


6 What happened to the previously documented WC's that were in the original
approval documents?  If they are no longer there, safe bet is that NCCI has
destroyed them.  NSECC needs to monitor the full extent of what is going on here
and the impacts over time.  The approach of accepting the damage already done to
justify more is unacceptable!

6 Are wetlands not considered "water features", there are or were numerous wetlands
in the site delineation maps.

6 Completed to facilitate the quarry development, yet ignored by NSECC to date.
6 What about all the rest of the site that is running off directly to the wetland without

any controls?

6 Much of this area is C&D waste imported from the proponent's construction projects
in Halifax.  Soils in Halifax, especially along the water front are known to be
contaminated.  In my daily commute I have observed the proponents trucks coming
and going on Barrington Street.

6 Shouldn't this be part of the quarry area?  Especially as NCCI is indicating these
stored materials are for remediation.

6 No sedimentation controls have been observed for these disturbances.  Photos of
high sedimentation flows from these areas were presented to NSECC in 2023.  No
action was taken, now WSP seems to be advocating this is a good thing.  All
sedimentation and effluent flows from this site should be a concern.

6 Cockscomb Lake is a water supply to homes.  NCCI should not be allowed to
modify the land to affect drainage to Cockscomb Lake!!  Given NCCI's performance
to date, the likelihood for damage to this water supply is high.  This is not a risk
NSECC should allow.

6 How do we ensure this.  NCCI has already destroy wetlands and altered WC's
without permission.

6 In the paragraph above WSP indicates drainage in 3 separate directions. 
Cockscomb Lake is not part of the Sackville River Watershed, it flows to the Bay of
Fundy and is a direct water source to homes.

6 Allowing NCCI to proceed will double the number of watersheds at risk.
6 What about all the other areas they will affect beyond the approved area?

6 Or during a climate change level event where the entire area overflows directly into
the wetland.  There is already plenty of evidence of flows occurring not through the
pond and siltation into the wetland and off of NCCI property.

6 Measurements from WSP's maps in this submission show this distance is ~134m. 
The original approved area was only ~200m away and NCCI infilled that area with
C&D waste to bring the actual distance to the ~134m.

6 WSP really needs to look at some before and after photos of what has transpired on
this site to date.  Anyone with any common sense would not consider these
changes minimal.  Allowing that to occur 10 fold is absurd.  This site has gone from
a young, growing forest to a scorched earth, C&D waste dump, all because the
province had no common sense in 2014 and has subsequently failed to monitor the
site and enforce the environment act.

6 This statement conflicts with the above statement that the site will also impact
Cockscomb Lake, which is a separate watershed that flows to the Bay of Fundy.

7 They have demonstrated no concerns in the past with infilling the wetland and
allowing sedimentation to flow directly off the site into the wetland and surround
areas down slope.

7 Poor assumption.  NCCI have constantly changed their position on remediation



since inception.  There has been none to date.  They haven't even erected the
sedimentation control fences they promised in the original application.

7 What about all the areas beyond that that have affected?
7 Is there increased run off or does the surface water just filter down through the

fractured rock within the quarry.  Was this assessed?  Where does the water go
when it rains?

7 Where are effluent flows from the C&D Waste going?  Into the ground, into the
wetland?  Why was no testing conducted as requested in 2023 by the community?

7 Given the comments above, this statement should be reconsidered.
7 Is 1 in 20 year rainfall reasonable after the 2023 event.  What level of event was

that? What is the 1 in 20 year number they are using?
8 10 year old data.  How does it compare to the 2023 actual data?
8 Does the pre number include the fact that Elmsdale Lumber clearcut the entire area

to facilitate the 40ha quarry development prior to the 2014 application?
8 In WSP's previous reports they identify damage to the existing wetlands from these

logging activities.  This damage will surely reduce the site's capacity to retain
rainfall and dampen the flooding affects in the the Sackville River Water Shed.  A
significant question that should be asked here is:  How much did the existing
development contribute to the 2023 flooding?

8
8 In the areas that were clear cut or where the wetlands have been infilled with C&D

Waste?    I highly doubt it.  WSP really needs to pay attention to their previous work
on this site.

