
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION

Red River Planning District

Under authority of The Planning Act, the Red River Planning District Board will hold a public hearing at
the time and location listed below to hear from those who wish to speak in support or objection, or to
ask questions. For more info on how to register for the public hearing please contact the RRPD at 204
669-8880.

Wednesday
August 20, 2025

5:30pm

Council Chambers
3021 Birds Hill Road

RM of East St Paul, MB

Note: property owners are responsible for notifying “tenants”

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Application
File:

DPA 292-25

Applicant: Landmark Planning & Design

Property
Location:

641 Brimacombe
Road
(ROLL # 448200)

Application Purpose:
The purpose of this application is to facilitate
future development of resort residential lots.

Current Designations Proposed Designations

From: Resource & Agriculture To: Resort

A copy of the above-noted proposal and supporting material is available on the Red River Planning District website at

https://www.redriverplanning.com/hearings.php or by contacting the Red River Planning District in person during normal

business hours Monday to Friday at 2978 Birds Hill Road, East St. Paul, by phone at 204 669-8880, or by email at info@rrpd.ca
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2978 Birds Hill Road
East St. Paul, Manitoba R2E 1J5

Toll Free: 800-876-5831
Phone: 204-669-8880

Fax: 204-669-8882

DATE: August 2, 2025

TO: Red River Planning District Board

FROM: Derek Eno, MCIP, RPP
Manager of Planning Services

RE: Public Hearing Report
Development Plan By-Law Amendment No. 292/25
RRPD Development Plan By-law (272/19)

Re-designation of land located:
641 Brimacombe Road
RM of St. Andrews

Roll Number:
448200

Legal Description:
THE SLY 825 FEET OF SE 1/4 10-15-4 EPM
EXC THE SLY 760 FEET OF THE ELY 560 FEET

Appendix:
Appendix A – RRPD Maps
Appendix B – Development Plan Amendment By-law
Appendix C – Government & Municipal Comments
Appendix D – Applicant Provided Information

________________________________________________________________________

1.0 APPLICATION

To amend the Red River Planning District Development Plan By-law No. 272 /
2019 by re-designating the subject land consisting of 40 acres (+/-):

From: Resource and Agriculture

To: Resort

The applicant states that the purpose of this application is to facilitate future
development of resort residential lots (31 lots illustrated on a conceptual plan).
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As part of their application, the applicant provided information in support of their
proposal, which is attached in the appendix to this report. This information includes:

 Memo with supporting reasons for the request

2.0 PROPOSED DESIGNATON

As noted, the applicant wishes to re-designate the subject property to a Resort
designation, in order to develop the property into a new resort-type residential lots. The
purpose of the proposed designation, as described in the RRPD Development Plan, is
outlined below.

Resort
Is a designation given to areas associated with natural or recreational
resources whereby development for tourism, economic development, and
residential dwellings are encouraged while protecting the resource which
makes development attractive. The intensity of development shall be
governed by the natural capacity of the ecosystem and servicing capacity
of the area. (Development Plan, page 38)

3.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

3.1 Subject Property
The property (Roll# 448200) is approximately 40 acres (+/-) in site area (according to
RRPD GIS data) with existing ponds, is located on the north side of Brimacombe Road
and approximately 0.8km east of PTH 9. The subject property is zoned “A80”
Agricultural General in the Zoning By-law and Resource and Agriculture in the
Development Plan. Manitoba Agriculture Department notes that the land has an
agricultural capability mix of Class 2, 3, and 4, with approximately 15 aces that appear to
be arable but are not currently farmed.

The subject property is currently designated within the RRPD Development Plan as
Resource and Agriculture. The purpose of the Resource and Agriculture designation, as
described in the RRPD Development Plan, is

“…a designation aimed at reserving land for agricultural and other
natural resource related industries and uses” (RRPD Development
Plan, page 38).

3.2 Surrounding Area
The subject property is surrounded by the following

To the North: Farm land zoned “A80” Agricultural.
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To the South: Brimacombe Road, then Farm land zoned “A80” Agricultural.

To the West: Farm land zoned “A80” Agricultural.

To the East: treed land zoned “A80” Agricultural.

4.0 LAND SUPPLY & DEMAND INFORMATION (RRPD Data)

When considering the re-designation of land for additional development a key piece of
information is the current availability of land for the proposed type of development, and,
the demand for that type of development. It should be noted that the Provincial Planning
Regulation (81/2011) requires this type of information for new or amended Development
Plans.

