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Provincial Land Use Polices Review                         Consultation Feedback                                                   April/May 2009 

WHAT YOU TOLD US 
Provincial Land Use Policies Review 

Workshop Feedback 
 
 

Gilbert Plains – April 20, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• Lots of new changes required for planning. Will the Province help municipalities with 
these costs? 

• Can see from the PLUPs that the Province favours urban areas over rural. 
Introduction • The principles of sound land use planning are intended to help ‘prevent undesirable 

outcomes’.  Perhaps the focus for the Province should be to ‘promote desirable 
outcomes’ and ensure growth and sustainability. Or is this best left in the hands of local 
government, based on the recommendations of local council and the local public 
interests? 

 
Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs  

• There is a need for a ‘two-tiered’ PLUPs system. Terrain, population growth should play a 
role.  Just applying the PLUPs with ‘discretion’ does not adequately reflect the 
differences. 

• Who will determine the flexibility in low growth areas?  Municipalities need a clear 
understanding of the extent of this flexibility. 

• Cannot have the same policies across the Province. 

• Policies need to be flexible and applied with discretion, but should not be so broad that 
the clarity of the intent is lost.  Need more rationale on how this flexibility will be applied. 

Definitions • Sensitive lands definition is required 

 
Development Plans ISSUE: Inclusion of Public Schools Finance Board (PSFB) in Development Plan process 

• Why do municipalities have to collaborate with PSFB? What impact will this have on 
Planning Districts? 

• Province should give more info to municipalities on PSFB. 

• The policy on PSFB should be worded more clearly to indicate that collaboration is to 
work in both directions. Not just the municipalities collaborating with schools. 

ISSUE: Additional planning support is needed  

• Government should pay for all development plan reviews, in particular because the 
proposed changes will cause plans to be reviewed. 

• Important to have background studies, but resources are required - information, access, 
costs, etc. 

• Are municipalities expected to pay for the new requirements proposed in the new 
PLUPs? Who covers costs for additional expertise? 
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OTHER: 

• Five years is too soon for development plan reviews - should be 8-10 yrs. 

• Development plans are more important to growing areas than to slow or no growth areas. 

• Municipalities should have the final say on development plans. Why does the Minister 
have to give approval for subdivisions when he already approves the development plan? 

 
General 
Development 

ISSUE: Focus of PLUPs on Climate Change 

• Heavy focus on climate change, when we don’t really know what the impacts will be. 
There will likely be opportunities and challenges, not just risks. 

• Clear cutting is a major contributor to climate change because the loss of trees increases 
soil erosion due to winds, which in turns increases fertilizer use because the soil 
productivity is lost. Draft PLUPs should address clear cutting. 

 
OTHER 

• Policy 1.D.15 – strong support for policy, but also wondering where the financial 
incentives come from? 

• The stronger requirements the policies are proposing are expensive and potentially 
beyond the financial or technical ability for smaller communities – would this not give 
unfair advantage for communities who can afford to do all the studies and build the 
infrastructure vs. those who cannot (i.e. larger communities would get all the 
development)? 

• There is potential for programs/incentives to encourage best practices for development 
(e.g. land clearing practices) 

• Crown lands subdivisions should also be subject to the policies re: integrating public 
services. Crown cottage lots are filling lagoons because they do not take impact on 
wastewater systems into account – left as municipal responsibility.  Consideration for 
public services in development approvals is a good idea. 

 
Settlement Areas ISSUE: Increased density for Rural Residential/Cottaging 

• Increasing densities in cottage areas may impact lagoon capacity. Already significant 
cottage development happening. 

• Does clustering rural residential/cottage development and providing piped services 
address environmental concerns or provide cost savings? Have studies been done to 
support this? 

• Policy 2.C.15 – why is 15,000 sq ft the min lot size? This might be too small for rural 
residential and cottage lots. 

• There should be a requirement for wastewater management planning to be done when 
increasing density and introducing piped services or holding tanks. 

 
ISSUE: Conflicts between urban centres and surrounding rural municipalities 

• Subdivisions on the fringe of urban centres are a concern as they can limit the ability of 
an urban centre to grow and expand. 

• The principle of service sharing is good, but there is a need for conflict mediation 
between urban and rural municipalities on this issue. 
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ISSUE: Cottage development 

• Environmental impact of cottaging on water bodies is a concern. 

• Support for treating cottage development the same as rural residential development. 
Cottaging areas that become permanent may only have services designed for seasonal 
development. 

• Crown lands needs to consult with municipalities before developing cottage subdivisions.  
If the proposed PLUPs are applied to crown subdivisions, this might address some of the 
problems that have arisen and been downloaded onto municipalities (e.g. cottages 
around Lake of the Prairies were built without appropriate services) 

• Crown lands needs to address major concerns of local communities before they 
subdivide and sell cottage lots. 

 
ISSUE: Policies to protect and enhance downtown 

• Policies on Central Business District/downtown areas are too inflexible. Some concern 
over interpretation of how a business district or downtown will be defined (municipality vs. 
province) 

• Policy 2.B.11 on regional commercial facilities – not clear how ‘key nodes’ will be 
interpreted by province vs. municipality. Need more clarity on this. 

• Why limit downtown enhancement policies only to large urban centres? Would this 
exclude small urban centres from benefits? 

 
ISSUE: Growth centre strategy 

• Policy 2.A.2 – requirement for growth centre strategy may cause municipalities to lose 
development opportunities. Developers dictate where growth is going to go, regardless of 
a municipality’s strategy. We need flexibility to keep our options open. 

• Low density and scattered development is how some municipalities grow and are kept 
viable. Limiting growth to urban centres is far too restrictive and may have the result of 
directing growth away from some municipalities without urban centres.  

• Re: the requirement to link growth strategy with financial and capital plans – how will this 
be enforced by Province? 

OTHER: 

• Its difficult to tell people where they can and cannot live.  

• Preventing rural residential development may mean preventing all development for some 
municipalities. Policies will depopulate rural areas. 

 
Agriculture ISSUE: PLUPs need to be more flexible in rural areas 

• Municipalities want to expand their tax base by allowing rural residential development. 
Restricting rural subdivision would limit ability to increase tax base. 

• Rural areas need more flexibility to accommodate changes. May be some merit in having 
a separate set of rules for smaller communities away from large urban centres. The 
province should not have too much interest in areas away from large urban centres 

• PLUPs have to reflect local circumstances; need for flexibility. 
 
ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• Support for the removing provision as long as the proposed policies still allow a farmer to 
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subdivide when farm is amalgamated. However, need some further clarification on what 
‘amalgamation’ refers to. 

• Why is there a need to remove the retiring farmer provision? Not clear what intent is. 
 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision to single lots in areas designated for Agriculture 

• 1 subdivision/80 acres is too restrictive.   

• 1 subdivision/80 acres is good. Should not be able to re-subdivide. 

• When subdivisions occur in rural areas, it can lead to land use conflicts with agriculture. 
Protections from encroachment are needed. 

• It is important to protect agricultural land for agricultural uses. Agriculture is the largest 
industry in this province and it should be protected by policy. 

• Where vacant farm sites exist, they should be utilized as they may already have existing 
infrastructure (roads, well, septic field, etc). 

• Should be able to further subdivide an existing farm site. 

• More clarity is needed for the policies regarding subdivision on lands designated for 
agriculture. It is confusing. 

 
OTHER: 

• Support for the livestock operation policies. Mutual separation distances are needed. 

• Is there potential to allow existing livestock producers to expand, despite mutual setbacks 
through ‘grandfathering’ clauses? 

• Concerns with expanding livestock operations on marginal lands. 

• Support for the designation of agricultural land and keeping conflicting uses separated 
from agricultural uses. 

• Support the 80 acre minimum parcel size 

• Industrial uses have to be near transportation corridors, even if this land might be good 
agricultural land. If railway is there, development should be there. 

 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

ISSUE: Who is responsible for enforcing protections on identified Natural Lands? 

• More management required for crown land reserves, wildlife management areas. They 
are designated and then abandoned.   

• This is the same with Non Government Organizations (i.e. Ducks Unlimited) – also have 
no follow up on management. This has negative impact on agriculture 

• Ag-Crown lands have to manage their unallocated agricultural Crown lands. 
 
OTHER: 

• Concern over taking agricultural land out of production for recreational use, especially 
close to large parks. Land is going for hunting not agriculture. 

• Provincial buffers for protected areas shouldn’t take too much land from local jurisdiction. 

• Policy 4.A.7 re: identifying abandoned corridors - What if one municipality in a planning 
district wants to identify abandoned railways but others don’t? How to identify these in a 
development plan? 
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Water ISSUE: Flood & Erosion Prone Areas 

• Concerns regarding development along steep riverbanks - bank stabilization is an 
important issue. 

• General support for setback protections for flooding 
 
ISSUE: Setbacks to protect Riparian Areas 

• General support for provisions. 

• It is important that science is used when determining setbacks from water bodies, etc.  

• How are the planning districts and municipalities going to enforce these setbacks? We 
would need enforcement officers and this would be a cost we cannot cover. 

 
ISSUE: Water quality protection 

• Agreement with provisions for wetlands. 

• Capital Region is polluting water. Agriculture is not responsible for phosphorus entering 
water. 

 
ISSUE: Watershed Management Plans 

• Support for working in collaboration with conservation districts. 

• Are the watershed plans complete and available to municipalities? Will money flow with 
ideas? 

• Support for coordination between development plans and watershed mgmt plans. The 
challenge is to coordinate all overlapping jurisdictions and multiple interests (for example, 
trying to work inter-provincially with Saskatchewan) 

 
OTHER 

• Why is the Province downloading enforcement of water onto the local jurisdictions? 

• Re: provisions minimizing water extraction - who determines when an aquifer is at 
capacity? 

 
Infrastructure ISSUE: Proposed infrastructure policies are too extensive 

• Province getting too involved in municipal finances. 

• If development plans have to be coordinated with infrastructure plans, who will implement 
them? Are these provincial plans?  Will they be provided in advance?   

• With all these new development plan requirements, will the Province make the 
development plan and application processes more efficient, timely? 

• The new infrastructure provisions are too much for local bodies to handle. It is a huge 
extra cost and there is not enough local manpower to undertake the new requirements. 

 
ISSUE: Beneficiaries of development must pay for costs of development 

• Need a better definition of beneficiary. Who are they? 

• Developers should be responsible for long term costs of new developments. Create a 
reserve fund for future use. 

• Re: beneficiaries - will these be cherry picked or consistent throughout the province? 
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OTHER: 

• Some of the regulations might hinder service sharing (i.e. Environmental Licensing) 

• Policy 6.B.8 – requires development to hook up to services. What if someone’s well water 
is superior in quality to the water of the piped system? Would this not be an exemption for 
hooking into the municipal system? 

• Need for tax reform for financing infrastructure. 
Transportation ISSUE: Active Transportation and Transit policies 

• Will municipalities have to pay for active transportation? 

• Many of these policies do not apply to small communities.   

• These policies are more urban-focused.  Who will pay for the cost of active transportation 
in small towns? Municipalities cannot afford to maintain this type of infrastructure. 

OTHER 

• Not enough investment into local Provincial Roads. Is the Province going to maintain 
existing transportation corridors? 