8 How can this be?  Pre quarry was semi-mature forest.
8 The Quarry Outlet was a wetland (WL7) before the NCCI infilled it to illegally build

the settling pond and related lay down areas outside the approved quarry area. 
NSECC then allowed NCCI to amend the approved quarry area to encompass this
ill created land.  In the original approval documents this area was explicitly off limits
for development.  No wetland alteration permits were ever requested by NCCI or
granted by NSECC.

8 These numbers do not take into account the true extent of what is going on at the
quarry site.  They are limiting the numbers specifically to the approved quarry area.
The approved quarry area is 0.399km2, so this is a clear indication NCCI has once
again violated their IA.

9 What was the flow rate in 2023? This does not seem to take into account duration
of flow?  In 2023 it rained for days.

9 In 2023 the Sackville River Bridge on East Uniacke Road was under water, but did
not wash way.  Downstream structures did.  WSP is advocating making a proven
bad situation worse.  This could easily result in the existing bridge being washed
away during the next climate change level event.  Will NCCI be held liable for this
damage?

9 Based on NCCI behavior to date, this will not happen and needs to be ignored!
9 Yet the 2023 flooding happened!  This development added to that flooding and

making it larger will only make things worse the next time!
9 The mouth of the river is clearly not a gauge of the capacity of the river given the

2023 flooding.
9 The analysis above does not account for the true impact of the quarry since

implementation.
10 What were the daily totals in 2023?  These represent real world numbers at this

location.
10 This ignores summer 2025!



10 Yet NCCI has no problems destroying wetlands, and altering water courses without
approval or consideration of the impacts.

10 Review all of the wetland delineation maps created by WSP since 2014.  What is
the health of WL7 and the one at the top of the quarry?  What about all the others
that appeared in the 2014 documents that no longer appear on the 2025
documents?

10 What about all the water running off the site, not going through the settling pond. 
See all the photos of the runoff and sedimentation into the down slope lands
provided to NSECC in 2023 by the community.

10 that's very uncertain!
10 Is there a topographic survey to definitively prove this?  Photos of runoff not going

through the settling pond were provided to NSECC in 2023.
10 Based on NCCI behavior to date this is unlikely.
11 That is what NCCI has been saying for over a decade and look where we are at

now.
11 NCCI have not complied with the IA approval requirements to date, why would they

start now?  The only reason they are anywhere near "compliance" is because of
community monitoring and complaints.

11 This is vague.  A detailed storm water management plan and drawings should be
provided prior to any approval.  A proper design would control discharge rates
based on design criteria.  The appropriate criteria would need to be used and
should be compared to the 2023 real world flows.

11 The existing settling pond was illegally built outside the original approved quarry
area, in a wetland (WL7) that NCCI was expressly told to avoid in their original
approval.  Trusting NCCI to comply with regulations and honor what they say has
not occurred to date.  It is highly unlikely this behavior will change.

11 How will it protect from drought?  No rain equals no flow.  Are they going to create a
giant pond to capture high flows and then pump down the pond during drought
conditions?

11 Wow, further damage the wetland to install monitoring wells and access them. 
Then wait for the damage from the quarry.  Not a worthwhile risk to the community
and water supply.

11 More wetland disturbance!
11 Why is NSECC not assessing the photos and damage to date caused by this

quarry?  We can only expect what has occurred to date on a 10 fold scale.  A report
full of assumptions should not compare to 10+ years of bad behavior and violations
by NCCI and all the other companies associated with this development.

12 More damage to the wetland.
13 What about all the other discharge points from the site?  NSECC was provide

photos of these and solids associated with them.
13 yet all the other discharge points are ignored
13 That is nearly triple the limit.  Nitrogen promotes algae, consumes O2 in water, and

is damaging to fish and other wildlife.  Particularly blue-green algae.  Why aren't
these concerns identified?

14 How will the fish be impacted by the contaminants that may be present in the C&D
Waste and pyritic slate buried on the site.

14 So the quarry hasn't overloaded the wetland and river with nitrogen yet.  A good
reason to stop before damage is done.