4.1 Residential Land Supply & Demand
In 2020 the RRPD Board adopted a new Development Plan (By-law No. 272/19). As part
of the process for making a new Development Plan extensive background research was
conducted and results were published in the Background Report for the RRPD
Development Plan Update Project document. The results included a land supply and
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market demand analysis. The background research related to land supply and market
demand analysis was completed by the RRPD and Stevenson Advisors (a Winnipeg
based consulting firm) during the years 2017 and 2018. The table below summarizes the
findings of the land supply and market demand analysis as it relates to employment land
(e.g. commercial, industrial, etc.) in the RM of St. Clements and this Development Plan
re-designation proposal.

RM of St Andrews
Residential Land Supply & Demand to 2037

(single-family units)
Amount of Land

Required
(Net)

Amount of Land
Required
(Gross)

Amount of Designated
Land Available

(Gross)

Difference
(+ or -)

577 to 2,309 acres 750 to 3,002 acres 927 acres +177 to -2075acres

Based on this previous data and analysis, if the RM of St. Andrews allows residential
development to occur at a low density (e.g. rural residential type acreages), there is
potential for a shortfall of land needed to sustain projected residential growth to the year
2037. The RRPD Board should keep in mind that this previous RRPD land supply and
market demand analysis completed by the RRPD and Stevenson Advisors is now over 7-
years old.

The applicant has provided information, a report, along with their application. This
includes a “Market and Demographic Overview” and “Resort Residential Supply and
Demand”. A copy of the applicant’s information is provide in the appendix. In terms of
supply and demand, some of the main points outlined by the applicant are paraphrased as
follows:

 The RM of St. Andrews has a declining population;
 There are no available “Resort” designated building lots for sale;
 There haven’t been any new subdivision on existing “Resort” designated land;

and
 There is a lack of residential options on the market;

Based on these factors the applicant argues that new Resort designated areas within St.
Andrews for future development should be given consideration.

5.0 PROVINCIAL PLANNING REGULATION (81/2011)

The Provincial Planning Regulation 81/2011 (PPR) apply to all land that is subject to
The Planning Act, and serve as a guide to planning authorities in preparing, reviewing
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and amending Development Plans. As this Development Plan Amendment application
seeks to change land uses on the subject property, the PPR are reviewed to ensure the
proposed amendment is generally consistent. It should be noted that because this is a
Development Plan Amendment for a specific land use designation, not all of the PPR are
applicable.

Protection of Agricultural Land Policies
Policy 1.2.2, 1.2.4, 3.1.1, 3.1.2

The above-noted policies provide direction when considering developing new areas with
relation to agricultural land. In summary, they note that “non-resource-related uses” (e.g.
residential, commercial, industrial, etc.) should be directed to existing urban centres or
other areas already designated for non-resource-related uses, and, should not be wasteful
of land. In addition, the policies outline that agriculture land, especially prime agriculture
land, must be preserved for agricultural uses and protected from encroaching non-
agriculture uses.

The application proposes to establish residential lots (31 lots based on concept plan) on
land that Manitoba Agriculture considers be prime agriculture land - Class 2, 3, and 4
(see attached MB Agriculture comments). With this information in mind, the
Development Plan Amendment application does not appear to be consistent with the
noted PPR policies. That being the case, Manitoba Agriculture notes in their submitted
comments that “…the proposal would not result in the removal of a significant amount of
agricultural land from production…”. Manitoba Agriculture notes concern with the
proposed land use conflicting with adjacent farm operation.

Protection of Heritage Resources Policies
Policy 4.1.6, 4.1.7, 4.1.8

The above-noted policies provide direction when considering developing new areas with
relation to the protection of heritage resources. In summary, heritage resources could
include sites, objects, and any work of nature or human endeavor that is of value for tis
archaeological, paleontological, prehistoric, historic, cultural, natural, scientific or
aesthetic features. Furthermore, these policies outlines that heritage resources should be
preserved and protected.

The application proposes to establish residential lots (31 lots based on concept plan) on
land that Manitoba Historic Resource Branch identifies as within “…proximity to several
known archaeological sites and relict drainages”. Manitoba Historic Resource Branch
notes that prior to any work or activity on the site, the property owner may be require to
obtain a heritage permit and conduct a heritage resource impact assessment (HRIA).