• Who pays for main market roads maintenance? The Province restricts access to 
Provincial Roads, forcing traffic onto local roads. The Province needs to redefine main 
market roads and concentrate on them. 

• Manitoba Infrastructure & Transportation should have more active role in local 
transportation planning. 

• Who pays for transportation plans? Local jurisdictions do not want to be responsible. 

• Support for Transportation Plans policy. 

• There are existing subdivisions with poor access. These policies might help prevent this 
problem. 

 
Mineral Resources ISSUE: Questions for Mines branch: 

• How do other provinces take over leases for tracts of land in public use? 

• Should timelines for mineral rights be looked at? 

• Can the Province rebate or share mineral taxes with municipalities to help pay for 
infrastructure and maintenance? 

• How do out of province companies get to take over long term leases for large tracts of 
land over municipal and public uses? 

OTHER: 

• The Province should share resource maps to identify mineral, oil and gas resources. If 
municipalities knew this info, they could implement best practices and environmental 
mgmt related to exploration. 

• The Province should pay for road maintenance when mineral activity beats them up. 

 
Capital Region ISSUE: Applicability of Capital Region policies to other areas 

• New policies should be more generalized. All regions are important, not just Capital 
Region. 
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• Policies 9.1-3 should apply to all Manitoba, not just Capital Region. 

• If these policies applied to other regions, it might affect municipalities negatively.  Larger 
urban areas already get more than their fair share of resources. 

 
Missing Topics • PLUPS should have some direction on clear cutting of trees. 

 
Other 
 

ISSUE: Proposed changes to Onsite Wastewater Management Regulation (OWMS) 

• How are we addressing climate change by requiring holding tanks that have to truck 
away wastewater? An ejector may be the better option in some areas.  

• Ejectors should only be eliminated in ‘sensitive areas’ – not everywhere. 

• Need more flexible application of proposed changes to OWMS regulation to phase out 
ejectors. Can’t paint whole province with same brush. 

 
 
 

Shoal Lake – April 21, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• Winnipeg shouldn’t overrule local decisions. Local knowledge is key in decision making. 

• Will development plans have to be reviewed as soon as the new PLUPs are in place? 

• There is a lack of coordination of government initiatives; they often detract from one 
another and result in negative impacts on communities.  There is a lack of provincial 
respect for local planning. Provincial initiatives need to follow local plans too, otherwise 
local plans are redundant. 

 
Scope & 
Application 

• Local councils understand areas better than Province – the policies have to respect this 
and be balanced and flexible. 

 
Definitions • Farmstead site - indicates a residence is required. In some cases the house has been 

removed – need to clarify if this – it should be for ‘where a residence exists or existed’. 

 
Development Plans ISSUE: Planning  Horizons 

• Difficulty with long-range/short range forecasting of development trends.  What is 
definition of ‘long term’? 

• As well as designating areas, there should be flexibility to allow development where 
councils deem appropriate. 

• Support for criteria based approach rather than designating all uses. 

• How do municipalities designate in the long term when we don’t know what will happen in 
advance? 
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ISSUE: Additional planning support is needed  

• There will be financial impact of requiring districts to address all the proposed policies 
and requirements (will require more money and staff). 

• The Province needs to increase funding for planning to reflect proposed requirements. 
 
OTHER: 

• The current development plan approval process is too long and unresponsive to 
development proposals.   

• Development Plan requirement #6 - No problem collaborating with Public Schools 
Finance Board.  What is definition of ‘collaborate’? 

• Development Plan requirement #6 – There is some merit in consulting with school 
divisions re: subdivision design (bus routes, etc) 

• Development Plan requirement #3 - needs to be flexible and scalable to the local 
situation. 

 
General 
Development 

ISSUE: Non resource-uses outside of urban centres 

• Limit development outside of existing settlements so that those settlements can be 
maximized. 

• Policy 1.B.6 -  It is good that land uses outside of urban centers should be designated. 
However there needs to be recognition that some designations need to be large and 
general enough to cover future development possibilities. 

• Policy 1.B.6 - What about businesses and residences that don’t want to be in urban 
areas? Some people want to be in the country and these PLUPS preclude that. 

• Often there is no room to accommodate all institutional and commercial, etc uses in the 
downtown or central business district. 

 
OTHER: 

• Integration of public services costs into development plan policy is good. 
 

Settlement Areas ISSUE: Policies promote rural depopulation 

• Policies discourage people from living in rural areas. Don’t want policies to deter people 
from living in their communities and these policies do this. 

• Rural areas have to grow as well as urban areas. 

• If residential or industrial can’t go to rural areas, they may go somewhere else. 

• Rural municipalities need to have the ability to accommodate residential development in 
rural areas that are designated as agricultural areas and where it can be complementary 
to urban centres. 

• Population decline is an issue. The policies shouldn’t be too restrictive about people 
coming into a rural municipality. 

• Proposed PLUPs will contribute to rural depopulation and declining rural tax base. 

• Concern about restricting rural development. 

• Rural residential should be a conditional use, not designated. 
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ISSUE: Policies do not restrict rural residential development 

• Rural residential development has to be kept under control. There is almost an unlimited 
demand for rural residential development if it is allowed to happen.   

• One house doesn’t do a lot for economic development, but it does have quite an impact 
on agriculture. 

 
ISSUE: Strategic growth and development 

• Policies to concentrate residential development are good.  Waste money providing 
services to scattered development. 

• Policies 2.A.1 and 2.A.2 are basically telling people where they can live. 

• It’s hard to determine where development will happen. Flexibility is needed to 
accommodate proposals. 

• Support for directing rural residential development to designated areas. Better than 
having scattered. 

• Its not really about ‘centres of development’ in rural areas. Development has just 
occurred across the rural areas as the land has been settled. 

• Policies might be too restrictive. They don’t allow you to start new communities and 
people may not want to live in existing communities. 

 
OTHER: 
• New 15,000 sq ft minimum lot size for rural residential and cottages is appreciated.  It 

recognizes that cottages become permanent and may need servicing down the road. 

• How do policies address urban sprawl? What is the process for large scale urban 
development to occur on agricultural land? Urban development appears to take 
precedence over agricultural uses. 

• Support for treating cottages and rural residential the same 

• Cottage and rural residential should be treated different in terms of wastewater disposal. 

• Costs of locating in rural areas should be borne by rural residents. 

 
Agriculture ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• Agree with removing this provision. Unfortunate that development plans may not become 
consistent with this for awhile. 

• Concern with removing retiring farmer provision. 

 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• 1 subdivision/80 acres may end up consuming more land than 2 acre lots. 

• Need more people in rural areas to revive small communities.  The proposed policies will 
amplify the population decline that is already occurring. 

• People want choice. If you limit to 1/80 acres, they will buy 80 acres for residential and 
waste farmland. 

• Strong concern with limitation of one subdivision/80 acres 

• Concern about limiting subdivision to the existing shelterbelt - limits opportunities to 
accommodate new development. 
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• Not many new farmstead sites being developed so we shouldn’t have policies that 
discourage people from settling in rural areas. 

• Policy 3.A.6 (b) (ii) on farm amalgamation may not recognize all circumstances. For 
example, if a son buys the farm, the father cannot retain ownership of house because the 
farm is not being amalgamated.  Need more clarity as to what can be done under this 
amalgamation provision. 

• Not allowing further subdivision below 80 acres may actually be more consumptive of 
agricultural land. 

ISSUE: Designating agricultural lands 

• Difficulty mapping all prime agriculture areas. 

• Greater emphasis on the need to plan for agriculture is going to cause municipalities 
issues.   

• Manitoba Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives objects to everything.  They oppose all 
subdivisions, even if not on the best land.  If all land is prime/productive, where do we 
develop? Where will Province not oppose? 

• Need Manitoba Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives to be involved more out front, at the 
development plan or zoning stage to ‘pre approve’ areas for rural residential 
development. 

 
OTHER: 

• Support for proposed agricultural policies. 

• Support for the ability to put a cap on livestock.  

• Recognition for the need to protect agricultural land, but local authorities need to have 
final decision based on local knowledge. 

• Producers also want larger setbacks and support prohibition on class 6 &7 soils. 

• There seems to be a stronger emphasis on protecting agriculture than any other issue in 
PLUPs. 

• Inconsistency in how PLUPs treat agricultural land in urban areas compared to rural. 

• Currently there is no way to protect farm operations from complaints. It can be put on 
title, but that can be challenged. What tool can be used? 

• 80 acre minimum is supported. 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

ISSUE: Determining ‘carrying capacity’ of recreational areas 

• Who determines carrying capacity and what are criteria? Who pays for determining 
carrying capacity? 

• Science has to determine carrying capacity.   

• Does this policy also consider social, economic, environmental and cultural capacity of a 
particular resource? 

• Support for carrying capacity policy. 
 
ISSUE: Province to create internal buffers 

• Internal buffers for protected areas are supported. 

• Recognition that province should have concern over natural areas but the extent of area 
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may be a concern. There needs to be local input in determining the extent of protection 
afforded a resource.   

• Buffering outside Wildlife Management Areas may pose hardships on agricultural 
producers or on activities in the vicinity of designated areas. 

• Wildlife Management Areas are designated but often not managed. This causes drainage 
issues. 

 
OTHER: 

• Comment that sometimes conservation groups can be difficult to work with. Concern over 
fragmented approach of conservation orgs. (i.e. too many agencies each doing own 
thing) 

• Conflicts between recreation uses in protected areas. Province doesn’t always allow 
compatible recreation uses. 

• Province should offer assistance in identifying natural areas but there is concern over 
ability of Province to do so. 

• Heritage protection policies might promote heritage districts in urban and rural settlement 
centres and improve access to heritage grants; this is a good thing. 

• Important to balance social and environmental needs (ex. putting a walking trail in a 
riparian buffer). 

• Conflict in policies between the departments of Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives and 
Conservation is a concern (i.e. protection of sensitive areas vs. agriculture). Local 
knowledge can help solve conflicts and should be recognized. 

• Re: conservation easements on farmland. Assessment levels should be maintained at 
same level on land that is subject to conservation easements. 

 
Water ISSUE: Flood Prone Areas 

• Province does not have accurate flood mapping for all areas. This will pose challenge for 
implementing this policy. 

• Recognition for strong Provincial interest in water protection and flooding. 

• What will provincial assistance for identifying flood risk areas include? 
 
ISSUE: Setbacks to protect Riparian Areas 

• How far back from the actual stream will controls be placed on land? 

• Support for riparian protection policies. 

• General support for reserves adjacent to water, but there is a concern over its application 
to farming practices adjacent to water. 

 
ISSUE: Water quality protection 

• Need to better define ‘high pollution risk’ development. 

• Important for Province to protect downstream municipalities from water pollution. 

• Support from Federal and Provincial programs is key. It can’t always be up to the farmer 
to protect water. 
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ISSUE: Watershed Management Plans 

• Important to have clarity between priority for policies of development plans and policies of 
Integrated Watershed Management Plans. It seems that Water Stewardship policies rule 
the day. 

• How do municipalities and planning districts get input into Integrated Watershed 
Management Plans? 

• Support for coordination between development plans and Integrated Watershed 
Management Plans.. 

• Integrated Watershed Management Plans may not look at bank stability and erosion, only 
water quality. 

