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manner in whole or in part, as consultation by government or other third party for 
purposes of justifying an infringement on any Mi'kmaq Aboriginal and Treaty rights 
that exist or will be found to exist in the future 
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1. Introduction:  Project Description Summary  
 
The Black Point Quarry Project is an initiative of Erdene Resource Development Corp 
(referred herein to as “Erdene”) located in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia.  
AMEC Earth & Environmental Ltd. (a division of AMEC Americas Ltd.), a sub-contractor 
of Erdene, contracted MAPS to undertake an MEKS on this project.    
 
Erdene proposed the establishment of a new quarry on a property it acquired on the 
shore of Chedabucto Bay (see Appendix 1). The proposed Black Point Quarry is located 
on a 280 hectare parcel of land approximately 10 km west of the town of Canso, 
Guysborough County.   The southern boundary of the project area runs along a high-
voltage power transmission line, and a new access road of about 990 metres is planned 
from there southward to Provincial Highway 16 (Fig.2).  This property contains a large 
tonnage of high-quality granite which Erdene seeks to extract. 
 
Situated on sheltered ice-free tidal water, the location offers direct access to 
international shipping lanes, thus facilitating efficient transportation of the product to US 
and Caribbean markets via bulk carrier vessels. 
 

 
Fig. 1:  Black Point Quarry Project location 

According to Erdene’s calculations “the anticipated annual production rate will exceed 
1.0 million tonnes with an anticipated peak production rate of 6.5 million tonnes per 
year.  The anticipated operating schedule is 15 hrs/day, 7 days/week, on a year-round 
basis and weather permitting.  Estimated rock reserves are in the order of 250 million 
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tonnes.  Quarry operations are expected to take place over a period of approximately 50 
years, depending on demand for aggregate” (Erdene, Project Information, Appendix 1). 
The Black Point Quarry project is expected to involve open-pit mining, the construction 
of facilities to process granite into aggregate (involving drilling, blasting, crushing/ 
processing and stockpiling).  It will also include  the construction and operation of a 
marine shipping terminal on Chedabucto Bay, adjacent to the quarry, where processed 
aggregate will be off-loaded onto Panamax-sized ships of up to 70,000 tonnes (Erdene, 
Project Information, Appendix 1).  
 
The project study area as defined by the proponent covers a parcel of land on the 
Chedabucto Bay, about 10 kilometres west of Canso.  It encompasses the quarry site 
and its immediate surroundings only (Fig.2) with no surrounding buffer zone, and does 
not include the access road from their study area’s southern boundary to Highway 16.   
It is herein therefore referred to as the ‘project area’ in order to distinguish it from the 
study area of this MEKS. 

The nature of this development has triggered both Federal and Provincial environmental 
protection legislation. Part of this legislation requires the project proponent to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
Apart from potential impacts on the natural environment, the EIS is also meant to 
evaluate potential effects on the social environment.  This includes archaeological and 
heritage resources, the current use of traditional lands and resources by Aboriginal 
people, and possible impacts on the cultural integrity of the surrounding Aboriginal 
communities.  
 
MAPS was mandated to conduct the research necessary to evaluate such potential 
impacts of the Projects on the Aboriginal community through this MEKS. 
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Fig 2: Conceptual Site Plan for Black Point Quarry1 
 

                                                      
1  Adapted from AECOM 2011:15 
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Fig 3: Project Area Overlay on Aerial View 
 
 
2. Methodology 

2.1. Purpose, Scope and Ethics of this MEKS 

Mi’kmaw Ecological Knowledge (MEK) has been defined in the Mi’kmaq Ecological 
Knowledge Protocol (Protocol) as “…the collection and adaptation of knowledge that 
Mi’kmaq people have with all components of the natural environment and the 
interrelationships between all life forms from a unique historical, cultural and spiritual 
level.” The Protocol was ratified by the Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaq Chiefs on 
November 22, 2007 and outlines specific guidelines and conditions on the development 
of a MEKS in the province.  
The purpose of a MEKS is to identify and report any ecological concerns regarding the 
Project’s impact on Mi’kmaq use of land, resources and special places within the Project 
Study Area.  

MAPS’ methodological approach includes the adherence to the Mi’kmaq Ecological 
Study Protocol, ratified in 2007 by the Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaw Chiefs 
(Appendix 2).  Accordingly, this research initiative and its methodological approach were 
communicated to the Mi’kmaw Ethics Watch Committee in 2010 whose mandate is to 
ensure research activities with the Nova Scotia Mi’kmaw community comply with the 
Mi’kmaq Research Ethics Protocol of 1999. 
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MAPS informed the Union of Nova Scotia Indians as well as the Confederacy of 
Mainland Mi’kmaw and the Native Council of its intention to carry out this MEKS.   
MAPS undertook to publicize an announcement and description of the research 
initiative through its website, and information bulletin to all Nova Scotia First Nation 
Councils, and an article in the Mi’kmaq-Maliseet Nations News (Appendix 3) asking for 
public input.    
 
A community meeting was held by MAPS in Paqtnkek, the Mi’kmaw community closest 
to the Project Site. 
 
To insure the non-Aboriginal community was also informed, a similar article was 
published in the Guysborough Journal and the Guysborough Chamber of Commerce 
was notified. 
 
 

2.2. Research Methodology 

The research involved in the preparation of this MEKS is based on several components: 

 An assessment of the study area’s archaeological resources or potential based 
on existing reports; 

 A survey of archival, published and unpublished material relating to historic 
Mi’kmaw land uses and occupancy in the study area; 

 A two-season ground survey of local plant resources significant to the Mi’kmaw 
community; 

 Community-based research in the surrounding Mi’kmaw communities of 
Paqtnkek, Millbrook and Chapel Island with Mi’kmaw knowledgeable about the 
Study Area, its resources and recent and current Mi’kmaw land uses. 
A detailed interview guide was developed specifically for this study in order to 
insure a consistent approach in the interviewing and recording of data by the 
three interviewers in the above-mentioned communities. 
 

2.3. Limitations 

 Very little archaeological work has been carried out so far in Guysborough 
County, and particularly along the Chedabucto coast.  A scarcity of pre-contact 
archaeological evidence in this region does therefore not allow the conclusion of 
low Aboriginal use and occupancy during that period; 

 The Centralization policy in Nova Scotia during the first half of the 20th century 
disrupted traditional patterns of Mi’kmaw land use and occupancy;  
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 Land and resource use data, both those stemming from MAPS’ general data 
base as well as those collected for this study specifically, are based on interviews 
of samples of Mi’kmaw Elders and active land users.  The land use data 
represented here therefore cannot be comprehensive.  It serves as positive proof 
of Mi’kmaw land and resource use in the study region, but does not imply that 
locations or resources not mentioned here are indeed not utilized by Mi’kmaw. 
 

2.4. Study Area 

Mi’kmaw land use patterns are naturally wide-ranging in response to the seasonally and 
spatially fluctuating resources they depend on.  With respect to historic and 
contemporary Mi’kmaw land use, the Black Point Quarry Project Area, can in the 
context of this MEKS, not be considered in isolation, but as an integral part of the wider 
Chedabucto shore resource area of the Mi’kmaw community.  

