
May 10th 2018 
DELAY SOUGHT FOR ZONING AMENDMENT UNTIL REASONABLE AND FAIR CONSULTATIONS 
CAN BE HELD WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITY RESIDENTS 
 
To the Planning and Environment Committee: 
 
 
This week the City of London council took an extraordinary step to “endorse” the Supervised 
Consumption Facility (SCF) at 241 Simcoe even before the zoning amendment process has 
had a chance to finish.  Then, on May 09 2018, ​Chris Mackie, London’s medical officer of 
health, said that the Middlesex London Health unit will apply for building permits and 
renovate the sites prior to completion of the process which is surprising and 
presumptuous. 
(​http://lfpress.com/news/local-news/zoning-could-delay-supervised-drug-site-by-several-
months​) 
 
I am requesting a delay in the zoning amendment process that would allow a  Supervised 
Consumption Facility (SCF) at 241 Simcoe Street.  The zoning amendment as proposed by 
the applicant(s); Middlesex London Health Unit(MLHU) and its (partners?), City of London 
(COL), London Middlesex Housing Corporation (LMHC) ​have failed to have sufficient 
public consultation​. 
 
For the following reasons I am asking the City Of London to return to preliminary 
consultations prior to any Official Plan adoptions as outlined in ​File: OZ-8852 ​: 
 
Notifications were not widely published by the City of London. 

● The City of London did not undertake sufficient care in its efforts to make sure notices 
as required by statute were disseminated so that ordinary residents would benefit 
from the knowledge of important information related to Supervised Consumption 
Facilities.  Notable is the single reliance on an obscure “coupon” flyer and webzine 
known as the Londoner.ca  ​*Exhibit A. 
 

 
The consultation meeting required by statute to be undertaken by MLHU on April 26, 
2018, did not follow the Planning Act. 
 

● The meeting was an “open house” 
● The meeting was conducted for the purposes of Health Canada and members of the 

community were overwhelmed by “subject matter experts” and professional 
participants.  

● 120-meter rule of notification was not sufficient nor fulfilled by the applicant/city 
○ The facility’s operational area includes a wide geographic area that spans 

beyond the physical site.  This area coincides with Health Canada’s setting 
aside enforcement provisions for “illegal possession” of controlled 
substances. *​Exhibit B 

http://lfpress.com/news/local-news/zoning-could-delay-supervised-drug-site-by-several-months
http://lfpress.com/news/local-news/zoning-could-delay-supervised-drug-site-by-several-months
https://pub-london.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=44428


○ ONTARIO REGULATION 545/06 section 5 sets forth the minimum 
requirement, however The Provincial Policy Statement - 2014 as issued under 
section 3 of the Planning Act makes clear that the reading and understanding 
of the Act requires the applicant and City to read the act’s intent and proceed 
accordingly (ie the applicant has a proposal that will directly impact a wider 
area). From the PPS2014 “decision-makers may go beyond these minimum 
standards to address matters of importance to a specific community” 

○ The city and applicant ought to have known that the Supervised Consumption 
Facility is of interest to all in the geographic area covered by the Health 
Canada directive and sought more than the minimum radius for notification. 
*Exhibit F 
 

Public Billboard Notices were never displayed: 
● No notice was posted by MLHU or LMHC or the COL as the Act requires: “posting a 

notice, clearly visible and legible from a public highway or other place to which the 
public has access, at every separately assessed property within the subject land” 

 
 
Materials and reports used to support the application are fundamentally flawed in the 
reporting of factual details that would materially impact the zoning application.  

○ Presentation materials used by the applicant are weak and use data that has 
no relevance to zoning application. For example, a chart showing housing 
valuations of property in Vancouver.  

○ Statistical charts did not have context or full disclosure of how the data was 
collected. *​Exhibit D. 

○ Public claims by the Chief Medical Officer, Dr. Christopher Mackie have been 
unsupported by Health Canada investigations. *​Exhibit C. 

 
There is no evidence that the SOHO Community Association ever undertook efforts to 
survey residents of SOHO. 
On April 26th, In a submission to City of London, a letter was written by the SOHO 
Community Association in support of the SCF for 241 Simcoe.  This letter was unfortunate 
as it also was followed by media reports where the President of the Association said there 
was overwhelming support, indicating that some form of “community consultation” had taken 
place.  There is no evidence of this occurring. ​*Exhibit E  
 
A review of the Association’s website reveals no contact information and a review of the 
Association’s Meetings on that website (https://soholondon.ca/?cat=7) suggest there has not 
been a quorum meeting since March 2017. 
 
 
 
 
 



Homeowners, business owners, and rental tenants in my community like myself ​deserve​ to 
participate in this project so that we can maintain the enjoyment of our homes and quality of 
life.  
 
A permanent facility is not the type of infrastructure that should be built in haste, there is 
every reason to ensure that those who will need to accommodate such a facility have real 
voices in the proposal at the very earliest stages, this is only reasonable. 
 
Sincerely 
 
David Lundquist, 
A resident of the SOHO Community 
191 Grey Street 
London ON 
N6B 1G2 
  



Exhibit A. 
 

The following shows an archived snapshot of the City London webpage for Public Meetings 
and Notices.  There seems to be a pattern of practice by the City of London to publish 

notices exclusively in an obscure publication known as the Londoner. 
 

 
 
  



Exhibit B. 
The following shows the expected area that will be covered under the Health Canada 

Controlled Substances No-Enforcement Zone, this would seem to me based on my reading 
the Planning Act to be minimum radius for statute notification. 

 
  



Exhibit C. 
The following shows a public presser in which the Medical Health Officer “Stands behind 
claims” after Health Canada concluded tests that found no evidence to support the claim.  

 
SCREEN CAPTURE REDACTED BY CITY OF LONDON REQUEST 

 
FACT CHECK ON CLAIMS 

 
https://www.snopes.com/fact-check/fentanyl-laced-marijuana-rise/ 

 
ORIGINAL CBC ARTICLE 

 
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/london/fentanyl-marijuana-warning-backlash-1.4240332  

https://www.snopes.com/fact-check/fentanyl-laced-marijuana-rise/


Exhibit D 
The following information is taken without context or methodology.  The data is prejudicial to 
the ability to reach fully formed conclusions.  Without the full set of data that was collected as 
well as the methods used to collect this data the City of London and it’s citizens haw no 
reasonable capacity to evaluate its meaning. 

 
  



Exhibit E 
The implication of the letter written by SoHo Community Association president Angela 
Lukach suggests that Residents of the community were consulted.  There is no evidence 
available either on the public website or the Association’s facebook.com page that any effort 
was ever undertaken.  

 

 
  



Exhibit F 
City of London advisement for notification of proposed zoning changes.  

 