 
ISSUE: Drainage 

• Want the Province to have tighter controls on drainage that protect potholes and sloughs. 
Need to restore and slow down drainage on agricultural lands. 

• Need more local control over drainage decisions. Permitting process takes too long for 
drainage. 

• Integrated Watershed Management Plans may be good in that they could anticipate 
drainage problems. 

• Nuisance potholes may require drainage. 

• Water Stewardship does not enforce drainage. 
 

OTHER: 

• Excess provincial regulations related to water may be hindering rural development. 

• Water decisions need to be made on sound science. 

• Need to determine roles of all parties with water interests and jurisdictions (i.e. Water 
Stewardship, Conservation Districts, Planning Districts and municipalities). Clarity in roles 
of authority is necessary.  Municipal position should be recognized. 

• Redundant to have some water policies in PLUPs as they are regulated elsewhere (i.e. 
Policy 5.B.8) 

• Policy 5.B.8 - Water extraction limitations may negatively affect agriculture. Is this an 
opportunity for the province to put limit on water extraction? 

• Need a riverbank authority to keep on top of how rivers change (i.e. new oxbows, bank 
erosion, etc) 

 
Infrastructure ISSUE: Servicing development adjacent to urban centres 

• Could the Province use the proposed policy (6.B.16) to impose service sharing? If so will 
they pay for it? 

• Potential problems with service sharing if communities don’t cooperate.  Need to make 
sure issues are dealt with through the development agreement and service agreement. 

 
ISSUE: Beneficiaries of development must pay for costs of development 

• Support for requiring beneficiaries of development to pay for costs associated with 
development.  
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• Support for the policy, but wondering who beneficiaries are? Is it strictly user pay or Is 
province going to share in costs? 

• Concern for local costs of infrastructure. User pay not always feasible. Programs don’t 
recognize all situations for funding. 

OTHER: 

• Province will still need to contribute to infrastructure costs in many municipalities. 

• Might be a challenge to implement these policies locally. 

• Need to recognize that provincial funding should account for Crown cottage development. 
Concern over Crown cottage lots taking up lagoon capacity. 

• How will PLUPs coordinate with proposed Onsite Wastewater Management Systems 
regulation? Removal of ejectors might impact lagoon capacity and rural development. 

• Concern about Province downloading infrastructure on to local communities. 

• Infrastructure policies are going to cause local hardships. 

• Support for infrastructure policies. 

• Green design should be incorporated into infrastructure policies. Province needs to think 
beyond lagoons. Its hard to get a license for innovative solutions for treating sewage, 
other than lagoons. 

• Province wants municipalities to use holding tanks, but then does not support the funding 
of a new lagoon to accommodate septage. 

• Like the tone of this policy area. Municipalities are already thinking this way. 
Transportation • Overall support for proposed transportation policies.  

• Transportation plans are a good idea. 

• Transportation planning is good, but we need money to implement the plans. Cost 
sharing is needed with senior levels of government. 

• Province needs to improve on Provincial Highways and Provincial Roads expansion 
plans. Land held for expansion can hold up local development. Need to follow through on 
plans in timely manner, or cancel plans.  Don’t keep communities hanging. 

• Need for commitment from Province that they’ll coordinate with local municipalities on 
transportation planning, upgrades and maintenance. If Planning Districts identify 
upgrades needed, will Province listen to local input? 

• Provincial road restrictions and removal of railways now forcing traffic onto local roads 
and increased wear. Province should help pay for upkeep. 

• Requirements for studies will increase complexity and cost for local authorities. An 
appropriate level or scale of study needs to be determined and accepted for a given area 
or issue. Flexibility required for differing scales of transportation plans. 

• The policies to promote more sustainable forms of transportation—walking, cycling—are 
great ideas but more suited to urban centres and not rural areas. 

Mineral Resources • Province should share maps of potential sites. 

• Don’t agree with Crown taking back mineral rights when property changes hands. Rights 
should stick with landowner. Too much control from Province. 

Capital Region • Future of rural municipalities depends on Towns and vice versa. 
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Missing Topics N/A 
Other 
 

ISSUE: Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation 

• There is no science behind these proposed changes. 

• Proposed changes seem like plan to depopulate rural areas. 
 

 
 

Souris – April 22, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• Perception that this part of Manitoba (southwest) is being left out of policy decisions. It is 
difficult to promote development in this area and services are leaving communities (e.g. 
health care) 

• All policies that result in extra costs should be funded by the Province. 

• Consultation process is somewhat rushed given that the changes are substantial and 
have taken this long to occur. 

• Would rather see consultation ask what changes are needed rather than making 
proposed changes then asking for input. Common ground missed. 

• Second set of consultation might be warranted before moving ahead with regulation 
adoption. 

 
Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs  

• PLUPs should be flexible in areas with low development pressure. Shouldn’t be so 
restrictive in these areas. 

• There is a special policy area for the Capital Region, recognizing uniqueness. Why not 
have a special policy area for low growth/declining rural areas? 

• Regulations should more clearly state that flexibility is needed when interpreting the 
policies. 

Definitions • Specialized Agriculture – doesn’t include livestock operations. Sometimes producers only 
need 20 acres for a barn site. 

• Waterway – needs clarity (re: intermittent streams) 

• Expanded definitions are helpful in proposed PLUPs. 

 
Development Plans • No discussion 
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General 
Development 

 
• Concern with the intent of clustering – it is more appropriate around larger urban centres. 

• Consideration of hazards should be part of the planning process. Its common sense. 

 
Settlement Areas ISSUE: Policies need to support  rural development 

• Freedom of choice is key; people have to be able to live where they want.   

• Need to be open for business and offer choices for people in where they could live. 

• Need opportunities for population growth; need support, not limitations from province. 

• Desire for development in rural areas. Consideration of new urban areas is necessary. 
Existing settlement centres might not be desirable for development. 

 

OTHER: 

• Province should restrict growth in Winnipeg and promote it in other urban centres in the 
province. 

• Infrastructure is important. Sparsely populated areas are difficult to provide infrastructure 
to. 

 
Agriculture ISSUE: Determining agricultural land  

• Concern about who is defining agricultural land classifications. Are the Canada Land 
Information maps current? Some old land class maps might not be accurate. 

• Need for a common soil classification that is acceptable to everyone. 
 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• Policy 3.A.6 (b) (ii) - can subdivision due to farm amalgamation occur more than once per 
¼ section? Clarification required on the ‘farm amalgamation’ criteria, especially when it 
comes to next generation taking over the farm. 

• What about a farmer who wants to create a lot in case he goes bankrupt? 

• Support for the idea of restricting subdivision to when there is a farm amalgamation. 
Allows subdivision, but keeps farmland intact. 

• Proposed policies discourage people from settling in rural areas 

• A minimum 80 acre parcel size will lead to people buy 80 acres for residential 
development, taking agricultural land out of production. 

• Should be allowed more than one subdivision/80 acres. Want to save and subdivide old 
yard sites. Thousands of old yard sites are good opportunities for rural residential 
development. 

•  The subdivision policies on agricultural lands should provide for more local knowledge in 
determining subdivision policy. 

• Need more clarity of subdivision policies for agricultural lands 
 
OTHER: 

• Don’t like removal of retiring farmer provision. Keep it in. 

• Perhaps a need for another category of land designation in addition to agriculture. 
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• Could all of a rural municipality be designated ‘mixed use’ to avoid conflicts with the 
Provincial agricultural interest? 

• Farms are diversifying. We need to be able to accommodate small, on-farm commercial 
and industrial uses and home based businesses. 

• Need to accommodate desire to live in a rural area but safeguard the farming activity. 

 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

ISSUE: Province to create internal buffers 

• Is Crown considering expropriating land for internal Wildlife Management Area buffers? 

• Designation of Wildlife Management Areas creates problems for agricultural producers. 
 
OTHER: 

• Province needs to identify significant areas/resources upfront and not interfere with 
development after it has begun. 

• Ensure local input when identifying significant lands. 

• Need access to information and support to understand/quantify carrying capacity 

 
Water ISSUE: Water quality protection 

• Good policies overall. Add strength to water protection. 

• Need to protect large aquifers as a source of potable water (ex. Oak Lake aquifer). 

• Difficult for municipalities to protect riparian habitat after a subdivision has occurred. 
Difficult to enforce setback requirements – its an extra burden on municipalities. 

 
OTHER 

• The construction of highways and railways requires the installation of drainage 
infrastructure and impacts local drainage. However, the Province does all this work 
without any meaningful consultation with municipalities. 

• Provincial requirements under this policy area need to be supported financially and with 
information. 

• Need to use technology like above ground storage tanks for manure storage rather than 
allow earthen storage in water sensitive areas like aquifers---should be included as ‘high 
pollution risk’ developments. 

• Fairly supportive of proposed water policies. 

• Development should not be allowed in flood prone areas. 

• What is the process to ensure Integrated Watershed Management Plans and 
development plans are mutually supportive? 

 
Infrastructure ISSUE: Servicing development adjacent to urban centre 

• Support for service arrangements between urban and rural municipalities 

• We should be looking at regional water supply systems as it may make sense in some 
places. 

• Good idea for neighbouring municipalities to share infrastructure where appropriate. 

• PLUPs should encourage infrastructure sharing not just allow it. However, we also need 
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agreements to make sure this will not result in fringe development outside an urban area. 
 
ISSUE: Beneficiaries of development must pay for costs of development 

• Who the beneficiary is may depend on whether you are in a rural or urban community, 
low growth or high growth 

• This is a fair concept, but need local community to decide who is the beneficiary. 
 

OTHER: 

• Viable infrastructure is impossible for small communities. (i.e. 20 people can’t have 
lagoon) 

• Province has to cost share infrastructure requirements. 

• Hard to determine  servicing needs of single lot subdivisions, small scale subdivisions 

• How can municipalities afford infrastructure for present development, let alone future 
development? 

• The proposed infrastructure requirements may mean that development can only occur in 
urban centres with existing services. Its too costly to service other areas. 

• What provincial regulation requires wastewater or water management plans? 

• Intent of wastewater and water management plans is good, but question the extra costs 
of hiring consultants to provide engineering info before approval of development.  Need 
more financial assistance from Province to undertake these plans. 

• There is risk to ensuring adequate infrastructure capacity for development. What if a 
subdivision doesn’t sell and a municipality is stuck with a large amount of infrastructure? 

 
Transportation • No discussion 

 
Mineral Resources • Policy area needs to consider unique local circumstances and be more flexible. 

 
Capital Region • No discussion 

 
Missing Topics N/A 

Other 
 

ISSUE: Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation 

• Don’t like the proposed onsite regulations (i.e. ejector removal) 

• Proposed regulations are making development cost prohibitive. Province is overstepping 
bounds. 

• Frustration due to lack of public consultation on proposed Onsite Wastewater regulation. 

OTHER: 

• Technical Review Committees are flawed. Site inspections often not done. Local 
knowledge is important. 

• Crown cottage lots don’t contribute to municipal tax base but use all the services. 
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Carman – April 23, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• The polices seem more intended for fast-growth communities. They will make it more 
difficult to develop in rural Manitoba. What is the Province going to do to address this? 

• Need to remove ‘must’ throughout the language. Have to recognize that PLUPs are broad 
and apply differently. 

• Why does this PLUP review seem rushed? Some municipalities just found about this. 
Shouldn’t rush these things. 