14 Flow from the quarry may not even be passing by the sample point in the Wetland. 
True flow paths need to be demonstrated.



14 So the quarry has been poisoning the wetland with chemicals from their explosives
for a decade!  What other complex chemical compounds are in the blasting
materials and not being tested for?

14 So the water was unfit to pump into the wetland.  Yet it has been fine to discharge it
there for a decade and now that is going to increase 10 fold.  Given this data all
water from the site needs to be contained and treated.  Why was water testing not a
requirement before and for all quarries.  This is likely going on across NS!

14 SW3 is >400m from the pond outlet and not necessarily in the flow path from the
quarry to the river.  Not the best place to have been doing water monitoring for the
last decade!

14 Path forward, continue poisoning, increase the poisoning of the wetland and river
but monitor that poisoning more often.

14 Could the pyritic slate buried on site be causing this?
14 I have been advised that water sampling in winter does not provide the most

reliable results.
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My concerns in this regard are in relation to the ongoing damage to wetlands
surrounding the existing NCCI Mount Uniacke Quarry which include infilling of
identified wetlands, dumping of construction waste and pyritic slate into this
natural wetland without required permit (as opposed to a an appropriate treatment
facility), runoff from the quarry both encroaching and observed threatening wetland
areas, a settling pond located in an unapproved area and elevated nitrite levels
deleterious to fish and wildlife  from ongoing blasting contaminating wetlands and
watercourses. 

The information in relation to the above has come from material sent to me by Byron
Purcell, P.Eng (attached) which includes information about the original Application
which DOE Recommended a quarry of 4 hectares be approved be approved in July
2015 I note in the document that   DOE, discounted and disagreed with the public
concerns then expressed would be used as a "foot in the door" approach to
massively expand the quarry which they are now trying to do. I attach the
referenced information it by forwarding that email so that it can be easily reviewed. 
Additionally, that original Approval recommendation identified a number of
conditions related to quarry operation that have apparently not been followed.
These include using blast monitoring procedures that do not properly record the
levels of blast impact upon homes in proximity to the quarry (placing the equipment
away from home foundations inside a container placed in a  manner that will
essentially deaden the readings  that is not complaint with accepted industry
standards). I hope you will review the material to provide context to my concerns as
they are far more detailed than my own observations.

I understand that these and many other Environmental Safety issues and
contraventions of NCCIs current and prior approvals have been previously and
regularly reported to Environment Act Inspectors and that despite providing both
photographic, scientific testing results, and the identities of witnesses, corrective
action has not been taken either voluntarily by the operator of the quarry or through
Ministerial ordered or court ordered remediation. 

It is my hope that you will not approve the expansion of the quarry and, if necessary,
that you will order remediation or at the very least, order a fulsome Environmental-
Assessment Report of the current and future impact of the proposal which
apparently was not required in the initial application given the cursory reference to
it in the approval recommendation of July 2015. 

As Minister, you have the power, and I am sure you would agree, the public responsibility
to exercise this authority given to you under s 41 of the Environment Act. This includes



both requiring the operator to properly monitor and conduct mitigation studies and
determine the effects of any mitigation measures; and the authority to require
remediation as well as the authority to Order an Environmental Assessment under s 34
of the Act. Such activities would fall within the Ministerial responsibility under ss.8 (2) of
the Environment Act requiring a Minister, [inter alia], to:

a) promote…pollution prevention;

b) establish and administer policies ….and approval processes …pertaining to the
protection and stewardship pf the environment;

d) develop policies and plans for the management of wastes;

e) control substances that MAY have a hazardous effect;

f) promote the rehabilitation and restoration of degraded areas of the
environment;

… 

It appears that an Environmental-Assessment was ordered and I have reviewed it. I was
somewhat surprised, I must confess the final document was seemingly not as
comprehensive as I would have expected when one considers the criteria under the
Environmental Assessment Regulations , NS Reg 93/2025 as amended which outlines
the factors that the Administrator is mandated to include in the terms of reference for
the Environmental-Assessment Report and which do not appear to be included in the
amended report,. Section 19(1) of the Regulations  states as follows:

19      (1)    Where an environmental-assessment report is required, the Administrator
shall prepare terms of reference for the preparation of the
environmental-assessment report which shall include, but not be limited
to, the following information:

 
                   (a)      a description of the proposed undertaking;
 
                   (b)     the reason for the undertaking;
 
                   (c)      other methods of carrying out the undertaking;
 
                   (d)     a description of alternatives to the undertaking;



 
                   (e)      a description of the environment that might reasonably be affected by

the undertaking;
 
                   (f)      the environmental effects of the undertaking, including identifying any

effects on species at risk, species of conservation concern and
their habitats;

 
                   (g)     an evaluation of advantages and disadvantages to the environment of

the undertaking;
 
                   (h)     measures that may be taken to prevent, mitigate or remedy negative

environmental effects and maximize the positive environmental
effects on the environment;

 
                   (i)      a discussion of adverse effects or significant environmental effects

which cannot or will not be avoided or mitigated through the
application of environmental control technology;

 
                   (j)      a program to monitor environmental effects produced by the

undertaking during its construction, operation and abandonment
stages;

 
                   (k)     a program of public information to explain the undertaking;
 
                   (l)      information obtained under subsection (2) which the Administrator

considers relevant.

In addressing these categories the document makes some assumptions that do not
seem to be consistent with the reported violations submitted.  Specifically, it does not
address the failings in past compliance such as positioning of the settling pond; failure
to monitor or restrict outflow from it; infilling of existing wetlands with construction
waste and pyritic slate material; failure to contain runoff by erecting  sediment control
fences. Notably, the Company is promising to monitor events and remediate issues as
they arise. If we take past inaction as being predictive of future resolve, there ought to be
serious concerns with the expected follow through. 

Much of the document itself is conclusory in nature, stating what they will manage



without providing much in the way of detail of how they will manage or implement
safeguards. I do not have the expertise to assess its accuracy but I hope the Department
will not just accept the report prepared for and paid for by the Applicant as being
definitive and accurate and that the Department will have its own process for checking
the work, particularly after considering the concerns that are being raised.

Additionally, I note that section 34(5) of the Environment Act, where the Minister
believes the applicant is not in compliance with the Act or regulations you may
suspend an Environmental Assessment until they are in compliance. Such would
seem, in my respectful submission, achieve both the aims of remediation and
prevention of ongoing damage to the environment and permit a fulsome assessment of
the environmental impact that an expansion will add to the already documented
problems and provide a context for the public concerns related to this operation and as
a check on the assertions of compliance in the report and methods to monitor and
mitigate damage and efforts to date of the company to comply with its existing permits.
It is often said that the past history is helpful in predicting future compliance. Certainly
failure to properly adhere to permit requirements and industry standards should be
concerning.

I live on Partridge lane in Mount Uniacke approximately 1.3 km from the existing quarry. I
have experienced first hand:

a) the loud explosions and violent shaking of my house foundation that is affected
by the heavy and apparently improperly documented blasting that has and is taking
place (material submitted to DOE showing required blast monitoring in a manner that is
not in compliance with accepted industry standard by being attached properly to nearby
home foundations in a manner that cushions and reduces the recorded blast size) and
not in compliance with the requirements of their existing approval. I and other residents
in this and other areas of Mount Uniacke are concerned for the structural integrity of our
homes foundations that are directly connected to the local bedrock and for the integrity
of our wells. The frequency of explosions is likely to increase in the future as the quarry
expands;

            b) The ongoing and regular significant degradation of the Uniacke Mines Road that
occurs after every heavy rain, winter thaws and spring melts as a direct result of the large
amount of traffic occasioned by large dump trucks. The road is so significantly affected
that it becomes almost impassable at times due to large ruts and potholes. This has
required ongoing maintenance by the Department of Highways and a rebuild two years
ago of the lower half of the road itself which has not alleviated the problem. Clearly, an
expanded quarry operation will result in increased levels and frequency of degradation



of the Uniacke Mines Road.  Increasing the size and scope of the operation to include a
time frame of 30 to 50 years will significantly effect residents with increased traffic,
increased levels of dust that already permeate residences along the gravel Uniacke
Mines road. 