Mineral Resources Policies
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Policy 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3

The above-noted policies provide direction when considering developing new areas with
relation to the mineral resources. In summary, mineral resource areas should be protected
from land uses / activity that could limit the potential for mineral extraction. Manitoba
Mines Branch notes that the proposed development will results in setbacks that
potentially could limit the extractability of medium-potential aggregate deposits in the
area.

Land Use Compatibility Policies
Policy 1.1.3, 1.2.1

The above-noted policies provide direction when considering developing new areas with
relation to land use compatibility. In summary, they note that new development must be
compatible with existing uses. Further, establishing incompatible developments that
could pose a danger to health and safety or that may be offensive to property owners (e.g.
noise, dust, odor concerns) should be avoided, or, located so that it does not negatively
affect existing developments or land use designations.

The Development Plan Amendment application proposes to establish new Resort land
which would be located adjacent (on all sides) to agricultural land. This could be
considered a land use conflict as farming activity can result in dust, odor, and other
nuisances. Should the RRPD Board approve this application additional planning
application approvals will still be required (e.g. rezoning, subdivision). Through those
approvals the municipal Council can add conditions of approval to mitigate potential land
use incompatibility (e.g. landscape buffering, location of building, restriction on land
uses, etc.).

Land Use Demand
Policy 1.2.2; 1.2.3

The above-noted policies provide direction when considering developing new areas with
relation to demand for the development and being wasteful of land. The policy notes that
the amount of land being proposed for non-resource-related uses (e.g. residential,
commercial, industrial, etc.) should be consistent with the “…demonstrated rate of
change in the requirement for such land uses…” and also needs to take into account the
community vision for the area and the existing designations of such lands. What this
means is that in order to add new designated land for development, there must be both a
demand and lack of supply for the proposed land uses.

The application proposes to establish new residential lots within the RM of St. Andrews.
As previously noted, data within the 2017 RRPD land supply and market demand
analysis completed by the RRPD and Stevenson Advisors suggests if the RM of St.
Andrews allows residential development to occur at a low density (e.g. rural residential
type acreages), there is potential for a shortfall of land needed to sustain projected
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residential growth to the year 2037. The RRPD Board should keep in mind that this
previous RRPD land supply and market demand analysis completed by the RRPD and
Stevenson Advisors is now over 7-years old, and some portions of it could be outdated.

It should also be noted that the subject land proposed for Resort is 0.25km (+/-) from an
existing Resort designated area around Medicine Creek, and, 1.4km (+/-) from an
existing Resort designated area around Muckle Creek. Both the Medicine Creek and
Muckle Creek area include undeveloped Resort land that could be subdivided for
residential purposes. MB Agriculture suggests this undeveloped land amounts to 120
acres (+/-).

Based on the above-noted, it is difficult to definitively state if there is a lack of supply for
the proposed Resort land uses.

Infrastructure and Service Connections
Policy 6.1.2; 6.2.8; 7.3.1

The above-noted policies provide direction where new development should be directed to
suitable areas that can accommodate onsite services (wastewater, drinking water) and and
connect to existing roadway networks. The subject land has direct access to Brimacombe
Road, a municipal roadway. The applicant notes the lots will be serviced with onsite
services, which will require provincial approvals for installation.

6.0 PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL COMMENTS

This Development Plan Amendment application has been circulated for comments as per
The Planning Act to Provincial Departments and adjacent municipalities with instructions
to forward any comments to Red River Planning District prior to the public hearing, and,
that no response by the date of the public hearing will be interpreted as having no
concerns. The application has been circulated in order to afford Provincial Departments
an opportunity to ensure that the application conforms to provincial policies, and to
afford adjacent municipalities an opportunity to comment on any negative impacts that
the application may have on their municipality.

The table below outlines the comments received (paraphrased) from provincial
departments, agencies and adjacent municipalities. Copies of the original comments are
provided in the appendix to this report.

PROVINCIAL DEPARTMENT
MUNICIPALITY OR AGENCY

COMMENTS

MB Transportation and Infrastructure No Concerns

 Property is along a municipal
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(Highway Design Branch) road.

MB Agriculture

(Sustainable Agriculture Branch)

Has Concerns
 The land is prime agriculture

(class 2, 3,and 4).
 There are existing undeveloped

Resort lands (120 acres) 1.4km
away.

 Development of this land could
increase potential land use
conflicts with existing farming.

MB Municipal Relations

(Community & Regional Planning Branch)

Has Concerns
 There are existing Resort lands

that are not contiguous to the
subject land, which could
increase potential for land use
conflicts with adjacent
agriculture lands.