• Does Provincial interest take precedence over local need? Who decides when the two 
are not the same? 

 
Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs depending on growth pressures 

• The differentiation between geographic areas means different degrees of 
conflict/pressure. Need to apply flexibility and find language that works for everyone. 

• Difficult to have one rule across province. Need to consider uniqueness of the regions. 

• Flexibility in interpretation is needed in PLUPs 

• Who makes decision on the amount of flexibility that will be applied? 
Definitions • Prime Agricultural Land - 60% definition is a concern. 

 
Development Plans • Some municipalities are currently undergoing a development plan review and are 

concerned that the PLUP review will affect their process.  How are plan reviews to 
consider proposed PLUPs? 

 
General 
Development 

ISSUE: Focus of PLUPs on Climate Change 

• Re. Policy 1.A.1 - Climate change can have significant impact on municipalities. What 
does this policy mean and how do municipalities meet these standards? 

• How are municipalities going to research issues on such things as climate change, risk 
assessment? Who pays? 

• What is sustainable development? Concern over the use of buzz words in the document 
that can’t really be defined. 

 
OTHER 

• Policy 1.B.6 – Re: directing non resource-uses to urban centres. Concern these policies 
may restrict municipal ability to develop land.  

• How would these policies impact Hutterite colonies? Need to ensure that colonies are not 
restricted. 

• Policy 1.C.12 – Re: requiring proposals for development to demonstrate lifecycle costs, 
etc. The Public Utilities board already requires lifecycle costing to be done. Municipalities 
may now be required to ask developers to do lifecycle costing. Clarification is required - 
the definition of ‘public services’ is very broad. Difficulty determining what will have 
precedent PLUPs or Public Utilities Board? 

• Policy 1.C.12 is raised from a planning perspective but may not fully have considered a 
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financial accounting perspective. Definition is too broad. Not possible to do lifecycle 
costing on every development proposal. 

 
Settlement Areas ISSUE: Policies promote rural depopulation 

• Need policies that encourage rural residential and farm site subdivisions, not depopulate. 

• Concern of municipalities with declining population that proposed PLUPs may not allow 
these areas to capture growth. 

 
OTHER: 

• Support for designating settlement areas. 

• Support with cottages being treated the same as rural residential. 

• Immigrants want larger lots. It is difficult to provide them with this in an urban centre. 

• Rural lifestyle is not the problem. It is the expectation of services that follows over time 
that creates the problems. 

• Concern that rural settlement areas are growing so much that they require services, yet 
these services have not been provided (eg. Rural settlement areas exceeding 750 
people). 

• Holding tanks in a rural setting in the long term is not sustainable. 

• Concerns about managing fringe area development around settlement centres. 
Recommend a two mile buffer around towns and that development within buffer would 
use same mill rate as in urban centre. The urban area would get extra taxes, the rural 
municipalitiy would get the original base taxes. 

 
Agriculture ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• What is the rational for removing this provision? 

• The number of retiring farmer lots that are incrementally converted to rural residential is 
about 35,000 in the last 30 years—have had cumulative impact on agriculture. 

• There is not enough seniors housing in urban centres to accommodate retiring farmers. 

• Concern with removal of retiring farmer provision. Should not remove provision – not all 
farms will be amalgamated 

• The existing provision allows a retiring farmer to subdivide regardless of amalgamation.   
Benefit of it is that it allows for succession, where son takes over farm, keeps farmyard for 
parent, son gets new subdivision. 

 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• RE: provision 3.A.6 (b) (ii) allowing a farm split when farm is amalgamated – can the split 
be approved before selling residual? Can the residual be leased instead of sold? 

• Concern that if a farmstead split requires amalgamation of the residual, the subdivision 
will take too long. Farmstead splits shouldn’t require farm amalgamation. Not better for 
succession planning. 

• Need to improve provisions for subdivision for farm incorporation purposes. 

• Could policy 3.A.6 and 7 include ‘existing and historical’ farm sites? There are no 
provisions to protect traditional/heritage homesteads through subdivision.  Could heritage 
reasons be one of the subdivision exceptions? 
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• There is too much weight placed on avoiding conflict between farm and non-farm when a 
non-farmer moves into a farm site. Should not limit farm splits because of this reason. 

• Farmsteads are viable living residences. We need to let people continue using them and 
not limit splits. 

• RE: Policy 3.A.6 (a) – it makes more sense to allow re-subdivision of a farmstead split 
(e.g. 2 lots instead of 1). The infrastructure exists, it satisfies demand and doesn’t 
introduce additional separation requirements. 

• Could use abandoned farmstead sites for rural residential instead of creating new. 

• More clarity is required re: policies on farmstead subdivisions. 

• Concern over only allowing one split per 80 acres - some development plans already 
allow more than one split. 

 

ISSUE: 80 acre minimum parcel size 

• Need additional policies to promote smaller farm start ups – not everyone can afford 80 
acres.   

• The 80 acre minimum detracts from rural development and can be counter productive to 
protecting agriculture. 

• This policy would hurt some municipalities. There are areas where 80 acres makes no 
sense. 

• River lot survey system makes 80 aces unfeasible in some situations. Different 
municipalities have different situations. There are some areas with existing 40 acre farms. 

• Some support for 80 acre minimum because we don’t want to see fragmentation. Large 
parcels prevent encroachment on Livestock Operations from non-farm uses and protect 
the right to farm. 

• Concern with 80 acre minimum, especially in already fragmented areas. 

• Non farm residents may have resources to buy 80 acres as they may be same price as 
urban lot. Balance is needed. 

 
OTHER: 

• What happened to the siting and setback provisions in the Agriculture Policy? What is 
being done with these? 

• Provincial interest statement that 13% of land for agriculture is misleading because of 
nature of Manitoba. 

• Need for transition area designation for areas not agricultural and not urban. 

• General support for livestock operation policies. Strong support for conditional use 
process. Council’s decision is important. 

• Councils should have ability to regulate manure application. 

• Market gardens are legitimate operations. Is specialized agriculture subdivision policy 
going to allow this? 

 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 

OTHER: 

• Policy 4.A.7 – need clarity on the intent – what should be done with abandoned rail lines, 
etc? 
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Heritage & 
Recreation 

• Agree with principles of conservation, etc. It should be throughout the PLUPs not just in 
this one area 

 
Water ISSUE: Setbacks to protect Riparian Areas 

• Eliminate the setback requirement from all first and second order drains. 

• Setbacks and buffers from high water marks is going to hurt municipalitiess. It will 
encompass a lot of agricultural land. It will impact the siting of livestock operations. 

• Riparian areas - concern that enforcement of riparian buffers is going to be an issue. Who 
enforces? Province lacks ability to enforce non-compliance. 

• Riparian area setbacks from ditches, small drains will take huge amounts of agricultural 
land out of production. Riverbank erosion is also an issue. 

•  
ISSUE: Water quality protection 

• General support for water quality protection policies. 

• Need to ensure that these policies are based on sound science. 

• These are positive policies that are hard to argue with. Everyone wants good quality 
water. 

 
OTHER 

• Concerns that Winnipeg can dump sewage in the river, but small municipalities are being 
forced by regulations to have higher standards. This will have little impact overall. 

• Lack of support from Conservation and Water Stewardship to correct illegal activities (i.e. 
cutting trees in a designated riparian area).  By-laws are not enforceable. 

• Why are Conservation Districts changing from current municipal boundaries to watershed 
boundaries? May be better to stay as is and have the Conservation Districts work 
together collaboratively to make up for boundary differences. 

 
Infrastructure ISSUE: Servicing development adjacent to urban centre 

• Support for service sharing over annexation. Concern is that process for annexation takes 
too long. 

• It is expensive to provide rural residents with services - provision of lagoons in rural areas 
is also expensive.  

• Rural service provision is already happening. 

• How do you limit additional development in rural areas once they are already serviced? 
(e.g. rural residential along a water line). How do you manage this? 

 

OTHER: 

• Concerns re: ‘beneficiaries of development’ to pay the costs. May be more applicable in 
areas with growth pressure but not low growth areas. 

• These policies seem like the basic stuff that should be done anyways. Why do they need 
to be in the PLUPs? Are communities not already doing these things?  Do the proposed 
policies make it a more formalized/bureaucratic process to address 
infrastructure/servicing? 
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• Will there be an increased cost associated with these policies? How formal/complex does 
the process or analysis have to be? 

• Encouraging development to utilize existing services and infrastructure makes sense. 

• Need for Province to get more info out to municipalities on other options for sewage 
disposal (e.g. Biofiltration systems) 

• Re. policy 18 - Concern with requirement to have solid waste facilities built when land is 
being designated. 

 
Transportation ISSUE: Active Transportation and Transit policies 

• Support for having communities incorporate such things as walking trails in their 
development plan. 

• Re: public transportation policies - small communities have volunteers to offer 
transportation to residents. As communities grow, less people volunteer making transit 
more necessary (e.g. Handi-transit). 

OTHER 

• Highways plans never get implemented, they are just conceptual without a timeframe. 
This holds up planning and development.  

• It is very difficult to work with Manitoba Infrastructure & Transportation – they wont budge 
on their plans. 

• There should be a minimum road width to ensure roads can safely accommodate buses, 
walkways.  Developers often reduce roadways to maximize lots. 

• Large truck traffic is damaging roads and increasing maintenance costs. Policy guidance 
is needed. 

• Province is slow in upgrading highways, which results in diverting traffic to municipal 
roads. Should be a program like the current Grain Road Program formerly offered by the 
Federal government. 

• The Province has concept plans for highways and object to development plan and 
subdivision proposals based on these concept plans that are not being implemented. 

 
Mineral Resources • No discussion 

 
Capital Region • Regionalism for areas other than the Capital Region is important. It’s a complex issue and 

something that needs to be addressed. 

• Policy 9.3 – what is the reason for a provision on regional cooperation for human-wildlife 
co-mgmt? 

Missing Topics N/A 
Other 
 

 
N/A 
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Winnipeg – April 27, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS: 

• Preference for stronger policies; the draft PLUPs are too weak. They should be more 
enforceable, more of a legal document. 

• Not enough teeth in the draft; still not clear enough. 

• Great to see the PLUPs modernized (reflecting climate change, environmental protection, 
etc). 

• PLUPs will definitely affect community and we will be challenged, but the PLUPs should 
stand. 

• PLUPs are not future oriented (e.g. no consideration of peak oil). PLUPs should take 
stronger stance to stop sprawl and car dependent development (single use, residential 
and commercial development, etc.) 

• Need PLUPs to be forward thinking and long term. Establish rules then stick with them 
(e.g. too many variances, etc). 

• How come there are no sanctions mentioned about violating this regulation? Without 
sanction this is toothless. (e.g. Downtown arena in Winnipeg did not comply with Plan 
Winnipeg.) 

• Are the PLUPs rules to live by or ideals to strive for? 

• How do the draft PLUPs apply to municipalities and planning districts currently doing a 
development plan review? 

• The Province should take a stronger role in making sure there is a high standard of 
planning across Manitoba.  The policies don’t mean anything if the Province is unwilling 
to enforce them 

• The draft PLUPs may assist people in becoming better stewards of the earth. 

General Observations: 

• Concern that PLUPs seem to promote development vs. enforce land use policy.  Draft 
PLUPs still seem to allow for low density, fragmented development. This is 
unsustainable. 