The Study Area therefore stretches from Halfway Cove to Durells Island and Canso 
(Fig. 4) and includes the shore, the adjacent strip of land of about 5 kilometres in width, 
and  near-shore waters of the Chedabucto Bay.  Information outside this study may also 
be considered when it serves to illustrate wider-ranging patterns of Mi’kmaw land use. 

 

 
Fig 4: Study and Project Areas 
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3. Section I: THE SETTING 

 

3.1. Biophysical Environment 

3.1.1.  Geology 

From the Chedabucto Bay shoreline and the base of the low-lying Fogherty Head (with 
its Black Point peninsula) at the northern end of the project area the terrain rises sharply 
to the plateau where the quarry site is situated (Figs.5-7). 
 
 

 
Fig 5:  Fogherty Head and Fogherty Lake, Easterly View from Chedabucto Bay  
 
 
While Figure 5 offers a simulated view of the natural landscape based on satellite 
imagery, figures 6 and 7 illustrate the area’s relief more clearly through contour lines 
and a LIDAR image modelling the surface structure underneath the vegetation cover.   
The hill featuring the resource to be quarried has an elevation of about 103 m above 
mean sea level2. 
 

                                                      
2  AECOM 2011:7 
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Fig 6:  Project area with contour lines3 

 

 

Fig 7:  Relief Model of the Northern Portion of the Project Area4 

                                                      
3  Project area inset adapted from AECOM 2011:7 
4  LIDAR image, source AECOM 2011:14 
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While the bedrock geology of the Fogherty Head consists of schist, medium-grade 
metamorphic rocks of the Goldenville (COMg) and Halifax (COMh) formations, that of 
the remainder of the project area features granite (M-LDmbmg) with very little 
overburden – the resource to be mined.  The wider study area is made up of undulating 
bands and regions with primarily the same three geological features (Fig.8).   

 

Fig. 8:  Bedrock Geology of the Project and Study Areas5 

 
The project area consists mostly of well drained, coarse textured soil, in the northern 
and western portion primarily on hilly terrain (WCKK), and in the central and eastern 
portion on hummocky terrain (WCHO).  The central portion also contains a flat area of 
poorly drained, medium textured soil (WTLD), a bog, to the east of Fogherty Lake.  A 
similar soil pattern is repeated in the Canso area.  The region south of the project area 
is mostly hummocky, imperfectly drained and medium textured (IMHO), while to the 
west we mainly find well drained, medium to fine textured soil on hills and drumlins 
(WMKK, WFDM). 
 
The particular soil and drainage pattern (Fig. 9), in combination with the underlying 
bedrock geology, produce a variety of ecological land classes which, again, allow or 
foster particular habitats. 
 
The wider Study Area is located within what is called the Canso Barrens, a region 
generally characterized by exposed granite knolls and erratic and thin soil layers.  
 
                                                      
5  Adapted from NS DNR online map ‘Geology Maps and Databases’ (http://gis4.natr.gov.ns.ca/website/ 
 nsgeomap/viewer.htm 



14 
 

 

Fig 9: Ecologcal Land Classification6  
 

3.1.2.  Vegetation, Habitats and Wildlife Resources 

These surface conditions produce distinct vegetation covers and habitats.  Most of the 
plateau is blanketed with a patchwork of lichen (Cladonia rangiferina and others) and 
shrub dominated tundra-like ground cover interspersed with stands of open coniferous 
forest.  The latter consists mainly of black spruce (Picea mariana), white spruce (Picea 
glauca), balsam fir (Abies balsamea), white birch (Betula papyrifera) and tamarack 
(Larix laricina).  More densely and mixed forested habitats are sheltered slopes, stream 
channels and low-lying areas in general, and particularly the Fogherty Head area, 
where some mature balsam firs are found (Fig. 10).   
Similar vegetation patterns are found to the south of the Project Area and, with varying 
proportions of lichen barrens to woodlands, throughout the Study Area.   

The vegetation surrounding Fogherty Lake, for example, features black spruce and 
tamarack as the predominant tree species, shrubs and herbaceous plants such as 
leatherleaf (Chaemodaphne calyculata), sheep laurel ( Kamlia angustifolia), chokeberry 
(Photinia pyrifolia),  possum-haw viburnum (Viburnum nudum), rhodora (Rhododendron 
canadiense), Labrador tea (Ledum groenlandicum), and bunchberry (Comus 
canadiensis)7.  

 

                                                      
6  Adapted from online NS DNR online map ‘Ecological Land Classification’,(http://gis4.natr.gov.ns.ca/ 
 website/nselcmap/viewer.htm)  
7  AECOM 2011:28 
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      Fig 10:  Vegetation Cover (Satellite Image), Project Area  

Other habitats, throughout the Study Area, include coastal beaches, cliffs and barren 
headlands. 

An initial vegetation survey conducted by AECOM reports the occurrence of one 
species of concern, Peltigera  leucophlebia, a lichen commonly called Ruffled Freckled 
Pelt, in the eastern portion of the Project Area8.  This species is listed as vulnerable by 
the Nova Scotia Department of Natural Resources.  A second lichen also found in this 
area, Ramalina thrausta or Angel’s Hair, was categorized as “uncommon” 9.   

The entire Study Area, including the Project Area (Fig. 11), is interspersed with a variety 
of wetlands types from bogs and fens to streams and lakes.  Important features in this 
landscape, they act as surface water reservoirs and filters, and provide habitat to a  
large variety of distinct aquatic, semi-aquatic, riparian and terrestrial plant and wildlife 
species. 
 
Within the Project Area and along the access road leading to Highway 16, 26 wetlands 
were identified and briefly described by AECOM10. 

                                                      
8  Ibid:31 
9  Ibid:31 
10  Ibid:32-33 
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Fig. 11:  Wetland Habitats and Locations of Species of Concern11 

                                                      
11  Adapted from AECOM 2011:31 
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Several areas with habitats significant enough to be declared protected by the Province 
are located in the vicinity of the Project Area, and within the Study Area of this MEKS.  
Both Half Island and Lower Half Island coves as well as Fox Inland Main (Indian Cove) 
feature protected beaches.  The Bonnet Lake Barrens and Canso Coastal Barrens 
wilderness areas encompass large areas located about 7 km southwest and 2 km south 
and southeast, respectively, of the Project Area.  In addition, Third Lake Provincial Park 
is located about 5 km southwest of the Project Area and consists of several parcels 
surrounding Cooeycoff Lake (Fig. 12). 
 
 

 
Fig. 12:  Restricted and Limited Use Areas12 
 
Wildlife species present in the study and project areas cover the spectrum of species 
found in most regions of Nova Scotia. 
 
Among mammals these include Whitetail Deer (Odocoileus virginianus), Black Bear 
(Ursus americanus), Eastern Coyote (Canis latrans thammers), Red Fox (Vulpes 
vulpes), Bobcat (Lynx rufus), Beaver (Castor canadiensis), Muskrat (Ontatra 
zibethicus), Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), Snowshoe Hare (Lepus Americana), Red 
Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonius), Racoon (Procyon lotor), Otter (Lontra canadiensis), 
Short-tailed Weasel (Mustela erminia), Mink (Neovison vison) and small rodents such 
as voles, mice and shrews.   
 
