fund 

Land Based Salmon Farming Basics – The Conservation Fund 

The future of Seafood – Changing Seas TV 

Also video of subject property 
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SOCIAL MEDIA CAMPAIGN  
The following posts were made on the Municipality of the District of Yarmouth’s Facebook 
Page.  
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Responses to the Social Media Question Campaign 
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Would the proposed changes affect residential zones in any way? Some residential zones 
already allow noisy, and potentially environmentally unsound uses, could this change open 
residential zones to even more industrial uses?  

No. The proposed amendment to the Municipal Planning Strategy will only affect land zoned 
Rural Industrial. Furthermore, any future aquaculture facilities located in Rural Industrial zones 
adjacent residential zones will be required by Development Agreement to limit their impact on 
the residential zone through techniques like visual screening, and sound reduction measures.  

Are there Open Flow land-based fish farms in NS and NB?  

Short answer, yes there are many.  Planning staff have been working diligently to research Canadian 
examples of land-based systems through a case study report. This report will be made available to the 
public and shared with Council shortly. 

  

Open Flow is a general term used to refer to land-based systems that return some portion of the water 
they use back into the ocean.  

The most common land-based salt water open flow and re-use aquaculture systems in Atlantic Canada 
are likely those used in the lobster industry.  However, these are used for purging lobster and holding 
them, not rearing, and are much smaller than our proposed project.  This means there is much less 
associated nutrients discharged. 

All land-based system types are generally regulated under the same framework, the concentration of 
nitrogen and phosphorous at the end of a mixing zone.  In New Brunswick, at 100m from the discharge 
point, the total nitrogen (TN) and Total Phosphorous (TP) are required to be less than 0.5mg/L and 
0.035mg/L, respectively. This is to prevent facilities from changing the tropic status of the receiving 
environment. These universal requirements mean the system types and/or sizes are typically dictated by 
the receiving environment (water course or body).   

 Juanita 

Could you direct message Juanita that we don’t know the specifics of her questions and ask her to 
contact Roger for her specific development question. 
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FEEDBACK FORM 
A feedback form was created. The form was available on the Municipality’s website. The form 
was also mailed out to those interested to complete and return either by e-mail, mail or drop off 
at the Municipal Building.  
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Q & A DOCUMENT  
Throughout the Public Participation Program common questions began to arise from the public 
related to the subject application. These questions were compiled into a Q & A document that 
was then posted to the municipality’s webpage and shared with Councillor and public. 
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PUBLIC MEETING PRESENTATION 
The following presentation was given on the proposed Municipal Planning Strategy 
Amendment at the Public Meeting on July 20, 2021.  
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