
VERMONT ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD
10 V.S.A. Chapter 151

RE: Sherman Hollow, Inc. Memorandum of
Richard A. Gadbois, Trustee, Decision
Estate of Ned H. Pettengill, Application
Roger Lussier & Arthur Elliot by #4C0422-5R-l-EB
Andrew H. Neisner, Esq.
P.O. Box 205
No. Haverhill, NH 03774

This decision pertains to various preliminary issues.
As is explained below, the Environmental Board has concluded
that the Applicants are entitled to a de novo appeal with
respect to the following Act 250 criteria set forth at
10 V.S.A. § 6086(a): l(B) (waste disposal)~  and l(E)
(streams). The Board has also concluded that the Neighbors
(defined below) are entitled to cross-appeal and may
participate with respect to Criteria 1 (air), l(B), l(C)
(water conservation), l(E), 3 (burden on existing water
supplies), 4 (soil erosion), 8(A) (wildlife), and 9(A)
(impact of growth). The Board has made other determinations
as set forth below.

I. BACKGROUND

On February 17, 1989, the Environmental Board issued a
decision concerning an appeal from the District #4
Environmental Commission's denial of Land Use Permit
Application #4CO422-5. The Board's decision revised an
earlier Board decision concerning an application for Phase I
of a proposed destination resort located in the Towns of
Huntington, Richmond, and Hinesburg, Vermont.

Phase I consists of the construction of an 18-hole golf
course and the addition of lighting to 1.5 kilometers of
existing cross-country ski trails. The revised decision
approved the lighting portion of the application but denied
the golf course portion pursuant to Criteria l(B) (waste
disposal), l(E) (streams), 3 (burden on existing water
supply), and 4 (soil erosion).

On August 17, 1989, pursuant to 10 V.S.A. 5 6087(c),
the Applicants filed an application for reconsideration with
the District #4 Environmental Commission. The application
attached an affidavit certifying that the deficiencies found
by the Board in its revised decision had been corrected.

On September 14, 1990, the District Commission issued
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order #4C0422-5R-1,
denying the application for reconsideration. The District
Commission found that the application does not comply with
Criteria l(B) and l(E). The District Commission further
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found that the application now complies with Criteria 3 and
4. The District Commission also expanded the scope of its
proceedings beyond the criteria specified by the Board and
issued positive findings pursuantto Criteria 1 (air), l(C)
(water conservation), and 9(A) (impact of growth). Review
under Criterion 1 (air) was limited to the issue of
pesticide drift and under Criterion 9(A) to the Town of
Huntington Fire Department's ability to respond to
pesticide-related fires at the proposed golf course.'

On October 12, 1990, the Applicants filed an appeal
with the Board concerning the District Commission's negative
findings pursuant to Criteria l(B) and l(E). The Applicants
assert that their application for reconsideration meets the
deficiencies outlined in the Board's revised decision of
February 1989 and that a permit should be issued. The
Applicants also argue that the District Commission is
contravening the language of Act 250 because it allegedly is
applying a standard of BQ water pollution rather than no
undue water pollution as specified in 10 V.S.A.
5 6086(a)(l). The Applicants further claim that the
District Commission treated their application for a golf
course differently from other applications for golf courses.

On October 24, 1990, the Applicants filed a Motion to
Request the Board to Take Notice of Similar Applications and
Permit Approvals. This motion relates to the Applicants'
argument that their application is being treated differently.

On October 26, 1990, the Neighbors filed a notice of
cross-appeal. The Neighbors who filed the cross-appeal are
parties Paul and Phyllis Austin, Peter and Lucinda Bailey,
Lisa Barrett, James Hildebran, Kristin Juergens, Paula
Kelley, Janet Labelle, Blanche Perry, and Wendell Sargent.
In the cross-appeal, the Neighbors raise issues related to
the following criteria: 1 (air pollution and noise), l(A)
(headwaters), l(B), l(C),. l(G) (conformance with wetland
rules), 2 (sufficient water available), 3, 4, 5 (traffic), 7
(local governmental services), 8 (aesthetics, natural

'In a prehearing conference report dated November 2,
1989, the District Commission added "Criterion 8 (wildlife)"
to its review. Later, ata hearing on November 6, 1989, the
District Commission, over the dissent of Chairman W. Gilbert
Livingston, determined not to include this criterion in its
review. The District Commission did not issue findings with
regard to this criterion in its decision on the reconsidera-
tion application.
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areas), 8(A) (wildlife), 9(A), and 9(H). The Neighbors also
state that they intend to participate with regard to
Criterion l(E).