 Population growth has not
changed, and there is already a
20-year supply of land.

MB Business Mining Trade and Job
Creation

(Mines Branch)

Has Concerns
 Development may limit

extractability of medium-
potential aggregate deposit
located in area.

MB Natural Resources & Indigenous
Futures

(Lands and Planning Branch)

No Concerns

MB Sport, Culture, Heritage and Tourism

(Historical Resource Branch)

Has Concerns
 Property is in proximity to

known archaeological sites and
relict drainages.

 Development has potentail to
impact heritage resources.

City of Selkirk Administration raise concerns
 Proposed developed does not

align with policies of Plan 20-50.
 City does not support private

wells into the aquifer, and, there
is a potential risk for holding
tanks to impact water quality.
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RM of East St. Paul No Comment, since it does not affect the
RM of East St. Paul

Eastern Interlake Planning District No Concerns

RM of Springfield No Concerns

MB Hydro & Centra Gas No Concerns

BellMTS No Concerns

7.0 ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION:

One of the critical points of assessment for the RRPD Planning Board is to evaluate if the
proposal adheres to The Planning Act and its Provincial Planning Regulation. Some
aspects of the proposal do not adhere to applicable policy within the Provincial Planning
Regulation, which are highlighted with concerns raised by various Province of Manitoba
departments. Applications that do not adhere to the Provincial Planning Regulation
should not be approved. However, should the RRPD Board approve this application
additional planning application approvals will still be required (e.g. rezoning,
subdivision). Through those approvals the municipal Council can add conditions to
address some of the concerns raised by the Province of Manitoba (e.g. buffering and
other mitigation methods to reduce land use conflicts; archeological investigation and
asset protection; etc.), which could bring the proposal more into conformance with the
Provincial Planning Regulation.

As noted by MB Mines Branch, the establishment of the proposed development may limit
the extractability of mineral resources, which does not adhere to the Provincial Planning
Regulation. At this time the RRPD cannot identify a method to mitigate this concern, and
addressing this concern at the development approval stage (e.g. subdivision) may be too
late in the process. Therefore, based on the information provided and gathered, along
with The Planning Act and its Provincial Planning Regulation, our office recommends
that this Development Plan Amendment should not be approved.

Alternatively, the RRPD Board could postpone making a decision on this application (i.e.
adjourn the public hearing) allowing the applicant an opportunity to consult with MB
Mines Branch to obtain more information. If applicant were able to provide additional
information to demonstrate that their proposal does not pose a threat to mineral
extraction, and thus be in conformance to the Provincial Planning Regulation, then their
application could be re-evaluated by the RRPD.



APPENDIX A
(RRPD Maps)







APPENDIX B
(Development Plan Amendment By-law)



 

 

RED RIVER PLANNING DISTRICT 

 

BY-LAW NO. 292 / 2025                                

 

 

BEING a By-law of the Red River Planning District Board to amend the Red River 

Planning District Development Plan By-law No. 272 / 2019, as amended; 

 

WHEREAS Section 56 of The Planning Act provides that a Development Plan By-law may 

be amended in accordance with the Act; 

 

NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Red River Planning District, in a meeting duly 

assembled, enacts as follows: 

 

 

1. That the Development Plan RRPD Land Use Designation Map 2 (RM of St. 

Andrews) and Map 2B (Community of Petersfield and Area) attached to and being 

part of the Red River Planning District Development Plan By-law No. 272 / 2019, is 

amended by re- designating: 

 
THE SLY 825 FEET OF SE 1/4 10-15-4 EPM 

EXC THE SLY 760 FEET OF THE ELY 560 FEET 

  

(641 Brimacombe Road) 

 (CT# 1276391/1) 

(ROLL # 448200) 

 

 

 

in the RM of St. Andrews 

 

As illustrated on Schedule ‘A’ of this by-law 

 

 

From: Resource and Agriculture  

 

To: Resort  

 

 

DONE AND PASSED by the Board of the Red River Planning District assembled in the 

__________________________________ in the Province of Manitoba this 

____________day of _________________ A.D. 2025. 

 

 

READ A FIRST TIME THIS  ______ day of ______ A.D. 2025. 

 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS  ______day of  ______ A.D. 2025. 

 

READ A THIRD TIME THIS  ______day of  ______ A.D. 2025. 

 

 

 ____________________________ 

                                                                       Chair 

 

 ____________________________ 

 Executive Director 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Schedule ‘A’ 

Location Map / Proposed Amendment 
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