                                                      
12  Adapted from  NS DNR online map ‘Restricted & Limited Use Areas’ (http://gis4.natr.gov.ns.ca/website/ 
 rlul2b07/viewer.htm) 
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While not confirmed in AECOM’s survey, Mi’kmaw report the presence of Mainland 
Moose (Alces alces americana), a threatened species .   
Marine mammals reported present along the Study Area’s shore are the Minke Whale 
(Balaenoptera acutorostrata) and Grey Seal (Halichoerus grypus)13.  
 
A bird survey in the Project Area, commissioned by AECOM, reported the following 11 
species that are either classified as species of concern or known to be particularly 
sensitive to anthropogenic disturbances:  Boreal Chickadee (Poecile hudsonia), 
Common Loon (Gavia immer), Gray Jay (Perisoreus canadiensis), Rusty Blackbird 
(Euphagus carolinus), Greater Yellowlegs (Tringa melanoleuca), Red-breasted 
Merganser (Mergus serrator), Semi-palmated Sandpiper (Calidris mantilla), Spotted 
Sandpiper (Actitis macularius), Least Sandpiper (Calidris pusilla), Semi-palmated Plover 
(Charadrius semipalmatus) and Great Cormorant (Phalacorcorax carbo).  Two owl 
species were confirmed, the Northern Saw-whet Owl (Aegolius acadicus) and the 
Barred Owl (Strix varia).  Even though it was not observed during this field survey, the 
Chedabucto Bay shoreline is known to also harbour Harlequin Ducks (Histrionicus 
histrionicus), another species of concern14.  

Of the reptilian and amphibian species commonly found within Nova Scotia, the Yellow  
Spotted Salamander (Ambystoma maculata), American Toad (Bufo Americana), Spring 
Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), Green Frog (Rana clamitans), Northern Leopard Frog 
(Rana pipiens), Bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), and the Maritime Garter Snake 
(Thamnophis sirtalis pallidulus) were confirmed to be present in the Project Area.  No 
rare or sensitive species in those categories were reported15. 

From the family of dragon/damselflies (Odonates), however, a Spotwinged Glider 
(Pantala hymenaea), which is listed by the Province as being sensitive to anthropogenic 
or natural impacts, was observed to be present in the wetland area east of Fogherty 
Lake16. 

Results of the freshwater fish and fish habitat survey as reported by AECOM are based 
on brief fish samplings in Fogherty Lake and three unnamed streams.  One of these 
streams is the northern outflow of Fogherty Lake, the second a brook originating in a 
narrow valley in the northern portion of the Project Area and emptying into Chedabucto 
Bay, a third a stream in the southwestern part of the Project Area flowing through 
softwood stands and fens before discharging into Hendsbee Lake, and a fourth one 
near the western edge of the Project Area. 

                                                      
13  AECOM 2011:35 
14  Ibid:34, 35 
15  Ibid: 35 
16  Ibid: 36 
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Being situated largely on a granite bedrock formation and being fed in part by surface 
runoff from surrounding bogs, Fogherty Lake is tea-coloured and fairly acidic, like many 
Nova Scotia lakes.  Based on a survey employing two gillnets and four minnow traps for 
a total of six hours, AECOM’s report reports that Fogherty Lake contains no significant 
fish populations due to the high acidity levels  The same conclusion was reached with 
respect to the streams tested17. 
 
The near-shore underwater marine habitat along the Project Area consists mainly of 
cobble and rock substrate with lesser amounts of sand and silt supporting “a high 
diversity of both floral and faunal species”18. 
Algal cover increases from sparse in deeper water up to 90% along the shore and 
features Black Whip Weed (Chordaria flagelliformis), Bladderwrack (Fucus vesiculosus), 
Sea Colander (Agarum clathratum), and occurrences of the invasive species Green 
Fleece (Codium fragile).  
Little information is given on faunal species.  The presence of several species of annelid 
worms (Polchaetes) and two bivalves, the Common Tortoiseshell Limpet (Tectura  
testudinalis)  and the Interrupted Turbonille (Turbonilla interrupta), are identified.  No 
further observations of fish, crustaceans or other mollusk species are reported in this 
study.   
 
Nevertheless, it can safely be assumed that this habitat supports a variety of fish and 
other marine species, and serves as a nursery habitat for a number of species which 
then spend the remainder of their life cycles in other areas and/or deeper waters. 
 
 
3.2. Surrounding Mi’kmaw Communities 

The Project Area is located in the Eskikewa’kik district of Mi’kma’ki19.  The closest of the 
current Mi’kmaw reserves are Paqtnkek on the mainland, and Chapel Island  on Cape 
Breton Island. 
However, a number of Mi’kmaw families have, until very recently, resided seasonally or 
year-round in the adjacent communities of Half Island Cove, Fox Island, and in Cook 
Cove and Dorts Cove at the western end of the Chedabucto Shore.  
 
  

                                                      
17  AECOM 2011:26, 28 
18  Ibid:28-29 
19  Mi’kma’ki (the Mi’kmaq territory) consists of  seven districts encompassing all of  Nova Scotia and Prince 
 Edward Island, plus parts of New Brunswick, Quebec and Newfoundland 
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4. Section II:  HISTORIC MI’KMAW USE & OCCUPATION 

4.1. Pre-Contact Mi’kmaw Land Use and Occupancy 

Nova Scotia has been progressively occupied by the ancestors of the Mi’kmaw as the 
regional glaciers of the last ice age retreated.  This is evidenced by the hitherto earliest 
finds at Debert dating back to about 11,500 BP20 and being classified as belonging to 
the Paleo Indian or Sa`qewe`k L`nuk Period21. 
 
A substantial cooling during the Younger Dryas period about 10,800-10,200 BP caused 
again minor glaciations with ice sheets covering again what is now Guysborough, 
Pictou, Antigonish counties, plus the Cape Breton highlands22 . 

At present, the archaeological record for Guysborough County, and the Study Area in 
particular, is very sparse which is primarily a reflection of the relative lack of 
archaeological research that has been carried out in this region so far23.  The vast 
majority of archaeological discoveries in Nova Scotia have been incidental rather than 
the result of targeted archaeological surveys.  More often than not they have been 
made in the context of some sort of development – residential, industrial or 
infrastructural construction or agricultural activities.  The Study Area has not seen much 
of any of these activities.  Much of the existing archaeological material relating to 
Mi’kmaw and their ancestors in this region consists of sporadic surface finds. 

Reviews of the existing literature and the Provincial archaeological database 
nevertheless identify some archaeological sites or finds in Guysborough County.  Not 
surprisingly, the majority cluster along the St. Marys and Country Harbour rivers, both 
important travel routes between the Eastern Shore and the Northumberland Strait/ 
St.George’s Bay coast.  Others are located to the west and east of the Study Area, that 
is on the lower Salmon River and Cooks Cove, and at the east end of Canso and on 
Grassy Island24.   
 
Two significant finds are a cache of projectile points on Grassy Island, dated to about 
500 AD25 .   
 
In light of the aforesaid it is obvious that the lack of archaeological evidence in the Study 
Area cannot be construed as proof of a lack of Mi’kmaw occupancy26.    

