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Re: Rezoning Reference #66/73 
Cloverdale Investments Ltd. (Vogel) 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 57 

COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 3/74 

(Item 33 (Supplementary), Report No. 55
1 

August 19
1 

1974) 

On August 19, 1974, Mr. W.M. Vogel in an appearance before Council stated that he 
had experienced considerable difficulty in receiving information and replies on 
Rezoning Reference #66/73 from personnel in the Planning Department. Council tabled 
a report on the matter pending submission of additional information on the allegati. ons 
that were made by the applicant. 

A .detailed account of the negotiations that have taken place between staff and re
presentatives of Cloverdale Investments Ltd. is contained in the following report 
from the Director of Planning: 

"On August 19, Council heard a delegation from Cloverdale Investments 
,Ltd •. concerning its rezoning application for the property at 5800 
.Barkel". Avenue, at which time plans were presented for the commercial 
development of.the single lot facing Kingsway. On that·occasion, 
'sev~rar references were made to a lack of communication on the part 
~f Jhe Planning Department with respect to the applicant's effort 
:to prepare. a suitable plan of development for the site. . 

The. Planning Department provided its report on the matter presented 
by Mr~ Vogel (Item 33 (Supplementary), Manager's Report No. 55. ·.·· 

;·1.''\ . ·. ·. dated.August 19, 1974), in which both the.recent history . 
. ot the.application.and the.Department's comments on the·current 

· p~posal>were" given. ·. In response to Council's further .I"equest for 
a,.dditional.information on the alleged lack of communication,\we t:rust 

· the. following will be ·helpful. . . . . . . ·. . 
·,:;_;,;,,,,'. ·, .. ; • ! -· ',' .• 

<~/the/;19th.'of November, 1973, the Council adopted a recomme:nda.tion
. ·::_':~lllLt :tile, CommllDity Plan for this area be reaffimed and that the ·· 
:·.,":·: ·appli~ation for. rezoning of Lot 27 not be favourably considere.d~ 
: ::•·,:'l'Jie>applicant was subsequently notified of Council's decision, and 

. ·.· ·· ... ··•···.·· .;/p~:•C~~~,ber 1'.7 approached Council with an appeal that the Jie.cision 
:\ i:

0::':·,")',;'.~"::r~¢onsider~d in .light of the firm's past ownership of the .· . 
· .. : :>·;-prqper"ty· ud 'the fact that it had up to that point been unable. to 

. ,./, commence. development of the property for· its purposes. After dis-. 
\ \cussion of the property '.s role in relation to the development of. the 

.·-balarice of the Community Plan area, and the necessity for de:velopment 
: in conjunction with the abutting properties, Council resolved 'to' refer 
· .. the matter to the Planning Department, to consult with the applicant 
'· with a· view to arriving at a suitable solution which would be corn-

•. patible with the future development of. abutting propert:Le's. • ·· 

On January 7th, as related.by Mr. Vogel, Mr. Parr and Mr. Stenson 
met with R.H. and W.M. Vogel to discuss the means of arriving at ·such a solution. At that meeting, the staff laid particular stress on 
the need to view the Site (Lot 27 together with the properties to the 

.,;outh) on a comprehensive design basis, in order that a deta:iled 
design of a first stage, commercial development at the north end of 
the block might be assured of being properly integ1•ated. It was 
clearly understood that this approach did not call for acquiring the 
adjacent lands and consolidating tho entire sito nt one time, but 
rather that a design solution nccounting for the ultimate development 
be worked out in general te1·ms, demonstrating that n11 independent 
first stage could be successfully integrated, 

Gene1•al objectives were outlined, nnd it wns agreed that specific, 
technical information would be furnished by tho Planning Department. 
Because of tho emphasis that wns placod on tho npplicnnt securing the 
assistance of n competent urban nrchi toct or planner to nid h:l.m in 
dealing with this rather complox problom, wo hn.d oxpec:toct to be 
contacted by such a consul tn.nt to clonl with tho toclm:i.cnl ms1.ttors. 
'.].'he first contact by n11y doEdgnor ongngod by tho applicnnt, to our 
knowloclgo, was on July 25, whon tho wi 1'o o:r tho opo:t•utor of n small 
do sign sorvico submittocl sketch plans to tho Do pnrtmont. '!'ho 
response to th:l.s contact WCLS sot out in our lot tor ini tinlly typo ct 
August 7, to tho applicmnt, wh:lch boc11.,1so of chnng<Hl nnd ndd:L tions 
wns dol.[1.yod in mn:Lling until AugtH~t 14. It. hnd boon hopod thnt this 
lotter, in response to tlw :Ch•st profoi:m:!.onn.l. contact for solving 
tho problem, would provido tho t(Jctlm:i.cnl :Ln.l'ol'nu1.t:Lon 1•oqu1rod by tho 
applicn.n:t 's consttltnnt. 
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~ ..---------ITEM 18 

Re: Rezoning Reference #66/73 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 57 

COUNCIL MEETING Seot.3/74 
Cloverdale Investments Ltd. (Vogel) - Cont'd. 

