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Executive Summary 

Milford Station in the Municipality of East Hants has been selected for possible development of 
an inland port facility to handle container traffic and related activities from the Port of Halifax.  
Some of the land associated with the proposed development site is zoned as Agricultural 
Reserve.  The East Hants Municipal Planning Strategy requires that an agricultural impact 
assessment be conducted when land zoned for agriculture is proposed for non-agricultural 
development. This includes assessment of: 

• CLI land capability rating for affected areas; 
• The implications of letting a parcel of land go out of agricultural production; 
• The implications of land fragmentation; 
• The viability of remaining farmland; and 
• Possible impacts on the adjacent farm community. 

Based on field assessment, community consultation, and literature review, it was determined that: 

• Approximately 26.4 acres (10.7 ha) of agriculturally active Class 3 land would be impacted 
by this project which includes 42% of the intermodal footprint area; 

• Class 3 land impact exceeds the 10% criterion outlined in the East Hants Municipal Planning 
Strategy;  

• In addition to loss of land, the main concerns from local landowners regarding this project 
are possible impacts from noise, light, and water runoff; 

• Other issues of concern are possible impacts from increased truck traffic and land 
fragmentation; and 

• The proposed inland port facility could have a relatively low overall impact on agricultural 
production within the study area if:  

(i)  Development on agricultural land is restricted to the current proposed area; 

(ii)  Noise, light, and drainage mitigation measures are included in project design; 

(iii)  Truck traffic is restricted to the proposed access road; and  

(iv) Future expansion is restricted to non-agricultural zoned land. 
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1.0 Introduction 

An inland port is a facility that allows companies to off-load containers and take them to an area 
for sorting, storage, and value-added activities before sending their products to market.  Value 
added activities such as assembly, repackaging, and painting take place in buildings located in 
business parks away from the inland port facility.  The value added product may leave the 
company site by rail, truck, or air (Municipality of East Hants 2010). 
 
Development of such an inland port servicing the Port of Halifax has been discussed as part of 
the Atlantic Gateway Strategy (CLG 2007).  Milford Station, located in the Municipality of East 
Hants, has been selected as a possible location for an inland port.  The Milford site was chosen 
for several reasons: 

• It is relatively close to the Port of Halifax (53 km); 
• It is associated with  Canadian National’s (CN’s) main rail line; 
• Surrounding land is potentially available for the development of spinoff industries and 

infrastructure;  and 
• The site is close to Highway 102 which facilitates truck traffic (CLG 2007). 

At the same time, the Municipality of East Hants contains some of the best agricultural land in 
Nova Scotia and agriculture is a key contributor to the local economy (Municipality of East Hants 
2008). For example, East Hants contains approximately 18% of the dairy cattle in the province 
(Table 1). 

Table 1 Dairy Cow Statistics for Nova Scotia and East Hants 
Dairy Cows Nova Scotia East Hants East Hants Component 

Farms Reporting 346 52 15% 
Number of Cows 21,791 3,914 18% 
Source: Statistics Canada 2006 Agriculture Community Profiles 

The East Hants Municipal Planning Strategy (Municipality of East Hants 2000) requires an 
agricultural impact assessment be conducted when land zoned for agriculture is proposed for 
non-agricultural development. This includes assessment of: 

• CLI land capability rating for affected areas; 
• The implications of letting a parcel of land go out of agricultural production; 
• The implications of land fragmentation; 
• The viability of remaining farmland; and; 
• Possible impacts on the adjacent farm community. 

This report summarizes results of an agricultural impact assessment conducted for the 
proposed Milford Station inland port facility.    
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2.0 CLI Capability Rating for Agriculture 

2.1 METHODS 

The area defined for this assessment consists of the proposed intermodal facility, Woodworth 
Road extension, and access road and interchange from Highway 102 (Figure 1 Note: all Figures 
are located in Appendix 1). As part of the agricultural impact assessment, a field survey was 
conducted to assess and map Canadian Land Inventory (CLI) agricultural land capability ratings 
for lands within the proposed development area. This encompassed lands currently being 
managed for agriculture, old field areas, and lands currently under forest cover. Forested lands 
were assessed based on expected conditions if the areas were cleared. 