I          c) Dust as an airborne particulate is  a harmful pollutant that is raised not just
caused by the trucks traveling to and from the quarry. The process at the quarry to
harvest rock through explosive means and the act of crushing it into gravel and loading it
into trucks all elevate airborne dust and noise which are known to be harmful to ones
health. Certainly I chose to live here and being 1.3 km away from the mine on a dirt road I
expect to have some effects of this. However, those on those  Uniacke Mines Road will
bear much higher levels of dust than is currently the case. As the quarry expands in size
more residential areas will be affected by airborne particulate and to a much higher
degree as the number of trucks increases, the amount of gravel harvested increases
along with the need for more explosions to bring down the ore. I did not see these
concerns (dust) addressed in the environmental assessment itself.

              d) I have already had two damaged windshields from gravel trucks since moving to
Mount Uniacke four years ago. I cannot say the trucks were servicing this quarry since
the damage occurred away from the area on a major highway although in the vicinity of
Mount Uniacke;

nd, and many other local residents as well as the local Municipal authorities are
deeply concerned that concerns raised repeatedly are not being fully investigated
and the powers of the Department are not being used to investigate, document and
require remediation of existing environmental degradation and correct environmental
risks that will only magnify and spread into the groundwater if they are left unchecked. 

I   I am concerned about the future risks to the integrity of my home, my means of
transportation over the Uniacke Mines Road which is the only way out of my property. I
ask that you also factor in the very public opposition to the quarry and its expansion by
the residents and Municipality of East Hants to this application. 

   I note that the Minister is also supposed to consider the public consultation process in
determining whether to approve the quarry.  In this regard Mount Uniacke is currently a
small part of the Municipality of East Hants. It is a community that is connected by
Highway one through which these trucks will need to travel in and out. Traffic is already
quite busy at specific times of the day. The Quarry is currently impacting a number of
surrounding subdivisions with noise, dust and traffic. We have been told there are
approved plans for the Municipality of East Hants to add a significant (more than 2000)
number of new homes in the lands off Uniacke Mines Road. Other subdivisions in the



West Lake, Lewis Lake and Long Lake are also experiencing significant growth. A 40
hectare quarry in the middle of these residential lands with its attendant noise, dust,
traffic, and risks to the environment is not the type of growth that ought to be approved.

   In  writing this letter, I am relying upon both my own observations and information
communicated to you and DOE on behalf of Byron Purcell, P.Eng the Stop the
Quarry organization, and letters sent by local East Hants municipal Councillors.  It
is my hope that you will not approve the expansion of the quarry and  that you will
not approve the existing application to expand. 

 

Respectfully,

Commander, ret’d

From: @cbcl.ca>
Sent: Saturday, November 01, 2025 3:57 PM
To: @gmail.com) < @gmail.com>
Subject: FW: NCCI Mount Uniacke Quarry - Destruction of Wetlands

From a legal perspective, I thought you may find the below email of concern interesting.
 
regards,

 
 
From: 
Sent: Saturday, November 1, 2025 3:53 PM
To: Environment Assessment Web Account <ea@novascotia.ca>
Cc: Premier <premier@novascotia.ca>; minister.environment@novascotia.ca; Brad Johns, MLA
Sackville - Uniacke <mlabradjohns@gmail.com>
Subject: NCCI Mount Uniacke Quarry - Destruction of Wetlands

 
The following is a summary of the NCCI’s damage to wetlands to date and those planned as



part of the proposed quarry expansion.  These are not acceptable losses to the Community,
NSECC needs protect the environment and stop enabling these offences.  The commented
images and documents attached support these findings.
 