On November 8, 1990, the Applicants filed a Motion to
Dismiss Adverse Parties' Cross-appeal. The Applicants make
a number of arguments in support of dismissal: (a) that the
notice of cross-appeal is too vague to comply with Board
Rule 40; (b) that the District Commission improperly
reopened Criteria 1 (air), l(C), 8, and 9(A); (c) that the
Neighbors have shown no basis for reopening l(A), l(G), 2,
5, 7, and 9(H), on which positive findings were issued
during the original application process and which were not
the subject of the reconsideration application; and (d) that
the Applicant has satisfied the concerns of the Board with
respect to Criteria 3 and 4.

On November 14, 1990, the Town of Huntington filed a
notice of appearance and concurrence with the Applicants'
motion to dismiss the cross-appeal.

On November 16, 1990, the Neighbors filed a Prehearing
Conference Memorandum. In the memorandum, the Neighbors
addressed many of the issues raised by previous filings.
The Neighbors also raised the issue of whether the
Applicants are entitled to a de novo hearing before the
Environmental Board followinq the denial of their
application by the District Commission.

On November 19, 1990, the Applicants
in response to the prehearing memorandum.

filed a memorandum

On November 19, 1990, Board Chairman Stephen Reynes
convened a prehearing conference in Richmond, Vermont. At
the prehearing, Concerned Citizens for Huntington's Future
(Concerned Citizens) filed a petition for party status. The
Neighbors also filed a motion to dismiss the appeal based on
allegations that the Applicant no longer controls the land
involved in this project, and adjoining landowner Marlene
McDonald filed a petition for party status. At the
prehearing, Ms. McDonald was represented by the same counsel
as the Neighbors above, and all references to the Neighbors
below include Ms. McDonald.

On December 4, 1990, the Applicants filed a response to
the Neighbors' motion to dismiss filed on November 19. On
that date, the Applicants also filed a Motion to Request the
Board to Take Notice of the Mt. Snow Golf Course Permit
Approval.
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On December 5, 1990, the Neighbors filed a memorandum
concerning issues raised at the prehearing conference.

On December 11, 1990, the Applicants and the Town of
Huntington filed responses to the Neighbors' December 5
memorandum. On December 12, the Neighbors filed a reply
memorandum. On December 18, the Board issued a prehearing
conference report and order, and a memorandum concerning a
notice which the Bo~ard office had received. The notice
relates to the revocation of the Applicants' limited power
of attorney with respect to the lands on which the proposed
project would be built.

On January 3, 1991, the Neighbors filed a supplemental
motion to dismiss. On that date, the Applicants' filed a
Response to Evidence Submitted by the Neighbors in Their
Reply Memorandum. On January 7, the Applicants filed a
Reply to Neighbors' Supplemental Motion to Dismiss,
attaching a letter from an attorney on behalf of the owners
of the project site concerning the revocation of limited
power of attorney.

The Board convened oral argument on January 9, 1991 in
Montpelier, with the following persons participating:

The Applicants by Andrew H. Neisner, Esq.
The Neighbors by Michael Marks, Esq.
Town of Huntington Board of Selectmen and Planning

Commission by Vaughan Button
Concerned Citizens by Reg Hawthorne

After hearing argument, the Board recessed the matter and
conducted a deliberative session.

On January 18, 1991, the Neighbors filed a map showing
the locations of their homes in relation to the proposed
project. The Board deliberated on March 6 in Montpelier.

II. DISCUSSION

A. Neighbors' Motions to Dismiss

The Neighbors have filed three motions to dismiss. The
first motion argues that the Applicants are not entitled to
a de novo hearing on Criteria l(B) and l(E). This has no
basis in law. 10 V.S.A. S 6089(a) and Board Rule 40 provide
for de novo appeals to the Board concerning district
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commission decisions. In this case, the District Commission
issued a decision on the reconsideration application, and
the Applicants filed a timely appeal.

The other two motions concern an alleged loss of
control over involved land. The Neighbors assert that the
existing co-applicants, Roger R. Lussier, Arthur Elliot, and
Yankee Development Corporation, have revoked a power of
attorney which they previously granted to applicant Sherman
Hollow, Inc., and therefore Sherman Hollow no longer has
authority to pursue this appeal. The Neighbors also contend
that the Applicants have lost control over lands in
Hinesburg and in Huntington which are to be used for the
proposed project. The basis for their contention is that
the lands were sold at auction for failure to pay back
taxes. The Neighbors argue that the new buyers of these
parcels must be co-applicants and are not.