Soils in the area are mapped as medium to fine-textured (loam to clay loam) Queens series with 
a small inclusion of coarse-textured (i.e., sandy) Hebert series near the junction of Highway 2 
and the National Gypsum mine road (Cann et al. 1954). All land in the survey area is rated as 
CLI Class 3, based on 1:250,000 mapping (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 1998). However, 
small scale maps cannot capture local variability that may affect agricultural potential. Attributes 
assessed during the survey were soil texture, soil depth, drainage condition, and slope features. 
Information was compared with local CLI criteria listed in Webb et al. (1989) to estimate final 
land capability.  

2.2 RESULTS 

Maps showing overall CLI results are presented in Figures 2 and 3. For ease of interpretation, 
lands were mapped as CLI Class 3 or better and CLI Class 4 or worse in keeping with 
assessment requirements outlined in the Municipal Planning Strategy. Total percentage Class 3 
or better area is estimated as 74% (intermodal area), 63% (Woodworth Road extension), and 
25% (access road and interchange).  Agriculturally active Class 3 or better area is estimated as 
42% (intermodal area), 15% (Woodworth Road extension), and 0% (access road and 
interchange) 

There is no Class 1 agricultural land in Nova Scotia, Class 2C (climate limitations) is the highest 
rating possible in the province (Webb et al. 1989). The best overall rating found in the survey 
area was Class 3 (3T or 3W) downgraded from Class 2C due to slope (T) or seasonal wetness 
limitations (W). Greater constraints due to slope, permeability (D), and wetness resulted in 
ratings of 4T-7T and 4DW-5W. In addition, several areas surveyed contained wetlands as 
shown in Figures 2 and 3.  

Survey data generally supported drainage problems predicted by provincial wet areas mapping 
(Figure 4), suggesting this tool would be helpful in assessing overall drainage conditions in the 
area. Also, soil series found matched those mapped by Cann et al. (1954), including a pocket of 
sandy Hebert soil by Highway 2. 
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3.0 Agricultural Impact Description 

3.1 COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

A key component of the agricultural impact study was phone contact with potentially affected 
landowners made between March 1st, 2010 and March 15th, 2010. Contacts were made (or 
attempted) with the majority of land owners in the study area. As well, the consultants reviewed 
questions and answers from past community meetings posted on the Municipality of East Hants 
website that were held on March 19th, 2009 and August 18th, 2009.  

Community members consulted regarding the impact study were: 

• Karen and Joseph Heukshorst; 
• Elwin Woodworth; 
• Elizabeth Schwartz; 
• National Gypsum; and 
• Janette McDonald. 

The following questions were posed to these individuals. Answers reflect overall information 
provided by these contacts and a combination of individual and consensus opinion based on 
phone conversations. 

1) Q. What are the current agricultural practices occurring on the property? 

A. A variety of agricultural practices were identified. 

• Pasture land used for grazing horses and cows 

• Cultivation land 

• Corn fields 

• Hay fields 

• Dairy farm 

• Horse stables 

• Tree/shrub covered – No current agricultural practice occurring 
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2) Q. What are your concerns with regard to potential agricultural impacts from the inland port? 

A. Three issues were identified as being common major concerns: noise, light, and 
water runoff. Comments regarding these and other issues included the following: 

• Noise produced from the inland port development could decrease milk production 
disrupt cow behavior. 

• The impact of noise on horses grazing in the field – they may become ‘spooked’ 
if loud noises are emitted. 

• Light emitted from the inland facility may have negative effects on milk 
production. 