• PLUPs should be consistent with the Sustainable Development Act principles and 
policies. This could be discussed in the preamble. 

• PLUP should cross reference relevant legislation mentioned in the document. Gaps 
should be closed. 

• PLUPs should incorporate child and youth friendly lens. Centre for Sustainable 
Transportation should be consulted re: incorporating this into PLUPs. Manitoba draft has 
been prepared. 

 
Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs  

• Concern about different levels of application of PLUPs, depending on degree of 
development. 

• Existing PLUPs only apply to ¼ of Manitoba. They don’t apply to areas under Northern 
Flood Agreement. 
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ISSUE: Crown lands exempt from planning process, PLUPs, consultation with local 
authorities 

• Province needs to follow its own policies, such as for Crown cottage lot subdivisions. The 
Crown requires the forestry companies to have highly managed 20 year plans with open, 
consultative process. Crown lands plans are not subject to the same open and 
consultative process. Need to practice what it preaches. 

• Crown lands needs to consider transportation and infrastructure needs of cottage 
subdivisions 

Definitions • Urban Centre – 25 or more residences is too small.  Should refer to density, not number 
of houses. Perhaps look at definition in Municipal Act. 

• Carrying Capacity – should refer to National Topographic Services 

 
Development Plans ISSUE: Inclusion of Public Schools Finance Board in Development Plan process 

• This requirement doesn’t seem realistic and doesn’t reflect the way these bodies work. 
They have their own agenda. 

• Concern that the Province and School Divisions are not communicating with the public 
regarding their plans. 

ISSUE: Planning  Horizons 

• Development Plan Requirement #5 - a 25yr planning horizon is not long term. Change 
the reference to ‘at least 25yrs’, therefore municipalities could plan beyond this 
timeframe. 

• Should be a land use designation limit not just a lot supply limit. 

ISSUE: Additional planning support is needed  

• Development Plan Requirement #3 - Good to see references to need for GHG inventories 
and forecasts and assessment of climate change risks, but how will municipalities legally 
do this? 

• Need provincial support (funding, expertise) to help local government implement 
innovative solutions, undertake studies, etc. 

 

OTHER: 

• Suggest including info that would identify how to do carbon calculations; this would help 
determine if development is a green development. Carbon calculations should be done 
on all new development. Province should provide support in this regard. 

• General agreement with this policy area 

 
General 
Development 

• Need to have a policy for ‘visitable housing’ (i.e. basic access for visitors and residents). 
Should apply to both multi- and single family housing and to a required percentage of 
new housing. 

• Need for affordable housing requirements; affordable housing lacks in some places 
(Oakbank, Birds Hill). 

• Universal design policy should provide examples of universal design principles. 

• Re: Sustainable development - other countries have policies that require zero growth in 
car traffic. PLUPs should include something along this line (car sharing, active 
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transportation, park and ride, public transportation, etc). 

• Should consider banning cul-de-sacs as they promote car use and reduce connectivity. 
Promoting active transportation will increase the number of people using active 
transportation. 

• Location of community facilities should be accessible and safe and located near schools. 
This would better accommodate seniors and mobility challenged. 

 
Settlement Areas ISSUE: Increased density for Rural Residential/Cottaging 

• Opposition to policy that allows rural residential to be increased in density if appropriately 
serviced. The reduction in size of the lots would promote sprawl and be a disaster in the 
Capital Region.   

• Should keep the distinction between cottages and rural residential by allowing the 
minimum 15,000 sq ft lot size for cottages, but not for rural residential lots.  

• Higher density rural residential/cottage policy needs to consider carrying capacity. 

ISSUE: Policies do not restrict rural residential development 

• PLUPs shouldn’t allow any additional rural residential development. 

• Low density rural residential development can lead to future servicing problems. 
Development over aquifers is also a concern (ex. Birds Hill) 

• Needs to be consideration for design configuration when subdividing rural land 

 
OTHER: 

• Cottage development should be clustered and should be supported by public 
transportation, not car dependent. 

• Provincial parks are for all citizens, so planning concept has to be different. Park planning 
process must be considered as it reflects the broader public interest. Plans for cottage 
development need to follow parks plans. 

• Planning for settlement areas needs to consider internal and external transportation and 
consider public transportation. 

• Support for the policies that direct growth to existing areas to maximize investment and 
make servicing easier. Want to reduce sprawl and scattered development. 

• Urban centres should establish boundaries, then build up not out once these limits are 
reached (ex. urban centres encroaching on farming operations). 

• PLUPs directing development to existing areas would work in rural areas as well as urban 
to promote live/work. We should be strengthening ‘whole communities’, not residential-
only communities 

• Support for policy 2.B.6 (range of housing), however clear provincial guidelines are 
needed to support this policy. 

• Rural areas should not be all things. It is important to keep rural, rural and urban, urban. 

• Stop sprawl, such as bedroom communities that are car dependent/commuter style and 
regional big box development 
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Agriculture ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• Support for proposed policies in general, particularly retiring farmer provision removal. 

• Need to clarify that retiring farmer can keep his yard site--his existing home, but that he 
just can’t create a lot for a new home. 

 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• Support for specialized agriculture provision. Would allow for market gardens, etc. 

• There are already lots of rural residential and farmstead lots available. Why make it easy 
to create more? Use what already exists. 

 
OTHER: 

• Recommendation: look at lower Fraser Valley and Niagara Peninsula for examples on 
protecting agricultural land. 

• Need to update the soil classification mapping – its outdated. 

• Should cluster farmyards rather than scattering them when they are developed new 

• Support for planning approach to protect agricultural lands from encroachment. 

 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

 Support carrying capacity policy. Lack of this has been a problem in the Bird River area. 
In 1977 it was overcapacity. Since then much more development has occurred. 
Standards are required, without a standard specified in the development plan the carrying 
capacity policy is not useful. Province needs to establish guidelines (see Ontario, 
Louisiana, Wisconsin for examples) 

 
Water ISSUE: Flood Prone Areas 

 Hope that new PLUPs will prevent development in flood prone areas. 
 
ISSUE: Setbacks to protect Riparian Areas 

 Province should enforce regulations; municipal enforcement is difficult. 

 Specific requirements for development in riparian areas are needed; setback is not 
enough. Cottage development in particular needs to be setback from riparian areas. 

ISSUE: Water quality protection 

 Need to slow the rate of flow into the rivers – it is causing damage. Suggestion is that 
water could be left on farmland to store water during floods instead of rapid drainage into 
the rivers. The Province should pay farmers rent when water is stored on farm land. 

 Science of phosphorus and nitrogen debate has not been determined. Why remove 
nitrogen? It is phosphorus that needs to be removed. 

Infrastructure ISSUE: Servicing development adjacent to urban centre 

• Concerned about connecting services to existing areas. As services are extended, more 
growth is promoted. Perhaps if areas amalgamate, coordination would be better.  

• It would be better to promote the development of local services rather than extending 
existing services.  Even better would be to promote alternatives to traditional type 
services. Other options include composting toilets, wind energy, etc. 
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ISSUE: Beneficiaries of development must pay for costs of development 

 Concern over how to determine who benefits from infrastructure. Who pays and who 
benefits are different questions. 

 Infrastructure is a public good and the costs should be shared broadly. Public funding is 
required (e.g. roads in cottage areas) and would help Province control how development 
occurs. 

 

OTHER: 

• Support for municipalities to do infrastructure plans. 

• Concern with infrastructure on northern communities and First Nations. This should be 
addressed. 

• Land fills need to be capped as they are emitting greenhouse gas emissions. 
Transportation ISSUE: Active Transportation and Transit policies 

 Policy 7.A.1(b) -  add hierarchy of bike ways, pedestrian walkways as well as roads.  

 7.B.9 (e) should also consider on-street infrastructure for cycling, not just bike paths. A 
place for cycling and pedestrians needs to be incorporated in all new streets.  

 7.B.10 (d) - transit measures are good, but should add language for pedestrians and 
cycling as well 

 Concern over lack of distinction between different cycling infrastructure (i.e. bike lanes, 
bike paths, and bike ways). Suggest defining each in definitions section. 

 Support for the active transportation policies, but policies that allow rural residential 
development contradict the benefits of the active transportation polices. 

 Goal statement: add ‘health promotion’ 

OTHER 

• Strong language may result in municipalities having excess costs. Who pays for it? 
Where will the money come from? 

• Concern about too much focus on roads. Policies still facilitating driving; no mention of 
peak oil 

• Lack of local control over provincial highways and provincial roads within settlement 
centres. PLUPs talk of safety measures, yet it is the Province that has this control on 
provincial highways in these settlement centres. 

• Should promote the use of rail for transit not just for freight. This would be good in the 
Capital Region for commuter traffic. 

• Development must be limited to what the roads can handle (e.g. traffic in Polo Park area 
and potential problems at IKEA site) 

• Province needs to follow their own policies on transportation 

• Municipal cooperation might influence railways to use them for transit. 

 
Mineral Resources • Mining industry should have to pay for associated costs of extraction and must restore 

the site - need for enforcement. 
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• Mines seem to trump everything else; surface rights for land must be considered. 
Consider changing the staking system. Have a method for the Province to take out areas 
from the staking process when doing land use policy. 

• Subsurface rights for the landowner changed depending on when property was surveyed 
(pre-1890). PLUPs should acknowledge this. 

 
Capital Region General Observations: 

• Consensus that this policy is undemocratic. Its pushing problems of past development 
decisions back on Winnipeg, where they don’t have much jurisdiction. This policy should 
be dropped. The Province should provide direction within the Capital Region. 

• This is a business as usual policy; nothing new here. 

• PLUPs have synergies with other policy areas that make this policy area redundant. 

• This policy is not consistent with sustainable development. 

• General agreement with this PLUP; it makes common sense. 

• Great policy, but political issues will be a challenge. Particulars will also need to be 
worked out. 

 

OTHER: 

• Add Policy 9.3 (h) -  comprehensive bikeway network  

• Support for cooperation and service sharing. Locational advantages should be maximized 
(e.g. Rosser for transportation, etc). 

• Who is going to promote cooperation? Who has final say? 

• Policy 9.6 - This policy would be harmful to Winnipeg as extending pipes beyond 
boundaries would encourage sprawl. Suggest allowing service extension if communities 
are annexed (e.g. Corvallis, Oregon). Regional authorities with taxing capacity might be 
an option for service sharing--taxing authority is key as well as planning authority. This 
way there would be regional financial support for all Winnipeg amenities within the Capital 
Region. 

• Could promote a regional approach on agricultural plans/policies to ensure consistent 
standards. 

 
Missing Topics N/A 
Other 
 

• Local government is too close to the scene. The Province is in better position to be more 
objective. 

• Need the Province to oversee poor planning done by City of Winnipeg. Concerned that 
Plan Winnipeg has very little land use guidance provisions. 
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 Thompson – April 30, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

N/A 

Scope & 
Application 

• It is important to have flexibility in interpreting the PLUPs in areas not experiencing high 
development pressures. Some provincial departments have difficulty recognizing the 
local context.  

• Provincial departments have to use judgement when commenting on development plans 
and recognize that they are not operating purely in an administrative capacity. 