Rule 10(A) requires that the record owners of all
tracts of involved land must be the applicants or co-
applicants unless good cause is shown to support waiver of
this requirement. Under the rule, the Board may find at any
time that the property interest of any person in involved
land is so great that review cannot be completed without
that person's participation as a co-applicant.

The Board believes that at this time the requirements
of Rule 10(A) are met. With respect to the power of
attorney issue, the Applicants have filed a letter from an
attorney on behalf of the co-applicants stating that the
project site is still committed to this development and will
be subject to any terms and conditions of any permit issued.
The Board relies on this letter in determining that the co-
;+~licants remain co-applicants and that Sherman Hollow,

. still has authority to pursue this appeal on its and
their behalf.

Further, according to the Neighbors' allegations, the
tax sales occurred in August and December 1990. Under
Vermont law, the effect of these sales is that the buyers
have a lien on the property and the delinquent taxpayers
remain the record owners of the land for a one-year period
during which the taxpayers have an opportunity to redeem.
32 V.S.A. $j§ 5260, 5261. Since the tax sales occurred less
than a year ago, the land has not been transferred, and the
existing co-applicants remain the record owners of the land.
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Finally, any permit which the Board may issue in this
matter will be recorded on local land records and its
obligations will be binding on the Applicants' successors in
interest. 10 V.S.A. § 6090(a); Rule 33(A), (C)(l). To
ensure that those who may have purchased land at tax sale
are provided notice of these proceedings, the Board will
require, pursuant to 10 V.S.A. 5 6027(a) and Rule 20(A),
that the Applicants provide accurate names and addresses of
those who at tax, sale have purchased land involved with the
project site. The Board will serve a copy of this decision
on those persons and will place them under the "for
information only" line on the certificate of service for
future documents.

B. Applicants' Motion to Dismiss

The Applicants have filed a motion to dismiss the
Neighbors' cross-appeal. This motion has many grounds,
including a contention that the cross-appeal is too vague.

The Board grants the motion with respect to Criteria
I(A), l(G), 2, 5, 7, 8 (aesthetics, natural areas), and
9(H). In prior decisions, the Board has stated that parties
may appeal only those criteria on which they were granted
party status, unless they can show that a substantial
inequity of ,injustice would result if appeal on other
criteria ware disallowed. Re: Sherman Hollow, Inc.,
Application #4C0422-5-EB, Memorandum of Decision at 4 (Feb.
3, 1988). If an appellant is denied party status by a
district commission on a criterion, an appeal may go forward
if the appellant can demonstrate to the Board that such
party status should be granted. Re: Swain Develovment
Core., Application #3W0445-2-EB, Memorandum of Decision at
4-7 (July 31, 1989).

The Neighbors were not granted party status before the
District Commission under any of the criteria listed above.
According to their request for party status to the District
Commission dated October 23, 1989, the Neighbors also did
not request party status on Criterion l(A).

Further, while the Neighbors were denied party status
on the remainder of the above-listed criteria, their filings
with the Board have been insufficient to demonstrate that
they, as individuals, deserve party status or the right to
appeal. The Neighbors' filings in this regard have largely
set forth generalized concerns about the criteria and have
provided little specificity concerning how their individual
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interests are affected, how they might materially assist the
Board, or how a substantial injustice or inequity to them
would be caused.

The Board denies the motion with regard to Criteria 1
(air), l(B), l(C), 3, 4, 8(A), and 9(A). Rule 40(F) allows
parties to file cross-appeals within a certain period.
Moreover, in the above-referenced Sherman Hollow decision,
the Board concluded that Rule 14(B) parties may appeal those
criteria on which they were granted party status. Sherman
Hollow, suora. In addition, the Board has ruled that grants
of party status must be challenged by appeal or cross-
appeal. Re: Finard-Zamias Associates, #lR0661-EB,
Memorandum of Decision at 12-13 (March 28, 1990).

The Neighbors filed a timely cross-appeal. The
Neighbors were all granted party status pursuant to Rule
14(B) on the criteria at issue before the District
Commission, with the exception of Ms. McDonald, who was
granted party status on all of those criteria except l(C).
The Applicants did not appeal the District Commission's
grants of party status.