• Many property owners identified either wetlands and/or substantial water runoff 
on their property. There is concern that pollutants from containers and increased 
truck traffic (i.e. oils, chemicals) will be washed onto their property or into the 
nearby Shubenacadie River negatively impacting water quality. 

• Dry cows usually graze in the field from the spring and summer into the fall; the 
development will be on grazing land and therefore cause a loss of land available 
for livestock grazing. 

• Changing access to properties caused by re-routing of Woodworth Road. 

• Many community members did not want to lose any land to the development.  

• Milford does not have fallow land that can be put into agricultural production so 
getting replacement land means traveling out of the community over long 
distances, increasing costs. 

• Increased traffic on the Hwy 2. 

• A busy port facility amongst livestock is not a farming community or environment. 

3) Q. Is any land on the property rented and/or leased to other owners? If so what agricultural 
practices occur on the rented/leased property? 

A. Several properties are rented to other property owners that live within and outside 
the area. Use of the rented and/or leased land is consistent with other agricultural 
activities in the area (i.e., primarily pasture land with some field crops). 

4) Q. Do you own any other pieces of land in the development area? 

A. Most community members own and rent other properties in the area. Owners renting 
their property are concerned that the land will no longer be viable for agricultural use 
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and therefore no longer able to be leased.  There is also concern that transferring 
crops (i.e., feed for cattle and horses) using tractors from one property to another, 
especially with increased traffic on the highway, could be hazardous. The 
development of the port and fragmentation of the land may also limit accessibility 
throughout the area. 

3.2 POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO AGRICULTURAL LANDS 

The proposed inland port project is only at a conceptual stage so specific designs have not 
been developed.  Therefore, assessment of potential impacts is largely based on interpretation 
of general impacts from other inland port developments.  

Noise 

With development of an inland port, noise can potentially be generated from rail movement, 
vehicle movement, and warehouse activity. Transportation noise from trucks and rail is the most 
common source of noise production, especially at locations where engine speed and power are 
changed, a condition that is inherent to an inland port operation. The area already experiences 
some noise of this type from the active rail line that passes through the study area. The number 
of trains passing through may, however, increase once the port is in full operation. Trains, 
furthermore, will stop in the area and transfer goods resulting in other levels of noise associated 
with slowing, stopping, start-up, and acceleration, as well as with loading and unloading 
operations. 

By design, a new inland port facility will be associated with substantial truck traffic. For example, 
in 2004, intermodal facilities in Halifax averaged 343 truck calls per day (MariNova Consulting 
Ltd. 2006). With this truck traffic comes associated engine noise and noise from loading and 
unloading activities. 

The majority of noise generated by the inland port will be either intermittent noise or impulsive 
noise. Intermittent noise is caused by equipment that operates in cycles or when a single 
vehicle (e.g., car, aircraft, train) passes (Helioslough 2009). In the case of the inland port facility, 
intermittent noise would include rail noise, truck noise, and equipment noise. Impulsive noise is 
the type associated with unexpected events that exceeds the background noise level for a very 
short time (Helioslough 2009). For the inland port, impulsive noise may be generated by (for 
example) the dropping of containers. Impulsive noises are particularly likely to frighten livestock 
because they occur suddenly at a higher decibel than a consistent, lower frequency intermittent 
noise to which animals can become accustomed.  

A study entitled “Milk Yield, Milk Composition, and Behaviour of Holstein Cows in Response to 
Jet Aircraft Noise Before Milking” studied the impact of noise on 36 cows. Aircraft can produce 
up to 125 dB of noise during a flight and noise from flights is claimed to reduce productivity, as 
well as cause weight loss, reduced fertility, and reproductive loss (Head et al. 1993).  However, 
during this study, only one incident out of 450 records indicated startling of cows from noise. It 
was noted that the “failure to observe any behavioural response was unexpected because the 
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noise was greater than the sound level threshold for response (85-90 dB), and short rise times 
to maximum noise, as tested in this study, are most effective in arousing a startle response” 
(Head, et al. 1993).  

