Notes to Plan reviewer:

| used the plan set attached in my review comments and snapshot them below for your

easy reference on the issues | found.
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3-24-2025 my review comments - Site Plan — show both greenhouse and Gazebo intrude

into the 20 ft property setback. See red circled above. However, in the later versions the
Green house size seem shrunk and show not intruding anymore? Why?
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8-4-2025 Review comments - Site Plan. From the above plan, the Greenhouse seems
stayed right outside of the 20 ft set back. It conflicts with the plan | received for my
3/24/2025 review comments. At that time, the permit plan shows the Greenhouse intrudes
into 20 ft setback by 2’-3.5”. (see the first page).
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11-1-2025 Public appeal 8636 plan — they have the same problems as shown in the 8-4-
2025 review comments (page 2 above);

And new issue - the dot lines showing the old driveway was deleted.

1. The old easement shown by dots lines should be added back to the plan.
2. Theretaining walls still intrude into the easement. They should be removed.

Dated on 11-1-2025

By ML