                                                      
20  Robinson 2011 
21  Mi`kmaq terms for pre-contact cultural periods as given in Lewis 2006, see also Lewis 2011, tab 2 
 (appendix 4) 
22  Mott 2011:50; Stea & Mott  2006, fig.12, Sable & Francis 2012:72-73 
23  Lewis 2011 (appendix 4); Sheldon 2000:12 
24  Lewis 2011 (appendix 4); Ferguson 2012 
25  Ferguson 2011 
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The three most significant factors for determining the archeological potential of a site or 
area are: food resources, access and suitability for habitation. 
 
In general Mi’kmaw land use and occupancy involved semi-permanent and permanent 
settlement at resource-rich locations.  Summer villages were usually situated at a 
navigable body of water.  Preferred locations were the mouths of rivers with significant 
spawning runs of salmon, eel and other fish species.  Such sites provided ready access 
to freshwater and marine resources, plus a waterway into the interior. 
 
The richness in resources of both the land and sea along the Chedabucto shore 
(including the Study Area) and the ease of access made this an attractive region to the 
Mi’kmaw and their ancestors.   
 
Early written records document that the first European explorers and settlers found the 
Chedabucto bay and coast extremely rich in fishery resources and established in the 
16th century Grassy Islands Fort as a base in the centre of this rich fishing ground.  
During the 16th and 17th centuries the French controlled the commercial fishery in this 
area, to be taken over by the British during the first half of the 18th century.  While cod 
was the Europeans’ primary commercial fishery interest, salmon and eel also figured 
prominently in the Mi’kmaw economy. 

The Nova Scotia coast was also rich in marine mammals such as walrus, grey seals, 
and minke whales.  These were also hunted by Mi’kmaw for food, skins and other raw 
materials.  This is evidenced, for example, by several ancient Mi’kmaw place names 
along the southern shore of Prince Edward Island that refer to seasonal walrus colonies 
and walrus hunting27.  By the time Europeans entered the scene, it appears that 
regional walrus number had been declining for some time due to climatic changes and 
the associated seas level rise, but the additional hunting pressure by the newcomers for 
their ivory and oil accelerated their disappearance.  The last populations of walrus in 
Nova Scotia were reported to exist on Sable Island in the late 1700s28. 

Regional pre-contact resource also included sea birds, among them the Great Aulk.  
With the arrival of Europeans, Great Aulks were hunted extensively, their feathers used 
in bedding, their meat and eggs for fish bait and food. Eventually, this bird met the same 
fate as the walrus, aulks disappeared from Nova Scotia, and soon thereafter became 
extinct.   

Terrestrial wildlife resources during the pre-contact included woodland caribou and 
mainland moose, in addition to the other species we find in the Study Area today. 
                                                                                                                                                                           
26  Lewis 2011 (appendix 4); Sheldon 2000:12 
27  Weiler 2008:17 
28  Gilpin 1869:126-127, COSEWIC 2006:12 
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Moose as well as the caribou herds roaming the open inland areas, and in particular the 
barrens, would have able to support relatively large groups during the winter months. 
 
In general, Mi’kmaw place names are geographically descriptive or refer directly or 
indirectly to resource uses.  It is generally accepted that such place names are very 
stable and long-lived, and their origins pre-date the arrival of Europeans.  Indeed most 
of the Mi’kmaw place names known to date were recorded by missionaries during the 
early contact period.   
 
This is also the case with the names of some locations in the study area thereby 
attesting to Mi’kmaw occupancy and land use since time immemorial.   
 
 Mi’kmaw Place Names in Guysborough County 29: 
 Guysborough County  – Esigeoagig (Eskikewa’kik30)  - skin dressing place 
 Chedabucto  – Sedabuktook  - the deep extending harbour, or running far back31 
 Cooks Cove  – Notogtetoalneg  - small Indian village 
 Halfway Cove  – Oetonitjitjg (Wetuni’ji’jk32)  - at the small opening33 
 Philips Harbour  – Pilipgomimg  - Pilip’s place, where Pilip was doing something 
 Half Island Cove  – Aoaganeg  - portage 
 Black Point  – Magteoatgeg  - black head  
 Indian Cove  – Elnoeigomi  - Indian cove 
 Fox Island  – Sebelogwokun  - where skins are stretched 
 Fox Island Cove  – Nasonigetjg  - rushy 
 Durells Island  – Siplogagneg  - narrow passage34  
 Canso – Gamsog – rock on the other side 
 
This district’s Mi’kmaw name, Eskikewa’kik, translates to ‘skin-dressing country’ (or ‘skin 
dressers place’) which may refer to the region’s ample supply of sea mammal and 
possibly caribou skins during this period as its environment does not seem to have been 
exceptionally productive habitat for furbearers such as beaver, muskrat, otter, marten, 
mink, weasel, fox, etc.   
The fact that the Mi’kmaw name for Fox Island, Sebelogwokun, identifies this small 
island as a ‘place where skins are stretched’ supports this interpretation.  If Fox Island 
was used customarily by Mi’kmaw harvesters for stretching (and drying) a significant 
number of skins they may have stemmed from a resource that can be harvested locally 

                                                      
29     Unless otherwise noted: Allen 2006, vol.II. See also Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
30  Current spelling according to the Smith-Francis orthography of  Mi’kmaw, B. Francis, p.c. Sept 2012 
31  According to Hoffman 1955:537 
32  Current spelling according to the Smith-Francis orthography of  Mi’kmaw, B. Francis, p.c. Sept 2012 
33  Preliminary translation by B. Francis, p.c. Sept 2012 
34  Preliminary translation by B. Francis, p.c. Sept 2012 
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in considerable numbers at certain times of the year – as marine mammals were.  And 
since the populations of these marine mammals appear to have been in decline at the 
time of, or following, the arrival of Europeans in the area, one can safely conclude that 
the origin of the name lies in the pre-contact era. 

Moving along the shore of Sedabuktok, the ‘deep and extending harbour’ or 
Chedabucto, from west to east, Cooks Cove or Notogtetoalneg was named so because 
of the ‘small Indian village’ that was located there.   

Oetonitjitjg (Wetuni’ji’jk) refers to ‘small opening’, the bay at Halfway Cove which 
represents the entry to a travel route into the interior that eventually cuts across to Tor 
Bay on the Eastern Shore35.  

Just as it does in the English version of the placename, the location called Pilipgomimg 
was named so after an individual, Pilip, who once lived there.  

Half Island Cove was called Aoaganeg, referring to a portage, the beginning of the route 
southward  to the Northwest Branch and Whitehead Harbour on the Eastern Shore36. 

Magteoatgeg, the Mi’kmaw name for Black Point, translates to ‘black head’ describing 
both its shape and dark colouring when viewed from the shore or a passing canoe.   

Elnoeigomi, Indian Cove on the eastern side of Black Point clearly attests to Mi’kmaw 
occupancy at this location.   

As indicated earlier, Sebelogwokun, or Fox Island, was and is known to Mi’kmaw as the 
place where they processed skins they had been harvesting in the area. 

The Mikmaq toponym for Durells Island is Siplogagneg, a narrow channel.  It provides 
specific descriptive information about the geographic feature that separates it from the 
mainland (now called The Tittle), which is useful to canoeists travelling along the shore 
or crossing over to the island. 