The study concluded that cows on dairy farms are regularly exposed to a variety of noises 
including farm equipment, farm machinery, and work activities that may habituate them to noise 
above presumed thresholds. For example, noise emitted from a farm tracker can reach 100 dB, 
producing more noise than a diesel truck or freight train (Table 2).  Indeed, cows from this 
particular study only showed subtle effects to milk yields from the noise produced from aircraft 
flights.  

Table 2 Noise Sources and Their Effects 

Noise Source Decibel 
Level Noise Effect 

Jet take-off (at 25 meters) 150 Eardrum rupture 
Aircraft carrier deck 140 Earphones at high level 
Jet take-off (at 100 meters) 130   
Thunderclap, live rock music, chain saw 120   
Steel mill, riveting, auto horn at 1 meter 110 Human pain threshold 
Jet take-off (at 305 meters), outboard motor, power lawn 
mower, motorcycle, farm tractor, jackhammer, garbage truck 100 Serious hearing damage

(8 hrs) 
Busy urban street, diesel truck, food blender 90 Hearing damage (8 hrs)
Garbage disposal, dishwasher, average factory, freight train 
(at 15 meters) 80 Possible hearing damage 

Freeway traffic (at 15 meters), vacuum cleaner 70 Annoying 
Conversation in restaurant, office, background music 60 Quiet 
Quiet suburb, conversation at home 50 " 
Library 40 " 
Quiet rural area 30 Very Quiet 
Whisper, rustling leaves 20 " 
Breathing 10 " 
Source: Temple University 2000 

A study for the Doncaster, UK inland port reported that emission of noise during full operation of 
the port was within acceptable thresholds. The report stated “Overall, noise from the proposed 
inland port has been shown to be in line with standards of acceptability relevant to rail freight 
interchange schemes. Accordingly, it is concluded that noise should not be an obstacle to the 
grant of permission for this outline planning application” (Helioslough 2009).  

With mitigation measures in place, such as noise buffers and proper design (e.g., to ensure 
trucks move mainly forward) long-term effects of noise emitted from the proposed inland port in 
Milford may be negligible. However, once design details are known, further study will be needed 
to fully evaluate the potential effects of noise on nearby livestock operations.   

Light  

Two types of light pollution need to be considered from the inland port: glare and trespass light. 
Glare is the condition in which brightness or the contrast of brightness interferes with vision (API 
1999). Glare from the Inland Port can come from street lights, building lights, and security lights. 
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Glare is often mitigated with the use of full cut-off light which forces light in a downward 
direction, focusing it in one area. Trespass light is unwanted light that reaches adjacent 
properties causing disruption and impacts to quality of life. Light trespass results from poor light 
conditions without mitigation measures.  

A study on the impact of outdoor lighting on natural habitat concluded that light impact on wild 
plants is negligible and the intensity of most sources of light is too low to affect wild plants. 
Furthermore, wild plants are not affected by the nature of the light’s composition (Health Council 
of the Netherlands). 

However, the presence of light can affect production in dairy cows.  Studies have found that 
increasing hours of light can lead to increases in milk production, as shown in Table 3 (Dahl et 
al. 2000). It is recommended that light be present for approximately 16 to 18 hours a day as it 
increases milk yield with little to no effect on milk composition. It is not recommended, however, 
that a continuous source of light be present. When milking cows are exposed to continuous light 
they can lose the ability to track day length (Dahl et al. 2000). In this case, milking cows revert 
to lower milk production levels associated with shorter days.  

