" LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY ARFEA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR /'WE VIEWED THE
'MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address




LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
[NCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND |
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM?”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA,

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature




LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTiON 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
| AND |
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Sign‘ature
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When any property is listed for sale at the Greafer Vancouver Real Estate Board, the Board orders a title
search, every time, from the NW Land Titles office. So do the lawyers or notary publics.
These title searches contain notations about rights-of-ways and restrictive covenants.

It is my understanding that this application is the third fry by the owner of the five derelict properties on
Youngmore, fo change the current zoning. The last two applications were unsuccessful because of the
“wrap-around” restrictive covenant covering all 19 properties on Youngore and the south block of
Kelmore. The owner has evidently purchased 14 of the 1 9 restrictive covenants (5 remain intactas 5
owners oppose rezoning), in an effort to overcome the obstacle of the resirictive covenants.

So what has changed?

Real estate agents and lawyers and notary publics are expected to provide their clients with accurate
information on these items. If the restrictive covenants ave fruly of no importance as Ms. Cynthia Lockrey,
city hall spokesperson, states in the Jannary 29, 2008 edition of the Richmond News, then please let her
advise the British Columbia Real Estate Association so all 17,5 00 real estate agents can be assured that
they are and have been wasting their time and money securing such items for_all real estate fransactions!

What is a Restrictive Covenant?

Covenant: A written document in which signatories either commit themselves to do a certain thing, o
not do a certain thing or in which they agree on a certain set of facts.

Originally, and still today, the term refers to a limitation imposed on real property
<http://www.duhaime.org/Lega]Dictionary[R/Realproperty.aspx>.

In real property law, a restrictive covenant runs with the land and would be registered against title
such that a new owner would have to take the land with the restrictive covenants, subject to a Court
striking the restrictive covenant upon application of the landowner.

It is said that the common law does not recognize or enforce restrictive covenants. This is one reason
why condominium law was introduced in Canada, to allow land owners some means of privately
controlling land use and promoting a "life style."

But restrictive or negative covenants can be enforced under equity. Thus, an 1888 case called Tulk v,
Moxhay set down a series of rules that must be met if the restrictive covenant is to be enforced.

* The covenant must be known by the purchaser before purchase.

% The covenant must have been made for the protection of the land at the time the covenant was
made.
The land must be ascertained or ascertainable from the document.

® 1t must be intended that the burden was to run with the covenantor's land.

w The covenant must be negative in substance.

* The covenant is subject to the general limitations of equity the most important being that it shall
not be imposed on a bone fide purchaser without notice.

The means or ending covenants differs from province to province. In British
Columbia, the Property Law Act provides a concise list of reasons: _
a. if the covenant has become obsolete by reasons of change in the character of the land;
b. the reasonable use of the land will be impeded, without practical benefit to others, if the
covenant is not canceled; '
c. the covenantee(s) have agreed, expressly or impliedly, to terminate the covenant;
d. cancellation will not injure the covenantee; or
e. the covenant is invalid, expired or unenforceable and should be cancelled.

***1’:*******:‘1************7’:*********************************************



LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name ' Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
- COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

'NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
| | ~AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY AC CEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

1 SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMON]j

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE ST REETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
- NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

1 SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT 'THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address //SE%?}
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE. |

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
[INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name ' Address | Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE, ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND \

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address - Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

1/SWE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 ORIAVENEWED-THE
MATERIATFONEINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!!

Address Signature




LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR IYWE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. o

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address Signature
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" LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
- AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address - /Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO LN_CURS@S WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMONDF

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR /WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. <

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
 AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND ‘

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LLETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

' NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND .

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND .

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC [NFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR YWE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUN GMORE AND KELMORE WERE
{NCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM?”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND |
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

1 SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
g
T I
. ; # 5 . a
:"" 9 R ; i % i .// S ==y '—"—,‘7
X’é’é’ o !i g sl BT R % ZIF0 ﬁf, yh L F1EEE __{_;,! ¢ x PRy o’)(f'/é/ / :
-------------------------- g B G
PO I e SR L/ T o S
N YOI 2 (e A, S— e R AL L
R X e mmmmmmeamnmmmmmmemm 4m e r e e R ——————



LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. :

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address _ Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
' 'NO EXCEPTIONS!
THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO

PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT: | |
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address . ~Signature

H
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

[T IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. |

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND ‘

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
' NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

1 SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Address Signature




. LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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' LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM?”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TGO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TOQ THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND -

IJWE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I'WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/'WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “«LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
[NCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA. '

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNIN G PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS!

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR I/WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA,

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

ITIS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
- AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

R I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND |

[/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2608 OR I/WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

1 SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23,2008 OR I/'WE VIEWED THE
MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM?”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
B AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS !

Name Address Signature
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LETTER TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT IN RICHMOND

I/WE ATTENDED THE “PUBLIC INFORMATION OPEN HOUSE” AT
THE SCOUT HALL ON JANUARY 23, 2008 OR V'WE VIEWED THE

MATERIAL ONLINE.

THE SEVEN PAGE “LOT SIZE STUDY FEEDBACK FORM”
APPEARED TO BE ARTFULLY DESIGNED TO SUIT THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT. ALTHOUGH YOUNGMORE AND KELMORE WERE
INCLUDED IN THE “STUDY AREA” AS ADVERTISED, NO SCENARIO
PERMITTED ANY OPTION TO INCLUDE THOSE STREETS WITH
THE WHOLE OF THE STUDY AREA.

OPTION 3 WAS PARTICULARLY DISINGENIOUS!

IT IS GLARINGLY OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS NO WAY ONE
COULD ANSWER THE FORM WITH THE RESPONSE:

NO INCURSIONS INTO THE SUBDIVISION
AND
NO EXCEPTIONS!

THEREFORE, KINDLY ACCEPT THIS FORM AS MY
RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING PROPOSAL.

I SUPPORT:
NO INCURSIONS WITH NO EXCEPTIONS'!

Name Address Signature
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