These toponyms are but one piece of evidence of regular, consistent Mi’kmaw 
occupancy and land use of the Study Area reaching back into the pre-contact period. 
 
As the economic cycle of the Mi’kmaw and their ancestors was inextricably tied to the 
seasonal and spatial ebb and flow of natural resources, the same plentiful marine 
resources that lured the Europeans would also have attracted during the pre-contact 
period the Aboriginal inhabitants from the surrounding region (that is the northeastern 
mainland and southeastern Cape Breton Island) to the Chedabucto shore.    
 
                                                      
35  See fig. 13 
36  See fig. 13 
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Access to the Study Area and its resources during pre-contact times was principally by 
sea or land/river route. 
The Strait of Canso provided a connection to and from the Georges Bay region, and the 
waters of Chedabucto Bay allowed canoe travel to and from southeastern Cape Breton 
Island.  While the shores of the Northumberland Strait, Georges Bay and the Gulf of 
St.Lawrence would have been unnavigable due to the wide belt of drift ice that usually 
forms along these stretches of coast during the winter due to the prevailing wind 
conditions, Chedabucto Bay remains virtually ice-free and navigable. 
Overland, a combination of waterways and trails/portages such as the Salmon and 
South River route or Milford Haven and Tracadie River offered links between the Study 
Area and St. Georges Bay.  From the mouths of both Salmon and Milford Haven rivers 
at the west end of Chedabucto Bay an old trail existed that ran from there eastward 
along the shore all the way to today’s community of Canso, with a spur line leading from 
Halfway Cove south to Whitehead Harbour37.  Research in other parts of Nova Scotia 
has shown that these ancient travel routes have remained remarkably stable through 
the centuries38 and most can be expected to predate the arrival of Europeans. 
 

 
Fig 13:  Travel Routes 
 

                                                      
37  The early settlers roughly followed the same route in constructing what was called the Old Coach Road, 
 and later the current Hwy 316 
38  Lewis 2012; also Weiler 2008 
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With accessibility and the availability of food resources in place, a habitation site 
requires dry ground for wigwam construction, shelter from the elements, and a source of 
fresh water.  Along the Study Area’s shore, such attractive habitation sites are found at 
Halfway Cove, the mouth of Peas Brook, the Queensport Bay, Philips Harbour, Half 
Island Cove, Indian Cove, and The Tittle at Durell’s Island39.  The archaeological 
potential of these locations can expected to be high.  During the winter months, suitable 
inland locations would have been used at some of the numerous lakes or streams.   
 
To sum up, even though there is currently little archaeological data at hand to confirm 
pre-contact Aboriginal land use and occupancy in the Study Area, it is highly unlikely 
that the region would not have been occupied and used extensively given the rich 
resources and easy accessibility from other areas of the mainland as well as Cape 
Breton Island.    
  
 
4.2. Post-Contact Historic Mi’kmaw Land Use & Occupancy prior to 1900 

While historical records documenting Mi’kmaw presence in the Study Area are not 
plentiful, they do reach back to the early contact period, that is the early 1600s when the 
French were operating seasonal fishing stations at Canso40. 
 
One of the earliest references is found in a 1607 letter from Canso to the French 
habitation of Port Royal with the news that Indian graves had been opened and beaver 
skins removed from the deceased by Dutch fishermen, upon which the Indians 
responded with killing the person who had revealed the location of the graves.  When in 
1609 Henry Hudson entered Canso harbour to repair his ship, he mentions the 
existence of an Indian village there whose residents received him kindly41. 
 
In the early contact years, the Study Area was rich enough in resources to lure French 
and English traders into the area for the specific purpose of trading with the local 
Mi’kmaw.  Most of this trade was in furs and salmon.   
 
A copper-kettle burial that eroded out of the bank at the mouth of the Salmon River in 
2005 and was dated to about 1620 AD is both a confirmation of Mi’kmaw presence 
there as well as a testimony of early trading contacts between them and early European 
fishermen on this coast42. 

                                                      
39  Not surprisingly, these locations were attractive to the newcomers as well and eventually became  settled 
40  For details, see Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
41  Haynes 2007:9; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
42  Lewis 2012; Rosenmeier 2012 
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In 1629, Captain Charles Daniel built a trading post at Chedabucto, the present location 
of Guysborough43.  This post was later taken over by Isaac de Razilly and in 1636 by 
Nicolas Denys, and became known as Fort St. Louis or Chédabouctou Fort.  In 1650 
Denys moved his post to the site of St. Peters (Fort Toulouse) in the hope of benefitting 
from protection by the Fortress of Louisbourg44.  Both those sites were chosen because 
they were located on traditional Mi’kmaw travel routes that lead from the Chedabucto 
Bay to the St. Georges Bay in the case of Fort St. Louis, and to southeastern Cape 
Breton Island in the case of Fort Toulouse.   

Further to the south, a trading post was established on the Mary’s River in the 1650s 
where French trader La Giraudiere supplied Mi’kmaw with spears, nets and other 
supplies for the salmon fishery in the St. Mary’s River and the Gelneg Lakes areas.    

Another indicator of a stable presence of Mi’kmaw in the Study Region is the fact that 
the Catholic Church found it appropriate to establish several missions in the area:  In 
Canso in 1642, in Chedabucto in 1657, in Afton (today Paqtnkek)  in 1717. 

The trading establishments were generally located at major estuaries along the coast 
(on primary travel routes, that is) to take advantage of the fact that the fishery, 
especially for cod, mackerel and herring around Canso and salmon at Chedabucto, was 
a crucial element in the Mi’kmaw economy.  However, the resource areas of the 
Mi’kmaw families trading at these posts reached far into the interior.   The entire St. 
Mary’s River watershed appears to have been particularly rich in fish (salmon and trout) 
and other wildlife and extensively used by Mi’kmaw, and historical documents report 
numerous camp site locations and a large burial ground45.   Heavily-frequented villages 
or camp sites were located at Country Harbour and Indian Harbour on the Eastern 
Shore, the south end of the travel route from the Chedabucto Shore.  At Indian Harbour 
“there were once many villages of wigwams in the area as it was an ideal fishing and 
hunting area that provided all that the Micmac needed”46. 

In 1684 Frenchman La Valiliere robbed Nigascouet, a Mi’kmaq, who was on his way to 
Chedabucto with his season’s harvest of 70 moose skins and 60 martin, 4 beaver and 2 
otter pelts47.  These reports testify to the richness of the region and its economic 
significance to the Mi’kmaw. 

                                                      
43  Jones 1986:vi; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
44  Lewis 2012 
45  Hart 1975:154-158, PANS RG1, vol.380, pp.1-40, m/f 15,441 
46  Hart 1975:157-158; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
47  Haynes 2007:45, Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
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The one and only census of Acadians by French colonial officials in 1688 recorded 52 
Mi’kmaw individuals at Chedabucto, or Guysborough (town)48. 

