
VERMONT ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD
10 V.S.A. §§6001-6092

Re: Dexter and Susan Merritt Declaratory Ruling #407

Memorandum of Decision and Dismissal Order

This proceeding involves an appeal to the Vermont Environmental Board
(Board) by Dexter Merritt and Susan Merritt (Merritts) from a decision of the District 5
Environmental Commission (Commission) concerning jurisdiction over the partition of a
parcel of land located in the Towns of East Montpelier and Calais, Vermont (Project).

For the reasons stated below, pursuant to Environmental Board Rules (EBR)
16(B) and 18(D), the Board dismisses this matter.

I. Procedural History

On April 5, 2002, the Merritts filed a Motion for Leave to Take Interlocutory
Appeal to the Board from a decision of the Commission; a Motion to Stay permit
proceedings before the Commission was also filed on April 5.  The basis for both
Motions is the Commission’s refusal to rule on the question of whether there is
jurisdiction over the Project.

Despite the fact that the Merritts have styled this matter as an interlocutory
appeal, this case concerns a claim by the Merritts that there is no jurisdiction over the
Project.  This matter is therefore treated as a Petition for a Declaratory Ruling.

On April 19, 2002, the Board Chair Marcy Harding issued a Chair’s Proposed
Dismissal Order, concluding that the Petition was untimely.  The Chair afforded parties
the opportunity to object to her Order by May 1, 2002.

On May 1, 2002 the Merritts filed a letter asking for more time - to May 17, 2002
– “to consider the proposed dismissal order and to respond appropriately.”  If the
extension request were to be denied, the Merritts’ letter then objected to the Chair’s
Order and requested that they be allowed to present oral argument to the Board on the
Order.

On May 8, 2002, the Chair issued a Chair's Preliminary Ruling, extending the
Merritts’ time to object to the Proposed Dismissal Order to May 17, 2002.  Not wishing
to deny the Merritts the opportunity to present a case to the Board, the Chair also
informed the parties that the Board would hear oral argument on the Proposed
Dismissal Order on June 19, 2002.
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On June 18, 2002, the Merritts informed the Board that they did not intend to
present oral argument, and, indeed, the Merritts did not appear before the Board on
June 19, 2002.

On June 19, 2002, the Board deliberated on the Chair’s Proposed Dismissal
Order.

II. Findings of Fact

The following Findings of Fact are made based primarily upon the factual
statements1 alleged in the Merritts’ Memorandum which accompanies their Motion for
Leave to Take Interlocutory Appeal, the Exhibits attached to the said Memorandum,
which, for the purposes of this dismissal decision, the Board accepts as true. 2 See,
Aranoff v. Bryan, 153 Vt. 59, 62 (1989); Winney v. Ransom & Hastings, Inc., 149 Vt.
213, 214 (1988); Ass'n of Haystack Property Owners, Inc. v. Sprague, 145 Vt. 443
(1985).  The Board further takes official notice of the official file maintained by the
Board in this matter, pursuant to 3 V.S.A. §810(4), which includes the jurisdictional
opinions issued in this case.  Some of the following facts are based on the information
in the official file.

1. In 1987, the Merritts bought 39 acres of land (the Property) in East
Montpelier and Calais, at a public auction from the United States Government.

2. The Property is not contiguous to any other land owned by the Merritts.

3. In 1991, the Merritts decided to borrow money to finance the expansion of
their agricultural business, using the Property as collateral for loans from Northfield
Savings Bank and the Vermont Industrial Development Authority.

4. The Merritts were advised by a real estate appraiser that the market
value of the land, and the amount of money they could borrow, would be increased if
they demonstrated that the property could be subdivided.

                                           
1 The Merritts’ statements have been edited slightly to omit information
unnecessary to this decision and to conform with the style used by the Board.  The
substance of the Merritts’ statements, however, has not been altered.

2 Had it held an evidentiary hearing, the Board may well have found facts different
from those presented by the Merritts.  Thus, the findings which appear in this decision
are found only for the limited purpose of this dismissal order.
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5. Hoping to maximize the amount of money they could borrow against the
Property, the Merritts subdivided the property into five lots ranging in size from 7.03
acres to 8.12 acres, and they completed preliminary site work to make sure that on-site
sewage disposal areas and necessary septic easements were feasible and properly
identified. The survey was completed in January of 1992.

6. The Merritts recorded the survey map of the Property in the East
Montpelier land records on September 12, 1992, and obtained a subdivision permit
from the East Montpelier Planning Commission.

7. The Merritts did nothing else with the property until 1999, when they
decided to sell it.  They advertised the property in a local paper, the Picket Fence, but
attracted no buyers.  They thought about listing the property with a broker, but since
they bought it at auction they decided to sell the subdivided land at auction just as they
had bought it.