Illegal Wetland Alterations
1.  Wetland area WL7 (WSP 2015), south of the approved area, has been illegally filled in,
destroying a natural ecosystem.
2.  The wetland area at the northern boundary of the approved area has been illegally altered
based 2023 aerial images.  The present condition is unknown and may have worsened.
3.  The fate of wetland areas WL1 to WL6 and water course WC1 (WSP 2015) are unknown
and are not displayed on the 2025 WSP drawings.  Have these also been illegally altered or
destroyed?
4.  WSP 2023 data identifies damage to wetlands associated with the logging (clear-cutting)
activities that facilitated the original quarry approval.  Aerial images show this damage
(depressions from equipment tracks and tires) running directly for the present and proposed
quarry to the wetlands of the Sackville River Headwaters.  These depressions will facilitate run-
off from the quarry to the wetlands of the Sackville River Headwaters.
 
Future Destruction of Wetlands
5.  2025 WSP drawings show 10 wetlands that will be destroyed to facilitate this quarry.
6.  The WSP report also indicates the future quarry area will cross onto the water shed that
leads to Cockscomb Lake, a direct water supply to homes.
 
Buried C&D Waste and Pyritic Slate
7.  Community surveillance has identified construction and demolition waste, pyritic slate, and
other possibly contaminated soils have been used to destroy the WL7 wetland site.  Which is
now being used for the settling pond and laydown area for quarry activities.
 
Possible Toxic Discharges
8.  In 2023, the community requested NSECC test for toxic compounds (Metals, Volatile
Organic Compounds (VOC’s), Polycylic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH’s), Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS)), commonly associated with C&D Waste and contaminated soils, be
completed on the WL7 infill materials.  This testing should have been included in NSECC’s
2024 request for additional information.  It was not.  What toxic chemicals are now leaching
into the soil, water table, and wetlands of the Sackville River Headwaters?
 
Dangerous Nitrite Levels (WSP Report Sept. 16, 2025)
9.  Latest WSP water tests revealed nitrite levels (from blasting compounds) nearly three times
higher than what’s safe for fish, discharging directly from the illegally located settling pond. 
This effluent flows immediately downhill to the wetlands of the Sackville River Headwaters,
~134m away.  The report fails to identify the other impacts nitrates and ammonia (nitrogen)



can have on water bodies, algae blooms consume oxygen in water (also harmful to fish), and
blue-green algae is poisonous to wildlife, humans, and pets.
 
Attachments:
01 - WSP 2015 Wetlands Map - 2025-10-26 - BSP.jpg
This shows the wetlands and a watercourse delineated by WSP in 2015 to support the
application for the 3.99ha NCCI quarry.  NSE denied the proposed access route to the
quarry and declared WL7 and the wetland at the northern end of the quarry to have 30m
setbacks (see attachment 02).
 
02 - NSE Application Review (2015) - 2025-10-26 - Comments - BSP .pdf
This is NSE’s report on the application and site review conducted in 2015.  See the
highlighted sections and comments linked to those highlights within the pdf document. 
The Community finds it very disturbing that NSECC allowed NCCI to amend their quarry
area to include the settling pond that was illegally erected within the Wetland WL7 area
(see attachment 01).  This amendment allowed the Expansion application to resume in
Sep-2024.
 
03 - WSP 2022 Wetlands Map - 2025-10-26 - BSP.jpg
Shows the 10 additional wetlands that will be destroyed. 
Shows the settling pond and destruction of WL7.
Shows the wetland at the northern end of the quarry as been significantly impacted
when compared to its size in 2015.
Show how grossly outside the approved quarry area the quarry is.
 
04 - Aerial Image & Wetland Comments - 2025-10-26 - BSP.jpg
2023 Aerial Image and commentary further collaborating the above.
 
06 - 30m Wetland Buffer Complaint Email - 2025-07-07 - Flat - BSP.pdf
Evidence demonstrating NSECC was fully aware that NCCI remained uncompliant when
the IA was renewed this past summer (2025).
 
07 - Pyritic Slate & C&D Waste - 2025-10-16 - BSP.pdf
Commented image (28-Sep-2025) showing the C&D Waste and Pyritic Slate that are
visible in the WL7 infill.  These materials have been brought to Mount Uniacke from
downtown Halifax, I have witnessed the trucks from NCCI’s associated construction
company (Allterrain Construction) on Barrington Street many times as part of my work
commute.  From my more than 28 years of work in the Consulting Engineering Industry,
I’m aware that the soils in downtown Halifax are historically impacted with



contamination.  They should not be dumped in a wetland in Mount Uniacke, they should
be tested and directed to an appropriate treatment facility.
 