The ‘Canso tribe of Indians’, as they were called at the time, were highly mobile 
travelling between the Chedabucto coast and Afton along what became known as the 
‘Roman Valley’49.  Generally they tended to spend winters in Afton and spring, summer 
and fall at Chedabucto and smaller fishing camps along the coast eastward up to 
Canso50.  In the 1680s a Mi’kmaw village was reported to exist one mile west of 
Chedabucto/Fort St. Louis.  The post “flourished with 51 [non-Mi’kmaw] inhabitants and 
52 Indians”51.   
At Canso, a continuous Mi’kmaw presence is clearly documented.  An archaeological 
find of a cache of projectile points on Grassy Island was dated to about 500 AD52 .  
Early historical documents attest to the continuation of Mi’kmaw occupancy here with 
references to a Mi’kmaw village just across from the Canso gut53.  Another seasonal 
Mi’kmaw encampment that had persisted until the 1960s was located at Indian Cove on 
Durells Island. 

During the 1700s the Mi’kmaw were increasingly drawn into the struggle between the 
French and English colonists over lands and resources, in particular the lucrative Canso 
fishery.  In 1720, Gov. Phillips described Canso as “by far the most important 
commercial centre in Nova Scotia”54. 

Generally siding with the French, the Mi’kmaw suffered severely loosing many lives and 
access to their coastal harvesting areas.  The repression of the aboriginal population 
culminated in Gov. Edward Cornwallis’ orders to “annoy, distress & destroy the Indians 
every where” and that “a Premium be promised of ten guineas for every Micmac killed 
or taken prisoner”55. 

Nevertheless, the first two settlers to settle in the early 1760s at Chedabucto Bay, Elias 
and John Cook were welcomed by the Mi’kmaw and received assistance from them56.   

During the early 1700s, the Province began issuing licences of occupation to some of 
the Mi’kmaw in response to petitions.  These were granted initially for harvesting timber 
or the use of shoreline sections for fishing, then after 1782 for homestead lots as well57.  

                                                      
48  Wicken 1994: 95, 107-109; Rosenmeier 2012 
49  Still a local place name for a community located on the river bearing the same name 
50  Prosper 2012, Haynes, 2007:45; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
51  Haynes 2007:64; Morse 1935:140; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
52  Ferguson 2011 
53  Haynes 2007:90; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
54  Jones 1986:ix; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
55  PANS (Nova Scotia Archives) RG1, vol.186, p.22-23, n/f 15310 
56  Hart 1975:54, 144; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
57  Robertson 2000 
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However, no licences of occupation are known to have been granted within the Study 
Area. 

Historical documents attest to a sharp increase of Mi’kmaw in the study area as a 
response to the small pox, whooping cough and measles outbreaks in 1801 and 1802.  
Many Mi’kmaw families were fleeing larger settlements and reserves for the relative 
isolation of the Guysborough area.  Fourteen families from Antigonish (now Paqtnkek) 
and five from Pictou (now Pictou Landing) were reported to have moved to the “Salmon 
River encampment”58.  How many of those families remained in the area once the 
outbreak subsided is unclear. 

During the 1800s, increasing pressures through the expanding commercial fishery and 
improving fishing technology, as well as the growing numbers of settlers in the Study 
Area took a toll on the area’s fish, wildlife and forestry resources59.  Competition for 
declining resources, land grants to settlers, fishing privileges granted to commercial 
interests, and government policies pressuring Mi’kmaw to adopt agriculture increasingly 
marginalized the Mi’kmaw population60.   

Over decades, Mi’kmaw as well as concerned Indian Agents such as Abraham Gesner 
and John McKinnon submitted a series of petitions to the House of Assembly requesting 
aid and the protection of Mi’kmaw lands and livelihoods.   

On April 6, 1845, for example, a petition by John Battist, Joseph Battist and Francis 
Cope was presented asking for land “in the neighbourhood of which they have many 
years sojourned.  Each year their hunting ground and subsistence there from are more 
scanty and precarious”61. 

Indian Commissioner Abraham Gesner submitted on February 2, 1848 a petition signed 
by eleven Mi’kmaw Chiefs and Captains “to prevent the Hunting of Moose by Dogs and 
to Secure to Them Their Fisheries”.  The letter stated that the white man’s hunting style 
was threatening the moose population as they only take the skins leaving the rest 
behind.  It requested Mi’kmaw be allowed to spear salmon in any of the rivers in the 
province62.   

On December 8, 1848 another petition was submitted by Newel Joe and Newel Dennis 
asking for relief on behalf of the families Joe, Dennis, Grigwell, Lewie, Toney, Cristifer, 
Glema, Louland, Michel, Potet, Forit, French, Caber, Prosper and Sabia on the St. 
Mary’s River.  200-300 moose were taken by white people in the St. Mary’s area in the 

                                                      
58  PANS/CPR, RG1, vol.430, no. 84, no.86, no.88, no.112, Prosper 2012 
59  PANS  RG5 Series P, vol. 52 #95 m/f 15616; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
60  Haigh 2000 
61  PANS MG15, vol. 3, #81 m/f 15106; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
62  Haigh 2000:63; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
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previous spring alone.  Fish and game for the Mi’kmaw families were getting scarce and 
a crop failure that year added to their precarious situation63. 

In 1872 Indian Agent John McKinnon reports to Secretary of State Hon. Joseph Howe 
on the condition of the Mi’kmaw in the District of Guysborough, listing the families: 
Gabril, Prosper, Joe, Sallome, Pictob, Scotchman, Marble, Batist, Fraser, Marshal, 
Nicholas, Cope, Lafford, Newl, Tony, Brassay, Meuse, Tom, Phillip, Paul, McKeugir and 
McMillan.  Even though they had cultivated large tracts of land with hay, potatoes and 
oats their condition was poor since their fishery was not successful64.  

On August 23, 1872 Angus Cameron writes a letter to Hon. Joseph Howe reporting that 
the Mi’kmaw are being deprived of their burial ground in St. Mary’s that they had been 
using for 150 years, located at Sheep Island at the Forks or Glenelg Lake65. 

Between 1861 and 1900, Nova Scotia census and Indian Affairs records report the 
Mi’kmaw population of Guysborough County to range between 88 and 180, with the 
exception of the years 1872-73 and 1898-1900 when numbers register between 33 and 
4866.  It is known, however, that census records are not reliable when it comes to the 
Mi’kmaw population generally understating actual numbers of residents67. 

Beginning in the 1820, the Province began establishing small reserves across Nova 
Scotia, 46 in total.  None however were set up within the Study Area even though 
Mi’kmaw communities existed in Canso, Salmon River (or Cooks Cove as it is known 
today), Dort’s Cove, and seasonal encampments at various other places. 

After Confederation, the federal Indian Affairs Branch maintained an official 
Centralization Policy during the 1940s and 1950s, partly as a way of reducing 
administrative costs in the province and partly in “response to complaints about the 
presence of Mi’kmaw near non-aboriginal communities”68.  The goal of this policy to 
centralize the Mi’kmaw population in the two reserves of Shubenacadie on the mainland 
and Eskasoni on Cape Breton Island ultimately failed.  Many families resisted the 
pressure to relocate or ended up moving back to their previous homes or reserves.   