Table 3 Summary of Studies Reporting Effects of Supplemental Lighting on Milk 
Yield in Lactating Cows (Dahl et al. 2000)  

Location Light Type 
Response to Long Days 

Milk Yield Increase (kg/d) Fat % Dry Matter Intake 
Increase 

Michigan (42oN) Fluorescent 2.0 No Change … 
Michigan (42oN) Fluorescent 1.4 No Change 6.1% 
Oregon (45oN) Sodium Vapour 1.8 Variable … 

Michigan (42oN) Fluorescent 2.2 0.16 (down) … 
Quebec (47oN) Fluorescent 2.0 No Change 4% 
Ontario (43oN) Fluorescent 2.8 No Change No Change 
Wales (53oN) Fluorescent 3.3 0.18 (down) No Change 

Maryland (39oN) Metal Halide 2.2 No Change No Change 
Norway (60-62oN) Fluorescent 0.5 … … 
Maryland (39oN) Metal Halide 1.9 No Change 3.5% 

Light has an opposite effect on dry cows (cows currently not milking) relative to milking cows. A 
dry cow exposed to shorter days (12 hours) during the dry period will produce more milk when 
milking begins. Dry cows exposed to long days (16 to 18 hours) will decrease their milk 
production when they begin to milk (Auchtung et al. 2005). If light is projected from the inland 
port longer than 12 hours per day, milk yield for dry cows may consequently decrease.   
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Table 4 summarizes the potential effects of light on milk production.  

Table 4  Effects of Light on Milk Production 

 Inland Port Scenario Potential Effects 

W
or

st
 

The light from the inland port runs for 24 hours a day 7 
days a week with no mitigation measures. 

Consistent light could potentially decrease 
milk production for both milking cows and dry 
cows. 

 Mitigation measures are put in place preventing light 
disturbance. 

Negligible effects to milk production and 
growth.  Dry cows exposed to long days may 
potentially decrease milk production. 

 Operating hours are controlled; reducing length of time 
light is emitted. 

Negligible effects to milk production and 
growth. 

B
es

t Operating hours are controlled; reducing length of time 
light is emitted as well as migration measures to 
preventing light disturbance. 

Potential to increase milk production 

Water Runoff 

Stormwater is the surface runoff in response to a heavy rainfall and/or snowmelt that rushes 
over land to stream channels. The term stormwater is also used to refer to surface runoff or 
overland flow from developed areas. 

The proposed location of the inland port is generally downslope of agricultural land which 
greatly limits the potential impact of stormwater runoff on this land.  However, the proposed 
facility is close to wetlands and watercourses connected to the nearby Shubenacadie River.  
Therefore, stormwater has the potential to impact water quality in this system if runoff is 
uncontrolled and untreated.  Mitigation measures will need to be incorporated into the design of 
the inland port facility to reduce potential negative impacts on local water quality. 

In addition, the port facility could cause drainage from upslope positions to be restricted, thereby 
causing adjacent agricultural land to become wetter and potentially less productive. Design of 
the facility will need to ensure drainage from upslope properties is not restricted. The facility 
may even be designed to enhance drainage conditions in areas that are already imperfectly to 
poorly drained. 

Several wetlands can be found in and around the proposed intermodal facility and access road 
corridor. Nova Scotia Environment (NSE) policy stipulates that no net loss of wetlands should 
occur through development (NSE, 2009).  Current legislation requires developers to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts on wetlands, or satisfactorily prove that impact is unavoidable, in order 
to get approval to develop a site.  Development of the proposed site will require a detailed study 
of the potential direct and indirect impacts to wetlands in the area. 

Traffic 

Development of the inland port will increase the volume of vehicle traffic in the area. By design, 
a large proportion of truck traffic would be relocated from Halifax intermodal facilities to the new 
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inland port facility. In 2004, intermodal facilities in Halifax averaged 343 truck calls per day 
(MariNova Consulting Ltd. 2006), suggesting truck traffic at the inland port could be substantial. 

Several land owners own and/or rent more than one property in the study area. Additional truck 
traffic may increase the possibility of conflicts with farm vehicles and the movement of livestock 
and/or feed from place to place. However, potential conflicts would be minimized if truck traffic 
was restricted to the proposed access road between the intermodal facility and Highway 102. 