'Mr. Vogel mentioned at the August 19 Council meeting that the 
Department's letter was posted the same date on which he submitted 
his letter and plans to the Clerk's office, suggesting that there 
was some connection. We would reaffirm the response made at the 
Council meeting that there was indeed absolutely no connection, as 
the Department's letter was posted prior to our receipt of the 
applicant's material. 

Following receipt of the August 13 letter to Council, and discussion 
with the Manager's office, it was felt that the submission and 
examination of a design proposal for this site was a matter that 

.would properiy-.be handled administratively, consistent with Counc.il's 

. direction in working toward a suitable plan fo1· subsequent report by 
the Director of Planning. For this reason, it was agreed .that Mr. 
Beasley would contact Mr. Vogel to inform him that the staff was . 
prepared to. deal wi_th his consultant's plans in the normal way, ~s 
directed, and as stated in our letter, and ~uggesting that on this 

· basis he might wish_ to withdraw his proposal rather than presenti1.1g 
.a scheme _which could not be recommended. In telephone convers~tion 
on Friday inorning, Mr:-Vogel responded to Mr. Beasley that he did 

. not wish'to w·ithd.raw his proposal, and that he in effect wished to 
>have this .particular._ scheme considered in Council. 

. · .. -· .. ---- ·-

·We:are -unable to corroborate Mr. Vogel's claims that he was unable 
-. ~,to,contact staff by telephone or to arrange appointments. An . 

·. :;examination of our files{ however, has revealed that the letter of 
, ;;/Jai11-_'1aµ-y17 f:rom:.c1overdale _Investments regarding a request.for 

·>7,in:formation was indeed received. We are unable to satisfactorily 
explain :why this was not answered, and our apologies are due to 

· tbei applicant. in this regard. . . 
. '•··· ... ,·. •.. ". '"·. '• 

0Jfe: <::Bll. ase:;ure th~t there has been no unwillingness on· .the part :of 
t4~'.~partmer1t ~o cooperate in arriving at a suitable, solution··to 

.,tlii!!i\problein. ·• It is evident that the Vogels had a different under
.:.'.::st.~ding concerning the contact by a professional consulta:iit·Otban 
,_Plamning Department staff had received, and that owing to our<, · 
'response to th¢ applicant's designer's first contact being delayed 

· and crossing in the mails, this matter has arisen. 
'. .. ·.·;. '. ,·· 

:Tt>.e Planning Department is hopeful at this time that the applicant 
_wi_ll make arrangements for the assistance of a suitable competent 
architect to produce the solution that had been anticipated, an_d 
that. a constructive relationship will be restored. 

Concerning the proposal submitted at the August 19 Council meeting, 
.the Department has pointed out that the scheme fails to solve the 
problem to any appreciable extent, and does not demonstrate any 
positive relationship to the ultimate development of abutting 

· properties in a development commensurate with a key location in 
the emerging Town Centre. We trust that Council will appreciate 
the vital importance of assuring compatible ur'ban developmont, and 
will not accept tho single lot proposal that has been submitted 
as a suitable premise for rezoning of Lot 27. " 

RECOMMENDATIO.@.: 
THAT the proposal submi.ttcd on August 13, 1974 not be accepted, ns it fails 
to achieve the objectives earlier defined or to conform to either Community 
Plan guideline a or Zon:l.ng Tlylnw r.eqtd.rcmen ta; nnd 

TIIAT the earlier d<.iclaion to not npprovc of separate commercial development: 
of: Lot 27 in :L1wlntion from the t'CJBI: of: tho doal.gnnt:od Hit:o Im r.c11ffirmr~d; nnd 

'l'llA'l' tho applicnnt be invll:cid tt1 /:lt!curr~ tlw nasist:r111co of n conaull:nnt with 
appropr.into trnin:l.ng nnd cxpel':f.lHH:i.: in urbnn plnnni.ng nnd dcuJ.g11 t:o prcpnr.e a 
suU:nhla overall achomc in which tho inlt:1111 commcn.·cJnl Hpllct1 would be wholly 
i.ntegri1tacl it he w:tahua to have t:lw mnt;l:et· furth1.n: connf.dc•r,!d by Council; nnd 

THA'r n c:opy of thls report ho irnnt: to M1:ii:llir!l, W,M, llnd H,11, Vogt!l. 
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