• The Crown should be subject to the provisions of the PLUPs as well as the Subdivision 
Regulations. Crown cottage lot subdivisions would benefit from interdepartmental 
circulation and currently lack planning expertise from other provincial departments. 

Definitions • No discussion 

Development Plans • No discussion 

General 
Development 

• No discussion 

Settlement Areas • No discussion 

Agriculture • Support for removing the retiring farmer provision as experience has shown it to be 
abused in the past. 

Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

• The Province should continue to involve communities in discussions after the initial 
application to create protected areas has been made. Currently there is a lack of 
communication from the Crown as to what their plans are within protected areas. 

Water • Policy 5.B.5.a requires more flexibility in interpretation (30 metre setback from water). As 
it is worded, the setback could only be increased but not decreased – the word ‘generally’ 
should be included in the policy. This setback is larger than the setback for existing 
development. New development should be compatible with existing development. 

Infrastructure • No discussion 

Transportation • The Province needs to do more up-front transportation planning 

Mineral Resources • There needs to be more communication between the Province and communities that 
might be impacted by mining claims. Communities would like to know what activity is 
going on within / near their boundaries so they can do suitable infrastructure and service 
planning. 

 29



Provincial Land Use Polices Review                         Consultation Feedback                                                   April/May 2009 

Capital Region • No discussion 

Missing Topics • The PLUPs should have some policy direction regarding leasing of Crown lands. 

Other 
 

• Taxes from residents in Crown subdivisions immediately outside incorporated 
communities should go to the incorporated communities rather than to general provincial 
revenue.  

• There needs to be improved communication between the Crown and incorporated 
communities. Some communities have mostly Crown land within their boundaries yet 
they have no influence or idea as to what the Crown has planned for this land (i.e. 
mining, forestry, etc). 

• Small lots created in the 1950’s by the Director of Surveys now being registered at Land 
Titles are problematic because it is difficult to provide modern services given the small 
size of the parcels. The Province should look into this. 

• Concern that the Province’s relationship with Hydro may be preventing good planning. 

• The Province has set higher standards for waste disposal grounds and wastewater 
facilities without providing additional resources to local communities. Costs to local 
governments from new provincial regulations and requirements needs to be addressed. 

 
 

Fraserwood – May 4, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• There is an increased need for capacity building for local authorities. Proposed additional 
requirements of new PLUPs will require additional capacity and resources for local 
planning authorities. 

• There is a need for more emphasis on sustainable development throughout the PLUPs, 
not just in the Settlement Area policy. 

Scope & 
Application 

• The Province should ensure that Crown developments follow the provisions of the PLUPs 
(e.g. they need to ensure lagoon capacity is available for cottage lots and need to ensure 
they aren’t developing lots in flood prone areas). 

Definitions • Need to clarify the definition between ‘local authority’ and ‘planning authority’. As 
currently worded planning authorities appear to be given the same level of importance as 
local authorities. 

• Farmstead - need to reconsider the definition as they often grow beyond the shelterbelts. 

• Renewable Resource - should include wind energy. 

Development Plans • The Province should establish a layer in the planning framework (including mapping) that 
would fall in between the PLUPs and local development plans. This would assist in 
preparing background reports, ensure that the provincial interest is met and help ensure 
consistency between adjoining development plans. 

General 
Development 

ISSUE: Secondary planning 

• Support for policy 1.D.14 and the secondary planning process. 

• There should be more discussion and policy direction on secondary planning in the 
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PLUPs – it is a valuable planning tool that should be utilized more often. 

OTHER: 

• Province needs to more stringently apply the PLUPs. Some municipalities are being 
allowed to set the planning bar low, thus making it difficult for others to compete. 

Settlement Areas ISSUE: Directing development to existing urban centres 

• Additional clarification is required on the ‘growth centre strategy’ concept. 

• Support for policies directing development to areas with existing services. Concentrating 
development makes it easier to raise money for infrastructure projects. 

ISSUE: Treating rural residential and cottage development the same 

• Support this initiative – most new cottages are as big as homes. 

• Important to retain original character of long standing cottage communities. 

ISSUE: Clustering rural residential development 

• Support for clustering rural residential development away from prime agricultural land. 

• Concern that clustering rural residential development may result in these areas requiring 
an increased level of servicing over time. 

• Financial support is needed to help conversion of existing rural residential development to 
higher densities. 

Agriculture ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• Why bother with the proposed removal? The draft policies don’t seem to stop this from 
happening (via amalgamation subdivision) 

• Support for removing retiring farmer provision as it will limit non-farm residents moving 
out to rural areas after farmer moves on. 

• Subdivisions should be considered by their impact on the land, not by employment. 

• Disagree with removing this provision – don’t think that it will limit the number of 
questionable subdivisions. 

ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated as agricultural. 

• Support the wording of Policy 3.A.6 (b) (iii). The wording is better than the current 
‘earning significant income’. Some question as to whether earning any income is even 
required. Some kids want to come back to simply help the parents farm survive. 

• Concern with Policy 3.A.6 (b) (iii) allowing a lot for someone helping on the farm – this 
has been abused in the past. 

• A policy should be added to allow for farm incorporation subdivisions. 

• PLUPs should allow clustering of farm dwellings rather than just one subdivision per 80 
acres. 

• The policies need to promote utilizing existing and abandoned farmstead sites and 
strongly discourage the creation of new ones. 

ISSUE: 80 acre minimum parcel size 

• Support the 80 acre minimum requirement – except for specialized agricultural parcels. 

• Concern that the 80 acre minimum will consume more land because people will simply 
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buy 80 acres for a rural residential parcel. 

ISSUE: Designation of agricultural land 

• Concern that the intentions of local planning authorities will be overruled by the Province 
on designating agricultural land. 

• The Province must respect the local vision in designating land in rural areas. 

• Support for designating agricultural land, provided that Manitoba Agriculture, Food & 
Rural Initiatives will allow subdivision and development in other rural designations. 

OTHER:  

• Strong support for mutual separation distances. 

• Concern that non-farm rural residents have negative views of agriculture. 

Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

• More clarity is required regarding the determination of carrying capacity. Local 
municipalities do not know how to determine carrying capacity in differing situations. 

• Support policy 4.A.2 and the Crown establishing internal buffers for natural lands and 
protected areas. These areas shouldn’t adversely impact adjacent landowners. 

• Question as to why there is no policy direction regarding public reserves and no definition 
of a public reserve in the draft PLUPs yet there is much discussion on this in The 
Planning Act. 

Water ISSUE: Integrated Watershed Management Planning 

• Support for coordinating watershed management plans with local development plans. 

• There is a need to manage water and drainage on a regional basis not just a municipal 
basis – regional drainage plans are needed. 

• Concern that integrated watershed management plans have no authority over wildlife 
management areas, Crown lands and First Nation lands. 

• Concern that Manitoba’s efforts are only part of the issue – other provinces and states 
need to do a better job of watershed management planning. 

ISSUE: Protecting and rehabilitating riparian areas 

• Support this initiative (policy 5.A.5). Erosion rates have changed from historical patterns 
requiring larger buffers and larger setbacks. 

• Larger riparian areas will help protect Lake Winnipeg from livestock runoff but livestock 
development has already been allowed to occur in sensitive areas. 

OTHER: 

• Concern that this policy area is not strong enough to protect water. 

• Concern that policy 5.C.15 would result in the Province offloading flood protection onto 
local municipalities that don’t have the resources or expertise for this responsibility. 

• Need for stronger policy to protect wetlands and potholes from being drained for 
agricultural purposes. 

• It is difficult to plan for drainage retention ponds when development often occurs very 
incrementally. 

• The PLUPs should require water metering – this would be the most effective tool in 
ensuring sustainable water use and reducing the level of discharge from municipal 
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lagoons. 

Infrastructure ISSUE: Maximizing infrastructure investments 

• General support for this policy area – this is something municipalities should be doing 
anyway, they shouldn’t need the PLUPs to tell them to do this. 

• Good policies for urban communities but there is a need for more flexibility when 
interpreting these policies in rural areas. 

• Capacity building is needed for elected officials to help understand the benefits of 
integrating infrastructure and planning decisions. 

OTHER: 

• Service sharing policies should include more discussion on revenue sharing as well – this 
could be good solution for infrastructure problems in Capital Region. 

• Concern that the PLUPs don’t address lagoon discharge of phosphorus or nitrogen. The 
Province needs to study solutions in removing phosphorus from lagoon effluent to protect 
Lake Winnipeg. 

• Concern that there are not enough wastewater operators to manage lagoons. 

• Environmentally sensitive areas must be considered when making infrastructure 
decisions. This policy area should include stronger language as to how these decisions 
impact the environment. 

Transportation ISSUE: Regional transportation planning 

• PLUPs should promote regional transportation planning as this would improve regional 
collaboration. 

• The Province needs to develop regional plans for highways infrastructure and needs to 
collaborate quicker and better with local municipalities. 

• The province should recognize communities with transportation plans when making 
funding decisions. 

OTHER: 

• There should be a clear provision indicating that municipalities should require developers 
to pay for road upgrades. 

• Municipalities do not want to see a downloading of provincial responsibilities. 

• General support for this policy area. Too often active transportation infrastructure is an 
afterthought. 

Mineral Resources • This policy area could use more emphasis on encouraging sustainable practices such as 
recycling of sand put on roads in the winter. 

Capital Region ISSUE: the Province’s role in Capital Region planning 

• The Province needs to play a stronger role in long term regional planning in the Capital 
Region. Other provincial governments play a stronger role in planning and governing 
large urban regions. 

• The intent of the policy area is good but there needs to be political will to make things 
happen – currently not everyone is on the same page. 
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OTHER: 

• There appears to be very little guidance for the City of Winnipeg in the PLUPs. 

• The policies need more emphasis on tax sharing (e.g. municipalities who have done a 
good job of protecting agricultural land do not get the same benefits as adjacent 
municipalities who have let the land go to large lot development). There needs to be 
some reward for being responsible. 

• What works in the Capital Region doesn’t always work elsewhere. 

• These guiding policies can also work well beyond the Capital Region. 

Missing Topics • The PLUPs contain no reference to regional strategies yet these are provided for by The 
Planning Act. Some guidance is needed. 

Other 
 

• There is a need to better integrate the provisions of The Planning Act with those of The 
Environment Act. 

• The Province needs to start promoting – or forcing – amalgamation of municipalities. 
Many municipalities are not viable and they will not merge unless directed to do so by the 
Province. 

• Concern that provincial decisions are overruling local planning decisions for political 
reasons e.g. hog barn bans, CentrePort development). 

• Crown sales/leases of marshlands for pasturing purposes results in unnecessary 
drainage expenses to rural municipalities. 

• There is a need for a mechanism to require increased collaboration between First Nations 
and local municipalities when First Nations develop land within a municipality. These 
developments should be subject to the requirements and provisions of the local 
development plan and zoning by-law. 

• Conservation Districts need to play a larger role in planning and need additional funding 
from the Province. 

• Concern that proposed changes to onsite sewage regulations were made without any 
science behind them. 

• Concern that weight restrictions on provincial highways is forcing heavy traffic onto 
municipal roads and damaging municipal infrastructure. 

 
 

Beausejour – May 7, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• If local decisions are made at the local level, why is the Province involved in land use? 

• There should be more cooperation between provincial departments as the lack thereof is 
affecting planning. 