 

President
The Partridge Lane Residents Association
 
 
 

































How can any decision be called informed without that data?

This community, Sirs, is calling for these full tests to be done before any
decision is made on this issue.

Please take note in the attached Agenda and Meeting notes that took place with
Minister Halman's staff in 2023, indicating that all were made aware of these
issues. See end of document - Pg. 3 on testing discussion.   I cannot imagine
that these issues were not shared with the Minister by his staff.   And if they were
not, well, that is clear negligence and dereliction of their duty, in my opinion. It
is indicated there that comprehensive testing was requested to be performed
by CALA labs. Were these ever conducted?  And if so, what were the findings? 
Can this be shared with the public here, through our MLA, Mr. Johns? And
if these tests were not conducted, please explain why not?

The failure of the Community Liaison Committee (CLC) is another red flag.
What was meant to connect NCCI and residents became ineffective - lacking
quorum, representation, and public access. ECC still calls it “in full compliance.”
This is yet another example - as if this government needs one more - of how
NCCI is not a good corporate citizen. But you already know that, just as you
know their record of disregard for both the public and the environment, here.
Why does your Department of Environment pretend not to know these
truths, Premier Houston?

We are calling for a public Town Hall, arranged through your offices and MLA
Brad Johns, so these issues can finally be addressed directly.

Please respond to these repeated and legitimate requests from the good people of
Mount Uniacke.

Cockscomb Lake (1.2 km from quarry site)

Attachments:

- Blast seen behind Cockscomb Lake
– Blast and monitoring photos



– Meeting agenda/minutes which also contain documented violations images
dating back to 2022
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The current quarry has affected me and my family negatively and has not operated as a good corporate citizen.
Affecting our quality of life with blasting that severely shakes my home even from 5km away. 

 
The blast that stands out to me the most occurred on November 26, 2024. I was outside I could  physically feel
what I can only describe as a shockwave. We have had blasts also registered on the seismograph located at
Dalhousie Earth & Environmental Sciences dept. Obviously this is very disruptive to humans however, it also
affects our pets who are often distressed by the loud blast and shaking of the house, on this particular day I
needed to calm my own dog before making my way to my neighbours home to spend time with their dogs who
were distressed enough they were unable to settle. As there is no notice given about blasting we are unable to
prepare in advance to be with our pets or send them to expensive doggy daycares. As a result we sometimes
come home to pets that have been stressed for hours. This quarry and their blasting has made me reconsider if I
would like to purchase more land in the area as I had planned when I relocated to the area in 2021 to add
additional animals such as horses to my property and If I even want to continue to live in the area. 

 
I am also very concerned how this will affect my house (foundation Insulated Concrete foundation to the roof line)
and my well. We are fortunate enough to have a well that produced water all through our drought this year but it is
well documented that blasting can potentially damage local wells. I hope that the government will refuse the
application to expand the quarry and in addition address the current operations and environmental impacts.

 
I am appalled that an extension of their operating permit was approved on July 6, 2025. After concerns
documented by residents of violations including; 
- excessive blasting that has registered on the seismograph located at Dalhousie Earth & Environmental Sciences
dept
-  blast monitoring that does not meet the regulations, industry standards
- Quarry activities occurring outside the approved area to the West, South and East.
- Dumping of off sight materials including C&D waste on public property. Old Mine Road (Class K)
- infilling of Wetland WL7 (WSP-2015)

 
I would encourage you to decline the application to expand the current quarry operation. I would also ask that all
operations be paused until proper investigations into all non compliance issues have been addressed and wetland
WL7 has been restored.

 
As a resident of Nova Scotia I trust that my government enforces all of their environmental regulations and holds
both companies and individuals accountable when damage occurs as a result of non-compliance to those
regulations, I am not only disappointed but appalled  that Northumberland Capital Corp has been able to continue
operate while blatantly ignoring the not only environmental regulations but also operating regulations.

 
Sincerely,

 

 