However, the Centralization Policy “did fundamentally alter the geographic distribution 
of Mi’kmaw in the province”69 and left a number of reserves unoccupied.   
With the failure of the policy evident, another reorganization in 1957-58 brought about 
and confirmed the current pattern of Mi’kmaw First Nation communities. 
                                                      
63  Haigh 2000:63; Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
64  NAC RG10, vol. 2134, file 27,046-1, Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
65  NAC RG10, vol. 2134, file 27,046-1, Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
66  See Appendix 5: Historical Records Review, pp.14-17 
67  Rosenmeier 2012 
68  Kenny & Parenteau Research Assoc. 2000:i-ii,67. 
69  Kenny & Parenteau Research Assoc. 2000:v 
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These events caused considerable disruptions in traditional settlement and land use 
patterns and further restricted access to resources for several generations of Mi’kmaw.  
Through the growing use of motorized transportation since the mid-20th century 
Mi’kmaw families were able to re-capture some of their traditional harvesting areas, as 
far as they had not become subject to competing uses by the dominant society such as 
municipal, agricultural or industrial development, parks and protected areas.  
 
 
5. Section III: CONTEMPORARY MI’KMAW LAND AND RESOURCE USES 

Following the generally accepted definition, the term ‘contemporary land use’ is used 
here to describe land and resource uses, and occupancy activities and locations, within 
living memory. 

High mobility has always been a crucial characteristic of the land use patterns of 
Mi’kmaw individuals and families.  However, as long as resources remained predictable, 
it was natural that hunters, fishers and harvesters of other natural resources tended to 
utilize areas that they are intimately familiar with and pass on this familiarity to their 
children.  As a consequence, spatial land use patterns of Mi’kmaw families have in 
general remained fairly stable.  However, the centralization policy, increasing settlement 
density, and motorized transportation and the associated infrastructure have brought 
about some adjustments. 

John Prosper, Chief of Bayfield (Paqtnkek) in the early 1960s may serve as an example 
of a highly mobile Mi’kmaw harvester utilizing the resources of the entire region.  He 
was born into the ‘Canso band’ and spent winters at Framboise Cove, Cape Breton, 
spearing eels and would come to Canso to fish in the spring70. 

Until the 1960s, the Study Area and its resources were extensively use by members of 
the three closest communities of Paqtnkek, Chapel Island and Eskasoni.  But families 
with ties to Millbrook as well as the aforementioned also lived in the Mi’kmaw 
community of Salmon River, or Cooks Cove, on several locations in Guysborough 
Harbour, on Clam Pond and Black Pond at Clam Harbour Beach, and in Dort’s Cove.  
On the south side of the mouth of the Salmon River was a small Mi’kmaw community, 
then known as the Mountain Road community.  In addition to their subsistence 
harvesting they carried out small-scale commercial activities such as the manufacture 

                                                      
70  Letter by archaeologist John Erskine to G.Campbell, Sydney Academy Principal, dated Feb 6, 1965; 
 Appendix 5: Historical Records Review 
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and sale of axe handles, baskets, barrels and snowshoes to the area’s non-native 
settlers and fishermen and the people of Guysborough town71. 

Also up to the 1960s, a number of families from Eskasoni, Chapel Island and even Isle 
Madame maintained a seasonal settlement at Indian Cove (hence the name) on the 
east side of Durells Island.   
The Canso area, and Durells Island and Betsey’s Beach in particular, were of the 
primary travel route between Cape Breton Island and the Nova Scotia mainland.   
Local residents recall Mi’kmaw, sometimes more than 100 individuals, arriving on 
Durells Island in March or April and staying until October. It was used during summers 
for fishing and making baskets which were then sold to the townspeople of Canso and 
some other mainland and Cape Breton communities72.    
 
The Mi’kmaw families of all those settlements, permanent and seasonal, utilized 
resources located within the study area73.  These included marine fish and shellfish 
resources along the coast, coastal wildlife species (shorebirds, etc.), inland fish and 
wildlife species, specialty woods for basket making, tools (ax handles, snowshoe 
frames, barrels) and other crafts, food and medicinal plants, etc. 

Even though these settlements and seasonal encampments were given up around the 
mid-twentieth century, harvesting activities by some members of the surrounding 
communities (Paqtnkek, Pictou Landing, Chapel Island, Millbrook) are still ongoing, 
albeit at a lower intensity74.  Motorized transportation such as all-terrain vehicles, 
snowmobiles, pick-up trucks, engine-powered boats put the Study Area`s resources 
within relatively easy reach from any of these reserve communities. 

The fact that the waters along the southern Chedabucto coastline, unlike the those of 
the St. George`s Bay, do generally not freeze or get clogged with ice flows75 offers 
virtually unimpeded fishing during the winter months to fishers from Paqtnkek and 
Pictou Landing. 

 
 
 

                                                      
71  Prosper 2012, Rosenmeier 2012 
72  Martha Murphy, Canso Museum, personal communication June 2012, Davis Archaeological Consultants 
 2004: 24-26, Ferguson 2011, Rosenmeier 2012 
73  Prosper 2012, Rosenmeier 2012 
74  Prosper 2012 
75  Due to the prevailing winds. Prosper 2012 
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The survey of current Mi’kmaw land use of the Study Area revealed the following 
activities and patterns76: 

 Marine resources reported to be harvested along the Study Area portion of the 
 Chedabucto coast include mackerel, herring, cod, haddock, urchins, mussels, 
 oysters, clams, as well as snow crab in deeper waters.  The sandbar extending 
 between Fox Island and the mainland is known as a productive shellfish bed.   

 Reported freshwater fishery resources are salmon, trout and eel.  Moose and 
 deer are harvested, as well as various small game species.  General trapping 
 activities were indicated to occur within the study area as well.  Even though the 
 region does not to be particularly attractive as a waterfowl staging or breeding 
 area, Canada geese are indicated as a waterfowl species being harvested here. 

 Plant resources include specialty woods such as maple, ash, birch as well as 
 birch bark for tools, crafts and decorative items.  Berries of various types are 
 reported to be harvested in the study region.  These include blueberries, 
 cranberries, strawberries and fox berries.  Several species of medicinal plants77 
 are being collected here, as well as plants used for ceremonial purposes. 

Within the Project Area itself, harvesting of the following types of resources are being 
reported: 
 
 Cod, herring, mackerel, oyster and urchin fishing were indicated to occur along 
 its shore.   

 With respect to terrestrial harvesting activities, moose, deer and goose hunting  
 were indentified, as well the trapping of furbearers.   

 Plant resources harvested in this area consist of maple, various berry species, 
 wild caraway seeds, and medicinal plants. 
 
For the purpose of this assessment, Mi’kmaw land and resource use activities are 
grouped into five categories:  Hunting/fishing, gathering food/medicinal plants, wood 
and wood products, ceremonial/spiritual sites, burial/birth places, and habitation/camp 
sites. 
 
Reported activities are summarized in the following table (Table 1) and on the following 
map (Figures 14 & 15). 
 