• The policies are not the problem, but the interpreter of the policies might be a concern 
(e.g. Manitoba Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives interpretation is much stronger than it 
used to be). How can we ensure that the intended interpretation today doesn’t change 
over the years? 

• How often do PLUPs get reviewed? 15 years between reviews is too long. The policies 
should receive minor tweaks along the way to reflect changing circumstances. 
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Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs  

• Need more emphasis on the fact that PLUPs are to be applied differently across 
Manitoba to reflect local circumstances and priorities. 

• Province needs to be flexible, not dictate what happens. 

• Concern that PLUPs paint everybody with the same brush; need to recognize local and 
regional differences. 

 
ISSUE: Crown lands exempt from planning process, PLUPs, consultation with local 
authorities 

• Crown makes land use decisions without regard to local authority, then passes on 
responsibility to municipality.  Yet the Province doesn’t allow the local authorities to 
develop land as it sees fit. 

• Province needs to consult with local municipalities and follow their own rules and 
regulations (e.g. Province built a lagoon at Milner Ridge but didn’t consult municipality) 

• Concern that actions of Hydro often occur without consultation. The Crown should not be 
exempt from the rules. Mutual consultation is needed. 

 
Definitions • Prime Agricultural Land - Problems with interpretation - Province and local municipalities 

often have different interpretations.  

• Prime Agricultural Land - Concerns that whoever owns the land determines if it is prime 
agricultural land. Prime land is prime land, no matter who owns it. 

 
Development Plans ISSUE: Additional planning support is needed  

• Additional requirements = additional costs 

• Zero direction is provided on integrated plans, studies, processes and costs. 

• Could the Province provide a development plan template so that municipalities are not so 
reliant on consultants? 

OTHER: 

• What is the point of doing a development plan review if the Province wont let you change 
any designations? 

• Council should be able to determine appropriate local provisions for development plans. 

• Need uniformity in requirements for studies that are the same across municipal 
boundaries. 

• Question the merit of some of the studies identified (climate change, watershed plans) – 
these become a burden to municipalities. We question their usefulness and if they even 
get reviewed. 

• Re: consultation with Public Schools Finance Board – they should contribute money to 
help pay for planning. It should be mutual consultation, not just one way. 

 
General 
Development 

• Need to have greenspace requirements when approving developments 

• Re: climate change - what are we talking about here? If this is about limiting rural 
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residential, it could have significant impact on slow growth communities. More clarification 
is required. 

• Policy 1.B.8 - adequate separation between urban areas and surrounding rural areas. 
Urban areas should clearly identify which way they are growing and then buffer these 
areas rather than buffering in all directions.  

 
Settlement Areas ISSUE: Rural Residential development 

• Why does the Province care about scattered development in rural, low growth areas?  
Why not just leave it up to the local authority? 

• Re: wording to ‘reduce’ scattered development – change it to ‘minimize’ so that it doesn’t 
sound like you are going to be moving people from their homes. 

• Rural residential is appropriate if planned properly. 

• Concern about lack of ability to subdivide rural land for residential, if considered 
appropriate, without having to go through development plan amendment. 

• Like the idea of designating land, but certain latitude should be allowed for small scale 
subdivision. 

• Expanding existing rural residential areas is often not well received by MAFRI. 

• Good to allow rural residential to occur at higher densities if appropriate. This is good for 
developers. 

 
OTHER: 

• Should be up to local planning authorities to determine where growth will happen. 
Concern that municipalities are losing control of land use decisions and that more 
restrictions are being placed on them. 

• Support for higher density mixed use in urban areas. 

• Important that urban areas don’t get boxed in by rural residential development. Buffers 
should be addressed in PLUPs. 

 
Agriculture ISSUE: Determining agricultural productivity of land 

• Local knowledge will indicate that land is not productive for agriculture, but the Province 
opposes redesignation to residential. When does the local authority/knowledge override 
the Provincial authority? Whose priorities should be first? 

• Agree with protecting farmland from encroachment by designation, but should not be 
based on Canada Lands Information. This is not current.  

• The ‘class’ of farmland should not be the main/only criteria for deciding what land should 
or shouldn’t be protected or designated. Should rely more on local knowledge and ‘on the 
ground’ realities. 

• Should identify ‘derelict’ farmlands and designate these for other uses. The policies do 
not discuss this aspect, only those lands that are ‘suitable’ for designation.  No policies on 
when ‘not’ to designate. 

• How is financial viability taken into account when determining prime or viable agricultural 
land? 

• Re: viable lower class land – Manitoba Agriculture, Food & Rural Initiatives has different 
interpretation than what is actually found on the ground. 

 36



Provincial Land Use Polices Review                         Consultation Feedback                                                   April/May 2009 

 
ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• Should keep the retiring farmer provision 

• Some support for keeping and removing the retirement farmer clause. 

• Some support for removal of retiring farmer provision. 

• Should still allow for legitimate retirements, yet close loopholes and prevent abuse of this 
provision. 

 
ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• Policy 3.A.6 (b) (ii) – requirement for farm amalgamation to subdivide surplus farmstead. 
What if nobody wants to buy the farm land? Does it mean that farmstead site cannot be 
subdivided? 

• Policy 3.A.6 (b) (iii) - who will regulate whether or not there is ‘income’ coming from the 
farm operation? 

• Policy 3.A.6 (b) (iv) – definition of ‘physical isolation’ of a parcel should also include 
transmission lines. 

• Who will regulate the one subdivision per 80 acres provision? 

• Suggest adding a category to allow subdivisions in certain circumstances. For example, 
should not have same limitations in areas that are marginal lands (i.e. Precambrian 
shield) 

 
OTHER: 

• PLUPs are generally too restrictive in this policy area. Lack of flexibility. 

• There are often conflicts between the need for drainage and protecting wetlands. 
Opposing pressures from government agencies. 

• Farms don’t pay as high taxes as other uses and it is often not viable for the municipality 
to service and drain the area strictly for agricultural uses. If higher levels of government 
paid municipalities taxes in lieu, municipalities wouldn’t have to approve rural residential 
subdivision to help pay for costs of servicing agricultural lands. Municipalities recognize 
the need to protect agricultural land, but have difficulties paying for services with 
agricultural taxes alone.  

 
Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

• There is no compensation to local municipalities when natural areas are protected by the 
Crown. Municipalities are losing money on this as no taxes are being gained.  

• Crown wetlands are flooding local ditches, yet municipalities get no revenue to drain 
these areas. 

 
Water ISSUE: Setbacks to protect Riparian Areas 

• There should be a provision that land dedication can include wetlands, not just parks or 
green space 

• Where does the 30m setback come from? This should be based on a formula, not a fixed 
distance. 

 
ISSUE: Water quality protection 

• Phosphorus and nitrogen contributions to water quality is often talked about, but what 
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about siltation? Siltation needs to be considered. 

• Policy 5.B.11 - Does this apply to wells? Clarification is required on what ‘degraded or 
damaged water’ is. 

 
ISSUE: Watershed Management Plans 

• Will these policies require that municipalities belong to Conservation Districts? 

• Watershed management planning is difficult given the number of players involved and the 
players that do not participate for one reason or another (Crown, First Nations, etc) 

 
OTHER 

• Section D on Water Control Works - who enforces these policies? Clarification is 
required. 

 
Infrastructure ISSUE: Servicing development adjacent to urban centre 

• Should those receiving services be located in the municipality providing the services? 

• Servicing rural residential areas adjacent to settlement areas might increase pressure for 
annexation. 

 
ISSUE: Beneficiaries of development must pay for costs of development 

• Developer pay policies may discourage development in slow growth areas. 

• It will be difficult for some slow growth areas to meet the intent of this policy. Some 
communities may be willing to subsidize servicing. 

OTHER: 

• Grant money is needed. 

• Education of development industry and public is required to help articulate the intent and 
importance of this policy area. 

• Concerns with linking financial plan and development plan into one document. 

• This section should include more on other services (i.e. hydro, internet, etc) 

 
Transportation ISSUE: Active Transportation and Transit policies 

• Good to consider active transportation – support this initiative of the PLUPs. 

• Emphasis of transit and trail systems is not applicable to rural municipalities. 

• Province not willing to entertain speed restrictions, improved shoulders, etc to allow for 
safe walking/cycling facilities. 

 
ISSUE: Province not cooperative with regard to transportation 

• The Province’s highways plans do not seem to reflect local circumstances. For example, 
Provincial investments may not occur where needed, in some cases they go where there 
are no issues.  Doesn’t make sense. 

• The Province has not been upgrading or managing its own drainage along Provincial 
Roads. Government needs to understand that road construction causes drainage 
impacts. Can’t pass the buck to local municipalities. 
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• There should be an appeal mechanism for Provincial decisions re: highways 
improvements, mitigation, etc. There is no way of appealing what is asked for, which at 
times is very costly. 

• There should be more give and take from Manitoba Infrastructure & Transportation. They 
are strictly regulatory rather than providing planning guidance. It’s a very reactive 
approach. 

• Local municipalities often feel blindsided by the Province’s long range highways plans. 
Need to collaborate with local municipalities 

• The Province only uses urban criteria for traffic counts, which doesn’t reflect rural 
realities. 

 
OTHER 

• Local transportation planning requires guidance and framework. 

• Policies not considering local specifics but are being applied the same across the 
province. Remoteness is an issue. Should consider local circumstances such as traffic 
counts, population density, etc and apply a graduated scale of restrictions. 

• Trail systems and connectivity - this is a costly process, but support integrating trail 
system and highway system. 

• Support policies on rail in PLUPs. 

• Generally OK with this section. Some concern with developing transportation plans as 
there are too many participants / competing interests that might make this difficult. 

• Do not like the Province’s practice that the last developer at an intersection pay for 
improvements to the intersection – this is not fair. All developers / beneficiaries should 
contribute to improvements. 

 
Mineral Resources • It is difficult to enforce development agreements on aggregate companies, particularly 

with rehabilitation of spent sites. The problem is often that a mining company leases land 
and the owner can’t / won’t rehabilitate the site. 

• There is nothing in place to address peat moss mining. Peat mining is affecting drainage, 
etc. Regulation is required to address rehabilitation of peat mines. Is this agriculture or 
mining? Clarification is needed. 

• Mines Branch should advise local municipalities about aggregate extraction going on in 
local area. Currently no collaboration from Mines. 

 
Capital Region OTHER: 

• All Capital Region municipalities must be an equal partner. Winnipeg can’t rule all. 

• Are the boundaries correct? Do they represent the Capital Region? Should it include 
Grand Beach but not Niverville? 

• Support for regional transportation planning. 

• Sharing of info is important. 

• Suggest the Province develop a Capital Region department and planning office to ensure 
consistency in the region. 

• Province encourages downtown development and inner city renewal in these policies, but 
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then allows Waverley West and IKEA. This is not practicing what the Province preaches. 

 
Missing Topics • Need policies for renewable energy—geothermal, wind, etc.  These have land use 

implications. 

 
Other 
 

• Onsite Wastewater Management Systems regulation - don’t like proposed ban on 
ejectors. 

• Re: Duty to consult (TLE process). The Crown is subject to a process that affects 
municipalities. But the process is unclear—no clear timing/guidelines--and there is no 
obligation for mutual consultation with municipalities. Need to clarify that local authority 
should be consulted as well. 

