
Mar 14, 2014 

 

 

Re: R & C Holdings Inc. - Ren's Pet Depot - D14/REN/P4/2012 

 

I received an email today at 1:50 PM advising me that the Planning Report application made by R & C 

Job Holdings (Ren’s) will be considered by Council at the meeting to be held March 19th 2014. 

I am requesting that this item 8 (4) (c) on the agenda be postponed to another date as I will not be able to 

attend this meeting due to business travel outside of the province.  As you know, I have been one of the 

key opponents of this expansion for over 2 years due to a variety of reasons, many of which have never 

been satisfactorily addressed.  Therefore, I have continuing concerns that I would not be able to vocalize 

due to the short notice given of this meeting agenda.  I and find it unacceptable that the public would be 

given less than a weeks’ notice to address such an important and turbulent topic to the community of 

Aberfoyle. 

Secondly, I wanted to note for the record that Karen Landry specifically requested Mr. Aldo Sails to 

address my outstanding concerns of letters dated October 29, 2013 and March 2, 2014, which he still has 

yet to reach out to me to address. 

Thirdly, in the planning report that was just sent to me today dated March 12, it indicates that the request 

for the future warehouse is to re-zone the land to C2-7 which according to the report, has a building 

height limit of 10 meters.  

Since according to any existing C2 zones (1-6) that I have been able to find, it appears that this would be 

a totally new zoning and have its own set of rules.   I would like to know why when all other C2 zonings 

appear to have a restricted height of 5 meters, you would consider allowing this expansion to have a 

height of 10 metres which is typically reserved for an Industrial zoned structure.  Why would Mr. Sails 

recommend supporting this plan? 

I would also like to know, and have asked on several occasions, what the existing warehouse is zoned?   

Since the height of the existing warehouse appears larger than 10 meters and all existing C2 zones 

appear to have a height restriction of 5 meters, what is the zoning designation of the existing structure? 

Can you please show me where in the bi-laws is states that a commercially zoned structure can have a 

height more than 5 metres?  The only evidence I have been able to find on the Puslinch web site I have 

included in this document. 

If I am incorrect in my findings, I welcome evidence to the contrary.   

Best Regards 

 

Brad Finck 

7420 Wellington Road 34 

RR#3 Guelph, N1H 6H9 

519-400-5984 



 
              

PUSLINCH TOWNSHIP ZONING BY-LAW 19/85  JULY 17, 1985 (September 2012 consolidation)                    3-1      

SECTION 3 – General Provisions 
 
(1) ACCESSORY USES 
 
 (a) ACCESSORY USES PERMITTED IN ALL ZONES 
 
  Where this By-Law permits a lot to be used or a building or structure to be 

erected or used for a purpose, that purpose shall include any building, structure 
or use accessory thereto, except that no home occupation or accessory dwelling 
unit shall be permitted in any zone other than a zone in which such a use is 
specifically listed as a permitted use. 

 
 (b)   LOT COVERAGE 
 
  The total lot coverage of all accessory buildings or structures on a lot shall not 

exceed five per cent of the lot area of the said lot. 
 
 (c)   HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS 
 
             No accessory building or structure in any zone shall exceed five metres in height. 
 
 (d)   YARD REQUIREMENTS 
 
  Any accessory building or structure shall comply with the zone requirements and 

all other provisions hereof applicable to the zone in which such accessory 
building or structure is located, except that nothing in this By-Law shall apply to 
prevent the erection of: 

 
(i) a building or structure accessory to a single dwelling, anywhere in an 

interior side yard or a rear yard, provided that such accessory building or 
structure is not located closer than two metres to any lot line;  

 
(ii) a gatehouse, anywhere in a front yard or exterior side yard in an Industrial 

Zone; 
 

(iii) a partially enclosed shelter for use by children while waiting for a school 
bus, anywhere in a front yard or exterior side yard in an Agricultural Zone; 

 
(iv) a swimming pool, in accordance with the provisions of Subsection 3(20) 

of this By-Law; or 
 
  (v) a boat house or boat dock at the edge of a watercourse. 
 
(2) ACCESS REGULATIONS 
 

No person shall hereafter erect any main building or structure on any lot in any zone 
unless such lot abuts an improved street or a reserve on the opposite side of which is 
located an improved street, and unless the Province, the County, or the Corporation has 
issued an entrance permit or otherwise granted permission to provide access for 
vehicular traffic from such lot to the said improved street, except that this provision shall 













 

March 15, 2014 

 

 

Re: Application File Number 0P-2012-05 

 

I would like to address my concern with a document submitted by the MHBC in response to the public meeting 
held at the township offices regarding the Rens re-zoning and expansion. 

At the public meeting, I raised a concern that when I expanded my garage, I was informed that I was to restrict my 
garage addition to the bi-law height of 5 meters.  I found it unusual and unfair that Rens existing and proposed 
warehouse was allowed to go much higher than this.  Upon further investigation on the Puslinch web site, it does 
indeed state that the maximum height for a commercial building in this zoning should indeed not exceed 5 meters. 

The response to my concerns according to the MHBC document of January 15th states that the Owner has agreed 
to change the design of the building to a flat roof and is prepared to set a maximum height of 10m (33 feet). 

However, I find this response to be unacceptable.  Why should we allow some businesses to exceed the use and 
height permitted in the commercial zone when other businesses are meant to comply? 

I find this response unacceptable and would find it irresponsible if Council would accept this agreement when 
other hard-working business owners in the area are not given the same latitude. 

Please include and submit this letter to Council for consideration. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Michael Marinovic 

7424 Wellington Road 34 
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