Air Quality  

Although not mentioned in conversations with local landowners, other issues resulting from the 
proposed development are air quality, dust, and odour. The extent of these potential problems 
cannot be fully assessed until design details are known. As with impacts to wetlands, further 
study with respect to air quality will be required before development proceeds. 

3.3 FRAGMENTATION IMPACTS ON AGRICULTURAL LAND VIABILITY 

Land within the proposed development site and access corridors is zoned either Agriculture 
Reserve (AR) or Rural Use (R-4). Properties range in size from 1.6 acres (0.6 ha) to 111 acres 
(45 ha). The typical farm size in East Hants is 10 to 69 acres (4 to 28 ha) (Table 5), which is 
similar to the average farm size in the study area.  The total area of AR zoned land in East 
Hants is 10,851 acres (4,393 ha) (R. Gilbert, per. comm. March, 2010).  

Table 5 Farm Area in East Hants 
Farm area in acres 

Area of Land Number of Farms 
Under 10 acres 13 
10 to 69 acres 48 
70 to 129 acres 18 
130 to 179 acres 15 
180 to 239 acres 8 
240 to 399 acres 30 
400 to 559 acres 17 
560 to 759 acres 15 
760 to 1,119 acres 7 
1,120 to 1,599 acres 3 
1,600 to 2,239 acres 3 
2,240 to 2,879 acres 1 
2,880 to 3,519 acres 0 
3,520 acres and over 1 
Source: http://www.easthants.ca/dev/plan/Socio_Economic%20Study.pdf 

With development of the inland port, there will be some direct loss of agriculture land, while 
other land will be fragmented. Development will directly impact 16 properties (Table 6 and 
Figure 1) and cause the loss of approximately 41.5 acres (16.8 ha) of Class 3 agricultural lands 
within the main intermodal facility footprint (Figure 3). However, it should be noted that only 
about 23.5 acres (9.5 ha) of this Class 3 land is under active agricultural use.  This equates to 
approximately 42% of the main footprint area. 
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Fragmentation will also cause a direct loss of access to some land sections adjacent to the 
existing rail line (Figure 5).  Although these areas are not currently under active agricultural use 
(except for a small area associated with property 45093226), their location and restricted access 
essentially precludes their use for agricultural purposes, even if other site conditions allowed for 
this option.   

Table 6 Summary of Land Impacts from Proposed Inland Port Development   

PID# 
Total 

Property 
Area 

(ac/ha) 

Current 
Use of 

Affected 
Land 

Effect of Inland Port 
Development on Land 

Estimated * 
Loss of Active 

Class 3  
Agricultural 

Land 
(ac/ha) 

Estimated * 
Area Affected 

by 
Fragmentation 

(ac/ha) 

45376951 17.1 / 6.9 Forest 

Development of highway 
interchange will cause loss of 
some land in the east side of 
the property. 

n/a n/a 

45092947 96.2 / 39.0 Forest 

Development of highway 
interchange will cause loss of 
some land in the northwest 
corner of the property. 

n/a n/a 

45093291 79.6 / 32.2 Forest 

The proposed access road will 
mainly run along the south 
property line.  Development of 
the highway interchange will 
cause loss of some land in the 
west end of the property. 

n/a n/a 

45093275 4.0 / 1.6 Forest 
The proposed access road will 
run along the south property 
line.   

n/a n/a 

45092962 7.5 / 3.0 Forest 
The proposed access road will 
run along the south property 
line.   

n/a n/a 

45093267 
(west of 
current 
rail line) 

213.5 / 86.4 Forest/ 
Wetland 

The proposed access road will 
run inside the north boundary 
of this property causing loss of 
land.  Development of highway 
interchange will also cause 
loss of some land All this 
property is under forest cover 
or wetland.  A small portion of 
this land has Class 3 potential. 

n/a n/a 

45090594 42.9 / 17.4 Forest Minimal loss of land to 
highway interchange. n/a n/a 