Further, vith~respect  to the criteria on which the
Neighbors were granted party status, the Board does not
believe for several reasons that the Applicants are
prejudiced by any failure of the cross-appeal to place them
on notice of the issues raised. First, in their cross-
appeal, the Neighbors state a specific issue with respect to
each of these criteria except 3 and 4. Second, all of the
criteria involve specific standards set out in 10 V.S.A.
§ 6086(a). Third, notice of the scope of this appeal, and
the issues involved therein, is provided by the statute and
rules concerning applications for reconsideration. See
10 V.S.A. § 6087(c); Rule 31(B).

Finally, the Board believes that the Neighbors are
entitled to appeal Criterion 8(A) despite the fact that the
District Commission did not review the compliance of the
application with that criterion. As set out in the Board's
prehearing conference report, the District Commission
initially determined to review that criterion, granted the
Neighbors party status on it, and later decided not to
review the criterion. Since the Neighbors had party status,~
they are entitled to appeal. The Board will first decidel
whether the District Commission erred in not reviewing
Criterion 8(A) as set forth in Section III, below. For :'~,
purposes of administrative efficiency, the Board believes :;~.

~. "
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that, should it decide review is merited, it should review
compliance with that criterion rather than remand to the
District Commission.

C. Motions to Take Notice

The Applicants have filed several motions to take
notice of various decisions by district commissions
concerning other golf course applications. The Applicants
argue that the District Commission applied different
standards to their project from those applied to these other
projects. Specifically, they assert that the District
Commission held them to a standard of no water pollution,
while the statutory standard is no undue water pollution.
See 10 V.S.A. 5 6086(a)(l). They argue that these other
decisions are relevant evidence to support a constitutional
claim involving denial of equal protection.

The Applicants' motions are based on a claim of
district commission error. As ruled above, the Applicants
will receive a de novo appeal before the Board. In such an
appeal, the Board will use its own judgment in applying the
statutory standard to the evidence produced by the parties.
Accordingly, the motion is moot and therefore is denied.

The Board notes that one of the Applicants' motions
concerned its decision in Finard-Zamias, suora. The
Applicants appear to be arguing that the Board discussed
equitable concerns in that decision, and that this
discussion is somehow relevant to the Applicants' equal
protection claim. The referenced discussion, however,
involved a claim of a vested right not to have an
application reviewed under wetland rules which had been
issued by the Water Resources Board subsequent to the filing
of the application. Id. at 7-8. The Applicants are not
here claiming a vested right, and therefore the Finard-
Zamias discussion concerning vested rights is not relevant.

D. Party Status

The Board has already ruled on most of the party status
requests made by the Neighbors in this appeal. Two requests
for party status remain to be decided: one by Ms. McDonald
on Criterion l(C), and the other by Concerned
Huntington's Future.

Citizens for

The Board denies both of these requests. MS. McDonald
has not demonstrated how her interests may be affected
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reviewing, Criterion l(C), as required by 10 V.S.A.
5 6085(c) and Rule 14.

Concerned Citizens has not informed the Board of the
specific criteria under which it is requesting party status,
how its interests will be affected under those criteria, or
how it might materially assist the Board with respect to
them. Instead, Concerned Citizens has filed a generalized
request to participate in the appeal, stating that it cant
provide a videotape of experts discussing the effects of
toxins on the environment, that it can offer testimony and
cross-examination, and that it has members who live on
adjoining and surrounding properties. The videotape,
however, will likely be inadmissible if the experts are not
available for cross-examination by other parties. Moreover,
Concerned Citizens has not shown how its concerns relate to
the criteria on appeal, as required by statute and rule.
The Board therefore cannot evaluate the .merits of Concerned
Citizens' request and must deny it. The Board notes that
Concerned Citizens was given opportunity to elaborate on its
request and did not do so.

E. Order Allowins Neiqhbors on Land

The Neighbors have requested that the Board issue an
order to the Applicants allowing them to have an expert
enter the project site to take samples and perform tests.
The Applicants argue that access has been granted once and
that granting further access would only delay the
proceedings.

Based on the analysis of its authority and for the
reasons stated in Finard-Zamias, suvra, the Board grants the
Neighbors' request. a. at 15-16. In further support of
this decision, the Board notes that this is a de novo appeal
in which the Neighbors will bear the burden to overcome the
validity of positive findings previously issued for this
project (see Section III, below). Accordingly, the
Applicants must allow the Neighbors access to the site to
take samples and perform tests. The Neighbors must give
reasonable notice prior to entry.