 
 
 

Mayors and Reeves of the Capital Region – May 21, 2009 

TOPIC AREA FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
General 
Provincial Land Use 
Policies (PLUPs) 

• Concern that climate change is just a current ‘buzzword’ and that municipalities will have 
to pay to plan for something that: isn’t relevant; and, is beyond municipal control even if it 
is relevant. 

• It is important to let people live where they choose.  

• Municipalities should have been involved in the drafting of the proposed PLUPs – not just 
in reviewing the draft. 

• Provincial interpretation of PLUPs does not always apply common sense. 

Scope & 
Application 

ISSUE: Flexible/strict application of PLUPs 

• The Policies should be applied with equal ‘flexibility’ across the Province. Areas 
experiencing a lot of growth and development such as the Capital Region sometimes 
require the most ‘flexibility’ because of the high development pressures. 

• It is important to remember that some communities within the Capital Region are not 
experiencing high development pressures and are actually declining in population. It is 
unfair to treat all areas of the Region equally. 

• Concern that discretion is not being applied by the Province and that decisions are based 
too much on policy without any regard for ‘common sense’. 

Definitions • There should be a definition for ‘beneficiary’ or examples should be given in policies 
where this word is used. 

• Farmstead - should not necessarily require a ‘habitable dwelling’. Many abandoned 
farmsteads would make good sites for new rural residences. This flexibility is needed to 
keep rural communities alive. 

•  

Development Plans ISSUE: Additional planning support is needed  

• The additional requirements and background studies will result in increased costs for 
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local authorities. Increased provincial support is required. 

• Some planning areas don’t need to review their plans every five years and certainly won’t 
need to have all of these background studies done during each review. 

ISSUE: Inclusion of Public Schools Finance Board (PSFB) and School Divisions in the 
planning process 

• Support for including these agencies in the planning process. 

• Concern over current lack of communication from School Divisions. 

• Concern that there is a lack of collaboration between School Divisions and the PSFB. 
School Divisions are asking municipalities to require developers to set aside land for 
schools – however the PSFB is not giving the School Divisions money to have a school 
built on the site. 

OTHER: 

• Concern over emphasis on supply and demand for designated lands. Existing supply 
may be overestimated because the owner has no interest in developing or selling. It is 
also difficult to determine true demand if the Province won’t approve subdivisions (i.e. no 
way of knowing if lots would have sold). 

• Concern that a local community visioning process might get a negative response from the 
Province if the vision shows too much development. 

• The Province needs to ensure that development plans are of an equal standard across 
Manitoba. 

• Development plans need to plan for longer time horizons. 

General 
Development 

• The Province has too much input into local land use and planning decisions. 

• Concern that the policies do not apply to urban reserves or other federal lands. 

Settlement Areas • Re: Treating rural residential and cottage development the same. Support for this 
initiative. There is often no difference in the resulting developments. 

• General support for Policy 2.B.6 encouraging a range of housing densities and levels of 
affordability. However it was noted that market conditions and public concerns may make 
it difficult to develop affordable housing. 

• Concern that Policy 2.B.12 is worded too strongly and that small settlement centres are 
not being allowed to expand when they are surrounded by prime agricultural land. 

• It is difficult to cluster development even in areas designated for rural residential uses 
because some landowners will subdivide to a higher density and others will not – 
therefore resulting development will be scattered. 

• There is a need for a consistent definition of ‘rural residential’ that would be applicable 
across the province. 

• Policy 2.C.15 only deals with wastewater. Increased density of residential development 
using onsite wells can have an impact on aquifer – especially if residences use 
geothermal systems.  

Agriculture ISSUE: Limiting subdivision in areas designated for Agriculture 

• The wording of Policy 3.A.6 (a) is awkward. 

• Re: Policy 3.A.6 (b) (ii) - further clarification is needed on what would be considered 
‘amalgamation’. Would this include the option of a retiring farmer retaining the agricultural 
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land and renting it out as income property? 

• Re: Policy 3.A.6 (b) (ii) - how would the amalgamation provision apply if a family member 
wants to take over the farm? This policy doesn’t seem to allow for farm succession. 

• 1 subdivision/80 acres is too restrictive and may actually consume more agricultural land 
as the non-farm parcels would get bigger in size.  

• This policy would contribute to the depopulation of rural areas. Why the push to limit 
farmsteads? There used to be farmsteads on every corner – the number of farmsteads 
has declined dramatically in recent decades. 

• Policy is too restrictive – if someone has roots in a rural area, they should be able to 
subdivide and build a home there whether they farm or not. 

ISSUE: Removal of ‘retiring farmer’ subdivision provision 

• The removal of this policy could be ‘age discrimination’. 

• Not fair to remove this policy – suburban development consumes more agricultural land 
than retiring farmers. 

OTHER: 

• Agreement with the overall intent of protecting prime agricultural land. 

• Should remove the 13% figure from the provincial interest statement as it is misleading 
given Manitoba’s geography and topography. 

• Concern over the definition and determination of ‘prime agricultural land’ – these areas 
are often poor quality land and misclassified. Too much emphasis on CLI. 

• There should be a municipal mechanism to challenge a provincial classification of prime 
agricultural land. 

• Infill development should be allowed in certain areas even if it is on prime agricultural 
land (i.e. areas under the River Lot survey system where they are fragmented by nature). 

• Possible to apply caveats to non-farm property at the time of creation as a mechanism to 
prevent complaints on standard farm practices. 

Natural Lands, 
Renewable 
Resources, 
Heritage & 
Recreation 

• It is good for local municipalities to see comments from conservation districts on 
development plan amendments and subdivision proposals. 

• It is important that this policy area also applies to Crown land. 

Water ISSUE: Coordinating development plans with integrated watershed management plans and 
aquifer plans 

• Support for this initiative – integrated watershed management plans are a good planning 
tool. 

• Coordinating land use plans with integrated watershed management plans and aquifer 
plans is a concern because there is no defined process for the development of these 
plans and insufficient scientific data available to make decisions.  

ISSUE: Restricting development due to flooding concerns and potential hazards 

• It is important not to be too restrictive so long as proper mitigation is in place. 

• It is important that the Crown plays by the same rules that they put in place for 
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municipalities when allowing development (e.g. Breezy Point). 

OTHER: 

• Policy 5.B.8 requires clarification. How can the local authority restrict development due to 
concerns over aquifer quantity when this is often unknown.  

Infrastructure ISSUE: Full cost recovery for infrastructure investments 

• Support for charging developers lot fees that will ensure any infrastructure costs are not 
paid for by the municipality. 

• Many Capital Region municipalities are already doing this. Consider requiring developers 
to pay 100% of infrastructure costs ‘common sense’. 

• Concern that people are not paying their fair share when living in rural residential and 
exurban areas. 

• It was noted that in areas of slow growth, full cost recovery may be difficult to achieve 
when municipalities develop land or are trying to provide incentives for developers. 

OTHER: 

• Difficult for local authorities to keep up with changing standards for municipal wastewater 
facilities. 

• Policy 6.B.14 requires clarification. Does this mean that a municipality will need to have 
wastewater capacity in advance before designating land for a 25 year planning horizon? 

• It is good to have to option of extending urban services (Policy 6.B.16) however it must 
be recognized that this will not always be supported locally. 

• It doesn’t make sense to finance and build additional sewer/water systems when a 
neighbouring municipality has existing capacity. Province should force sharing. 

• Local municipalities shouldn’t have to pay for environmental clean up – costs associated 
with developing infrastructure in areas with environmental concerns should be paid by all. 

• People should be encouraged to live in rural areas, but it should be recognized that not 
everyone can afford servicing costs. These should be subsidized. 

 

Transportation ISSUE: Local Transportation Plans 

• General support for Policies 7.A.1 & 7.A.2. 

• Transportation planning would be a costly endeavour. Perhaps this should be done 
regionally instead of municipally. 

ISSUE: Transit and active transportation policies 

• General support for this policy area. The market is already demanding active 
transportation, cycling and walking paths in all new developments. 

• Support promoting and planning for transit development – this is needed for an ageing 
population. It is recognized however, that a municipal transit system is not feasible for 
most municipalities. Potential for regional transit? 

OTHER: 

• Concern that long-range provincial highway improvement plans take too long to 
implement. Land subject to long-range highway plans should be purchased by the 
Province as any type of development potential is essentially removed from the land. 
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• Transportation needs to be better defined. 

• Important that municipalities are not expected to do transportation planning beyond the 
scope of what they need (e.g. most communities will never develop to a density where 
they will require transit). 

Mineral Resources • Policy direction is needed to provide for the subdivision of a depleted gravel pit. The 
rehabilitated land is not good for agriculture and shouldn’t be required to meet agricultural 
site requirements. 

• Designating areas for aggregate extraction has proved to be a good planning tool. 

• Municipalities should be given aggregate tenure rights for municipal owned land the 
same way as the Province does for Crown land.  

• Municipalities require most financial assistance to rehabilitate old quarry sites. 

Capital Region ISSUE: Winnipeg being the priority for economic development activity 

• It is recognized that as Winnipeg succeeds, the whole Capital Region succeeds – 
however the wording of proposed Policy 9.4 is too strong. Other municipalities in the 
Capital Region have to have the option of pursuing economic development activities. 

• Winnipeg itself needs to do a better job of making downtown and the core a priority for 
economic development. 

ISSUE: Coordination and cooperation within the Capital Region 

• General support for Policy 9.3 however the Province needs to play a stronger role in 
requiring coordination and cooperation for the listed items. 

• Cooperation within the Capital Region has improved in recent years.  

• Support for the proposed policy area in that it encourages cooperation as long as 
decisions are made at the local level and are not imposed by the Province.  

• The Province needs to provide more financial incentive to encourage regional planning in 
the Capital Region. 

OTHER: 

• General support for the proposed policy area – however the policies are very general and 
might not accomplish much. Need to focus specifically on transportation, sewer and 
water. 

• There should be some mention about financial compensation when one municipality uses 
land in another municipality for infrastructure purposes (e.g. for a water treatment plant or 
aqueduct). 

• Regional revenue sharing is important for significant projects such as CentrePort. 

• There is a need to redefine the boundaries of the Capital Region – some municipalities 
that probably should be in the Region are not (i.e. Niverville) and some that are probably 
shouldn’t be (i.e. Cartier). 

• The Province needs to play a bigger role as a leader in regional infrastructure planning 
and spending. 

• Need to better define ‘regional consistency’ in policy 9.7 

• The Capital Region is already working like a region – don’t need any more provincial 
direction. 
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Missing Topics N/A 

Other 
 

• The Province should consider establishing a Capital Region Department – or at least a 
Capital Region planning office to ensure consistency throughout the Region. 

• Dangerous conditions on provincial highways – the Province is not keeping up with 
development activity and added traffic. 

• The Province needs to do a better job of maintaining ditches alongside provincial 
highways. Poor maintenance along provincial highways leads to drainage and weed 
problems on adjacent lands. 

• Concern that recent provincial decisions on water and the environment have not been 
based on sound science. 

• The Province needs to lobby the Federal Government to resume dredging of the Red 
River to prevent future floods due to ice jamming. 

• The Province needs to allocate a portion of the provincial sales tax to municipalities to 
help overcome the infrastructure deficit. 
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