45093556 93.8 / 38.0 Forest Minimal loss of land to 
highway interchange. n/a n/a 

45363421 51.1 / 20.7 Forest 

Re-routed Woodworth Road 
and re-routed CN mainline in 
the north corner of the property 
will cause some loss of land.  

n/a 
 

12.5 / 5.0 
 

45093598 17.7 / 7.2 Forest 

Some loss of land to re-routed 
Woodworth Road and re-
routed CN mainline.  Loss of 
direct access to west end of 
property. 

n/a 3.8 / 1.6 
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Table 6 Summary of Land Impacts from Proposed Inland Port Development   

PID# 
Total 

Property 
Area 

(ac/ha) 

Current 
Use of 

Affected 
Land 

Effect of Inland Port 
Development on Land 

Estimated * 
Loss of Active 

Class 3  
Agricultural 

Land 
(ac/ha) 

Estimated * 
Area Affected 

by 
Fragmentation 

(ac/ha) 

45093523 97.3 / 39.4 Forest and 
Old Field 

Some loss of active and 
inactive Class 3 agriculture 
land in the northwest section of 
the property.  Loss of direct 
access to west end of 
property. 

1.6 / 0.6 15.2 / 6.1 

45093531 28.6 / 11.6 
Corn 
Fields/ 
Pasture  

Some loss of land due to re-
routing of Woodworth Road.  
Minor impact from 
fragmentation.  

0.3 / 0.1  2.7 / 1.1 

45093564 23.2 / 9.4 na No loss of land. Re-routed 
access via Woodworth Road. na na 

45188117 1.9 / 0.8 na No loss of land. Re-routed 
access via Woodworth Road. na na 

45093515 5.6 / 2.2 Residential 
Loss of residential property 
and loss of direct access to 
west end of property. 

na 3.3 / 1.3 

45093572 1.6 / 0.6 na No loss of land. Re-routed 
access via Woodworth Road. na na 

45093549 47.7 / 19.3 Old Field 
Some loss of Class 4-5 land.  
Loss of direct access to west 
end of property. 

na 4.4 / 1.8 

45161775 12.5 / 5.1 
Shrub 
Woodland/  
Wetland 

Some loss of inactive (shrub) 
Class 3 land in south section 
of property.  Loss of direct 
access to west end of 
property. 

na 4.4 / 1.8 

45093267 
(east of 
current 
rail line) 

124.5 / 50.4 Forest/ 
Wetland 

Property within the intermodal 
footprint area is currently 
under forest cover or wetland.  
Forested area with Class 3 
potential.   

na 7.8 / 3.1 

45093226 60.0 / 24.3 
Pasture/ 
Horse 
Stable 

Loss of active Class 3 pasture 
land along western boundary. 10.7 / 4.3 2.4 / 1.0 

45376118 79.3 / 32.1 Pasture/ 
Dairy Farm 

Loss of active Class 3 pasture 
land along western boundary. 9.9 / 4.0 0 

* Includes areas associated with the intermodal facility and re-routed Woodworth Road 

Some fragmentation of active agricultural land will also occur with the re-routing of Woodworth 
Road (properties 45093531 45093523, Figure 5); however, the relative impact of this 
fragmentation should be minor given the current location (and impact) of Woodworth Road on 
agricultural activities. 
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3.4 FUTURE EXPANSION 

A key in selecting Milford Station for a possible inland port was the potential availability of 
nearby land that could allow future development of an “Integrated Intermodal Logistics Centre” 
(CLG 2007). This Centre would combine the inland port facility with spinoff industries and 
infrastructure which would enhance the overall economic impact of the inland port development. 