III. PROCEDURE ON APPEAL

Clarification of how further proceedings in ~this appeal
will be conducted is appropriate in the interest of
efficiency and because the appeal involves an app~lication
for reconsideration. ~.
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10 V.S.A. § 6087(c) provides:

A denial of a permit shall contain the specific
reasons for denial. A person may, within 6
months, apply for reconsideration of his permit
which application shall include an affidavit to
the district commission and all parties of record
that the deficiencies have been corrected. . . .

Rule 31(B), entitled "[alpplication for reconsideration
of permit denial," contains the following:

(2) Scope of review. The district commission
may, but need not necessarily, limit its scope of
review to those aspects of the project or
application which have been modified to correct
deficiencies noted in the prior permit decision.
The findings of the board or district commission
in the original permit proceeding shall be
entitled to a presumption of validity in the
reconsideration proceeding, insofar as those
findings are not affected by proposed
modifications in the project. However, those
presumptions may be rebutted by the district
commission or by any party upon a showing that the
circumstances of the application have changed, or
upon a review of evidence not previously
presented.

This section mentions only the district commission and not
the Board. Nonetheless, the Board believes that it should
be applied to appeals of reconsideration decisions, since
the Board sits in the same factfinding position as the
District Commission because of the Board's mandate to
conduct a de novo review.

Based on the statute and Rule 31(B), the Board believes
that the Applicants' burden in this appeal will be to prove,
with respect to Criteria l(B), l(E), 3, and 4, that they
have corrected the deficiencies outlined in the Board's
February 1989 decision denying the original application, and
that their application for reconsideration meets the
requirements of the criteria. Because the Applicants have
expressed concern over what water pollution standard will be
applied to them, the Board specifically states that the
standard will be that of no undue water pollution, as stated
in the statute. 10 V.S.A. § 6086(a)(l).
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The Neighbors' burden in t&s appeal will bei'with
respect to Criteria 1 (air), l(C), 8(A), and 9(A), to ~prove
that the positive findings previously issued under these

j

criteria for the original project are no longer valid.
burden may be met by providing evidence sufficient to

This 1

demonstrate that circumstances have changed such that the
I

criteria are no longer met or that the reconsideration
application does not otherwise comply with the criteria.
Further, to the extent the Neighbors seek to expand the
issues under Criteria l(B), 3, and 4 beyond those raised by 2
the Applicants, they bear the same burden as they bear under
the other criteria on which cross-appeal has been allowed. *&.J@-*

To determine how many hearings may be needed, the Board
will require the parties to make certain filings to show the
extent of testimony to be presented. Parties will be
required to file a final list of witnesses and exhibits and
an estimate of how much time they believe the hearings will
take, including how long a site visit might be.

The parties will also be required to provide what will
be called an "offer of proof." This document must state, in
criterion bye criterion format, what facts the parties intend
to prove to meet their initial burdens, and how those facts
demonstrate that the burdens are met. This document must
not be a legal brief and must be no longer than 20 pages
double-space.

Once the Board has evaluated these filings, a final
schedule for hearings and filing testimony will be issued.
A tentative schedule is included in the attached order. If
parties do not receive notice of a revised schedule from the
Board, they must comply with the schedule in the order.

There are other parties to this matter besides the
Applicants and the Neighbors. With respect to the burdens
set forth above, those parties who support the application
will be treated similarly to the Applicants, and those who
oppose the application will be treated similarly to the
Neighbors.
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I V . ORDER

1. The Neighbors' motions to dismiss are denied.

2. The Applicants' motion to dismiss the cross-appeal
': is granted with respect to Criteria l(A), l(G), 2, 5, 7, 8

: (aesthetics, natural areas), and 9(H). The motion is denied
.' with regard to Criteria 1 (air), l(B), l(C), 3, 4, 8(A), and
g(A).

3. Ms. McDonald is denied party status under

,i
Criterion l(C).

4. Concerned Citizens is denied party status.

,i

/i
! !

5. The Applicants' motions to take notice are denied.

6. The Applicants shall allow the Neighbors onto the
project site to take samples and perform tests as set forth
above.

7. On or before March 29, 1991, the Applicants shall
file accurate names and addresses for all persons who have
bought portions of the project site through tax sale.

8. On or before April 28, 1991, parties shall file
final lists of initial witnesses and exhibits, time
estimates, and offers of proof as set forth above.

9. On or before June 2, 1991, parties shall file
prefiled testimony for all witnesses they intend to present
for their direct cases. The Applicants' initial filing
shall include an original and ten copies of two maps to be
no larger than 11" x 17". One map shall show the project as
currently proposed. The second map shall show the project
as originally proposed. These exhibits must be numbered and
labelled in accordance with paragraph 18, below.