                                                      
76  See map, appendix 6.  Mi’kmaq land use activities may not be limited to the activities, species, and 
 harvesting areas identified here. 
77  Specific plant names withheld upon informants’ requests and for protection of species 
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LAND/RESOURCE 
USE CATEGORY 

 
                   REPORTED ACTIVITIES/RESOURCES 

Hunting/Fishing 
Sites/Areas 

Moose, deer, hare, porcupine, furbearers, grouse, geese, trout, 
haddock, mackerel, herring, cod, eel, lobster, urchin, mussel, 
oyster, scallop 

Food/Medicinal Plants 
Gathering 

Caraway seeds, hazelnuts, chokecherries, strawberries, 
blueberries, cranberries, fox berries, Labrador tea, various 
medicinal plants 

Wood, Wood Products Maple, birch bark 
Ceremonial/Spiritual 
Sites 

Ceremonial plant, decoration plant 
 

Burial/Birth Places (None reported) 
Habitation/Camp Sites Camp site 

Tab. 1: Summary of Reported Land/Resource Use Activities in the Study Area 

 

 
 

 

Fig. 14: Reported Pattern of Mi’kmaw Land and Resource Uses 
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Fig. 15:  Reported Pattern of Mi’kmaw Land and Resource Uses, Project Area Detail 

6. Section IV: RESERVE LANDS AND SPECIFIC CLAIMS

There are no Indian reserves located within the Study Area or Project Area.  The 
nearest reserves are Chapel Island IR 5, about 50 kilometres78 to the northeast on Cape 
Breton Island, and Paqtnkek IR 23, approximately 55 kilometres to the northwest near 
St. George’s Bay. 

A review of outstanding specific claims was undertaken by MAPS.  
No specific claims are pending within the Study Area.  This does not imply, however, 
that a specific land claim may not arise in the future. 

78 Linear distance 
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7. Section V:   IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS 

7.1. Potential Project Impacts on Mi’kmaw Land and Resource Uses   

The review of historic and contemporary (within living memory) Mi’kmaw land use and 
occupancy in the Study and Project areas confirms and documents Mi’kmaw use and 
occupation.   
Based on the above findings potential project impacts are expected on several levels: 
1) There is a potential for the disturbance of hitherto unidentified archaeological 
 resources during the construction of the infrastructure (access road, processing 
 facility, shipping terminal) associated with the project, as well as the quarry 
 operation itself. 
2) The permanent loss of wildlife and plant resources within the immediate project 
 footprint is inevitable.  This may be as a result of the physical destruction, 
 removal or displacement of specimens, or restriction of access to the location as 
 a potential harvesting area. 
3) Noise disturbance resulting from increased human presence, vehicular traffic, 
 blasting, and general mining activities will adversely impacts local wildlife 
 resources. 
4) Dust and other airborne pollutants created during the mining, crushing and 
 transport of the product are expected to settle on the vegetation, wetlands and 
 water bodies  within a certain corridor along the access road, and a certain radius 
 of the quarry  pit as well as the shipping terminal, depending on prevailing winds.  
 This will depreciate the quality of local food and medicinal plants for human 
 consumption  as well as the quality of animal browse and water/wetland habitat. 
5) The marine and shoreline habitats surrounding the shipping terminal are 
 threatened by dust contamination, the potential for accidental aggregate spillage 
 during loading, and  possible contamination resulting from petroleum products 
 associated with cargo vessels.  The potential effects of these kinds of events on 
 the near-shore fishery is undetermined.  

The criteria for assessing the significance of potential impacts on Mi’kmaw land and 
resource uses in the Study Area are:   

 a)  The nature and volume of current land and resource uses,  
 b)  the uniqueness of the land and resources in question,  
 c)  the cultural and spiritual significance of the land and resources, and  
 d)  Mi’kmaw constitutionally protected rights and interests in lands and resources. 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 
1) Disturbance of archaeological 
resources 

Being the only source of information on Mi’kmaw 
pre-contact history, land use, occupancy and 
culture. Archaeological resources are irreplaceable 
and of extreme importance. 

2) Permanent loss of wildlife and 
plant resources within the 
immediate project footprint 

The species of significance to Mi’kmaw identified 
within the Project Areas, in particular medicinal 
plants, are also present within the surrounding 
areas.  The permanent loss of some of (or access 
to) these specimens within the Project Area is not 
expected to significantly limit Mi’kmaw use of these 
resources. 

3) Noise disturbance will 
adversely impacts local wildlife 
resources 

As the frequencies, sound levels and the radius of 
the noise harassment/injury threshold of 92 dBA79 
resulting from the project’s blasting activities are 
undetermined, the spatial range of these impacts on 
wildlife is unknown.  Because of the local nature of 
these impacts, their significance on local Mi’kmaw 
harvesting activities is limited. 

4) Contamination of surrounding 
vegetation, wetlands and water 
bodies through dust and other 
airborne pollutants.  
 

The level of depreciation of local food and medicinal 
plants for human consumption is undetermined, and 
so are the impacts of a deteriorating quality of 
animal browse and water/wetland habitats on local 
fish and wildlife.  Even though the radius of these 
impacts will undoubtedly extend beyond the 
boundaries of the Project Area, their effects on  
Mi’kmaw resource activities is expected to be 
limited.   

5) Contamination of marine and 
shoreline habitats surrounding 
the shipping terminal through 
dust, accidental aggregate 
spillage and possible fuel, oil or 
waste discharge associated with 
cargo vessels.   

While dust contamination associated with the 
project activities seems unavoidable, the likelihood 
of aggregate spillage and fuel/oil/waste pollution is 
undetermined.  Potential impacts of such 
occurrences on the surrounding marine and 
shoreline ecosystems are also unassessed, but may 
be wider-ranging depending on factors such as 
season and marine currents.  The significance of 
such potential impacts on the Mi’kmaw fishery is 
undetermined. 

Tab. 2:  Significance of Potential Project Impacts of Mi’kmaw Land & Resource Uses 

 
                                                      
79  Washington Sate Dept of Transportation 2012:, p. 7.11 
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7.2.  Recommendations 

1)   It is recommended that, prior to construction, the archeological potential of the 
 Project Area is assessed by a qualified archaeologist in adherence to the Nova 
 Scotia Special Places Protection Act R.S., c.438, s.l.80 and any area determined 
 to be of high potential be excavated. 
 Should any archaeological artifacts be encountered during the construction or 
 operation of the Project, all work should be halted and immediate contact be 
 made with the Nova Scotia Museum of Natural History’s Special Places 
 Coordinator Laura Bennett (902-424-6425) or Archaeology Curator (902-424-
 6461), and the Confederacy of Mainland Mi’kmaq’s History and Culture 
 Coordinator Tim Bernard (902-895-6385). 
 
2) During the construction and operation phase, particular attention should be paid 
 towards minimizing the spread of airborne pollutants generated as a result of 
 blasting, quarrying, crushing and aggregate transport, and their impacts on the 
 surrounding areas’ vegetation and water bodies, with the local average speed 
 and direction of the prevailing winds determining the potentially affected zone.  
 
3) During the operation phase, strict operations protocols need to be in place in 
 order to minimize the potential for accidental spillage of aggregate and the
 associated fine-grained waste during loading at the shipping terminal in order to 
 avoid seabed contamination.  Depending on local tidal action and currents, the 
 extent of potentially impacted area and associated marine and shoreline 
 resources may be significant. 
 

 

  

 
 
 

 

 

  

                                                      
80  http://nslegislature.ca/legc/statutes/specplac.htm ;  
 see also http://www.gov.ns.ca/cch/exploring/archaeology/   

http://nslegislature.ca/legc/statutes/specplac.htm
http://www.gov.ns.ca/cch/exploring/archaeology/
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