Land to the west of the proposed inland port, and south of the proposed access road, is zoned 
Rural Use (R-4) (Municipality of East Hants 2008) and would be the best location for future 
expansion (from an agricultural point of view).  Land to the east and north of the proposed 
intermodal facility is generally zoned Agriculture Reserve (AR) (Municipality of East Hants 2008) 
and any expansion into this area would logically impact agricultural use to a greater degree than 
the current proposal.   
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4.0 Conclusion 

Development of an inland port facility in Milford will reduce the amount of land available for 
agricultural activities within the proposed development area. Approximately 41.5 acres (16.8 ha) 
of Class 3 land is covered by the footprint of the intermodal facility, with approximately 23.5 
acres (9.5 ha) under active agricultural use. This equates to about 74% and 42% of the footprint 
area. The development would also cause the loss of approximately 2.4 acres (1.0 ha) of active 
Class 3 land due to fragmentation.  An additional 0.5 acres (0.2 ha) of active Class 3 land would 
be needed for the proposed Woodworth Road extension.  The total area of active Class 3 land 
impacted (26.4 acres / 10.7 ha) is approximately 0.24% of the 10,851 acres (4,393 ha) of zoned 
Agriculture Reserve (AR) land in the Municipality of East Hants.  

In addition to loss of agricultural land, the proposed port facility will have an impact on adjacent 
agricultural activities through increased noise, light, emissions to the atmosphere, and truck 
traffic.  Development could also impact local water quality, wetlands, and drainage patterns on 
adjacent agricultural land.   

Studies in other areas have shown increased noise and light levels can impact milk production 
on nearby dairy operations, but this impact can be variable depending on specific conditions 
and mitigation measures taken to reduce impacts.  This will require further evaluation once 
design details are known. The potential impact of air emissions, dust, and odour from the 
proposed port facility will also need to be assessed when the design is further refined.   

Along with noise impacts, increased truck traffic can also cause problems for local farm traffic.  
However, potential conflicts can be minimized by restricting truck traffic to only the access road 
between the intermodal facility and Highway 102. 

Another area requiring further study involves possible impacts of the inland port on local water 
quality and nearby wetlands. The proposed port will be located in an area where stormwater 
flows may impact local fish bearing streams as well as the Shubenacadie River. In addition, 
several wetlands located in and around the project area could be directly and indirectly 
impacted by the proposed development. Development of the facility may also alter drainage 
patterns on adjacent agricultural land, but negative impacts should be avoidable through 
appropriate project design.  There may even be an opportunity to enhance drainage of adjacent 
agricultural land through project design.  

Fragmentation caused by the proposed inland port will cause a direct loss of access to some 
land sections adjacent to the existing rail line, but the majority of this land is either inactive or 
not conducive to agricultural use.   

Future expansion of the proposed inland port to accommodate an Integrated Intermodal 
Logistics Centre could further impact agricultural lands, if the expansion takes place to the east 
or north of the proposed facility.  However, nearby land west of the intermodal facility and south 
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of the proposed access road is not zoned agricultural land and could accommodate later 
expansion.  

A critical feature of the land in relation to agricultural impact standards set out in the East Hants 
Municipal Planning Strategy is its CLI rating. With roughly 74% of the land covered by the 
proposed intermodal facility rated as Class 3, with the majority zoned as AR, the location 
exceeds the stated criterion that “[each] proposed lot must have at least 90 percent CLI Class 4 
or lower capability for agriculture.”  

The land, however, is not all used for agricultural purposes. A substantial portion is currently 
forested or in old field condition. In addition, the proposed development area is adjacent to an 
active railway line (the primary reason for its attraction as a site for the intermodal facility) as 
well as major roadways. Given these circumstances, we would suggest that the proposed inland 
port facility should have a relatively low overall impact on agricultural production within the study 
area if:  

(I) Development on agricultural land is restricted to the current proposed area;  

(ii)  Noise, light, and drainage mitigation measures are included in project design; 

(iii) Truck traffic is restricted to the proposed access road; and  

(iv) Future expansion is restricted to non-agricultural zoned land.   

The loss of Class 3 active agricultural land is, however, an unequivocal outcome of such 
development. 
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