10. On or before July 2, 1991, parties shall file
rebuttal testimony and revised final lists of witnesses and
exhibits which meet the specifications of paragraph 18,
below. The opportunity to add witnesses and exhibits is
limited to witnesses and exhibits which could not have been
known at the time the initial list was filed.

11. On or before July 11, 1991, parties shall file
written evidentiary objections to all testimony and exhibits
previously identified, or the objections shall be deemed
waived.
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12. On or before July 18, 1991, parties shall file in
writing all oppositions to evidentiary objections.

1 3. The Board will likely convene hearings on July 25
and 26, and August 8, 1991, to be confirmed by subsequent
notice with location. The hearings will begin with a brief
overview by the Applicants and then a site visit. After the
site visit, the Applicants will present their case, followed
by the Town of Huntington Board of Selectmen and Planning
Commission, the Neighbors, and the Town of Richmond Planning
Commission. When calling witnesses, parties will first
introduce all exhibits and prefiled and rebuttal testimony,
and then the witness will be open for cross-examination,
Board questioning, and re-direct and re-cross examination
which is within the scope of subsequent questioning.

14. No individual may be called as a witness in this
matter if he or she has not been identified in a witness
list filed in compliance with this memorandum.

15. All reports and other documents that constitute
substantive testimony must be filed with the prefiled
testimony. If prefiled testimony has not been submitted by
the date specified, the witness will not be permitted to
testify. Instructions for filing prefiled testimony are
attached.

16. The Board may waive the filing requirements upon a
showing of good cause, unless such waiver would unfairly
prejudice the rights of other parties.

17. Parties shall file an original and ten copies of
prefiled testimony, legal memoranda, exhibits of size 8-l/2
by 11 inches or less, and any other documents with the
Board, and mail one copy to each of the parties listed on
the attached Certificate of Service. Exhibits which are
larger than 8-I/2 by 11 inches must be listed and made
available for inspection and copying by all parties prior to
the hearing, except that the maps referenced in paragraph 9,
above, must be filed with the Board in accordance with
paragraph 9 and a copy of the maps must be served on all
parties.

18. To save time at the evidentiary hearing, the Board
will require that parties label their prefiled testimony and
exhibits themselves and submit lists of exhibits which the
Board can use to keep track of exhibits during the hearing.
With respect to labeling, each person is assigned a letter
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as follows: "A" for the Applicants, "N" for the Neighbors,
"H" for the Town of Huntington Board of Selectmen and
Planning Commission, ,and "R" for the Town of Richmond
Planning Commission. Prefiled testimony and exhibits shall
be assigned consecutive numbers: for example, the
Applicants will number their exhibits Al, A2, A3, etc. If
an exhibit consists of more than one piece (such as a site
plan with multiple sheets), letters will be used for each
piece, i.e., A2A, A2B, etc. The labels on the exhibits must
contain the words ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD, Re: Sherman Hollow,
Inc., #4C0422-5R-l-EB,  the number of the exhibit, and a
space for the Board to mark whether the exhibit has been
admitted and to mark the date of admission. Label stickers
which can be used by the parties are available from the
Board on request; parties must complete the information
sought on the stickers prior to the hearing.

Concerning preparation of lists of exhibits, each list
must state the full name of the party at the top and the
Board's case number. There must be three columns, from left
to right: NUMBER, DESCRIPTION, and STATUS. The list must
include exhibits and prefiled testimony. An examvle is as
follows:

TOWN OF RICHMOND PLANNING COMMISSION

LIST OF EXHIBITS, SHERMAN HOLLOW, INC., #4C0422-5R-l-EB

Number

Rl

R2A-D

Descrivtion

Prefiled testimony of.John Smith

Plan dated , sheets
Al through A4

Status

The Board will use the status column to mark whether the
exhibit has been admitted.

19. The hearings will be recorded electronically by
the Board or, upon request, by a stenographic reporter. Any
party wishing to have a stenographic reporter present or a
transcript of the proceedings must submit a request by April
28, 1991. One copy of any transcript made of the
proceedings must be filed with the Board at no cost to the
Board.
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/; 1991.
Dated at Montpelier, Vermont this 19th day of March,

/!
ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD

i$xd& j7,d
Steph$ Reynes,\Acting Chair
Elizabeth Courtney
Arthur Gibb
Samuel Lloyd
Charles F. Storrow
Steve E. Wright

Attachment

sherman.mem(awpl)