8. The Merritts hired William Hill of Hardwick to conduct the auction for
them. Mr. Hill did all of the things an auctioneer usually does -- viewed the land,
inspected the subdivision map, and advertised the auction sale.  Mr. Hill told the
Merritts that he did not think an Act 250 permit was required for the auction but that he
would look into that question.  Specifically, he said in so many words “that he was
pretty sure that Act 250 did not apply to lots of this size, but that he would check it out
just to be sure.”  Mr. Hill subsequently advised them specifically that an Act 250 permit
was not required.3

9.  An investigator for the Agency of Natural Resources learned about the
auction before it was held and started an investigation that included his review of the
East Montpelier Planning Commission's 1992 approval of the subdivision, but no one
from the Agency ever notified the Merritts that they might need a permit for the auction
under §6001a.

                                           
3 In their Memorandum at pages 2 - 3, the Merritts assert the following: “Wanting
to satisfy themselves about this question, the Merritts got a copy of the Environmental
Board's publication ‘Act 250: A Guide to Vermont's Land Use Law’ for guidance on
whether a permit was required for the sale, and found no mention of a requirement for
a permit in the Guide.”  The Merritts are correct that the cited publication does not
include any mention of Act 250 jurisdiction over the sale of subdivided lots by auction.
The Board cannot, however, include this allegation as a fact because, while the auction
was held in October 1999, the Act 250 publication, which the Merritts claim to have
relied upon, was not published until November 2000.
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10. The auction was held on October 5, 1999, and four bidders signed
contracts and paid deposits to buy the five lots -- one bidder was the successful bidder
on two adjacent lots.

11. The Merritts then obtained subdivision permit deferrals from the
Department of Environmental Conservation, completed the engineering site work
necessary to obtain subdivision permits from the Department, and applied to have the
permit deferrals removed and subdivision permits issued for each lot.

12. On November 5, 1999, Diane Peduzzi, an Assistant Coordinator for the
Commission issued a Project Review Sheet (PRS) in which she made a jurisdictional
determination that the Merritts did not have to obtain an Act 250 permit in connection
with the Property, “as long as owners have not subdivided more than 9 lots.”

13. Only two of the sales closed with the successful bidders on December 5,
1999 as required by the contracts, and the remaining bidders' deposits were forfeited.

14. The Merritts advertised these three lots again in the Picket Fence, again
without success. Finally, four months later, the Merritts and the defaulting bidders
renegotiated their contracts and the lots were sold to them.

15. A June 27, 2001 PRS from District Coordinator Stanak made a
jurisdictional determination that an Act 250 permit was required for the auction sales.
This PRS included the following language:

ACT 250: THIS IS A JURISDICTIONAL OPINION BASED UPON
AVAILABLE INFORMATION.  ANY NOTIFIED PARTY OR INTERESTED
PERSON AFFECTED BY THE OUTCOME MAY APPEAL TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD (ACT 250) WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THE
ISSUANCE OF THIS OPINION (10 V.S.A. SEC. 6007(C)).

16. The Merritts sought reconsideration of Mr. Stanak's determination, which
was denied.

17. No petition for a Declaratory Ruling from Stanak’s jurisdictional opinion or
his reconsideration decision has ever been filed with the Board.

18. On October 29, 2001, the Merritts filed an application for an Act 250
permit for the lots which had been sold by auction.



Dexter and Susan Merritt
Declaratory Ruling #407
Memorandum of Decision and Dismissal Order
Page 5

III. Conclusions of Law

The Merritts contend that jurisdiction over the Project should not be found.

A. Equitable estoppel

The Merritts argue first that the November 5, 1999 PRS issued by Assistant
Coordinator Peduzzi should be final and binding.

As a general rule, an unappealed PRS, as it is a jurisdictional opinion, is a final
determination and is binding on those who receive it.  10 V.S.A. §6007(c); Central
Vermont Public Service Corporation, Declaratory Ruling #401, Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order at 10 – 12 (Apr. 2, 2002).   However, to the extent that
the Merritts’ argument is that the 1999 PRS should be binding on the Coordinator and
the Board, the question that is presented here is whether the doctrine of equitable
estoppel prevents the Board or Coordinator from issuing a later jurisdictional
determination reversing the 1999 PRS.

Estoppel against the government is “rare and [is] to be invoked only in
extraordinary circumstances,” In re Green Peaks Estates, 154 Vt. 363, 370-71  (1990)
(quoting In re McDonald's Corp., 146 Vt. 380, 383 (1985)), where “the injustice that
would result [otherwise] is of sufficient magnitude to justify any effect upon public
interest or policy that would result from raising estoppel,” Stevens v. Department of
Social Welfare, 159 Vt. 408, 419 (1992) (quoted in Workers' Compensation Division v.
Hodgdon, 171 Vt. 526, 527(2000)(mem.)). Therefore, in addition to proving each
element of equitable estoppel, the Merritts must show that substantial injustice would
result if the Board applied Act 250 jurisdiction to the Project.

1. the four estoppel elements

The elements of equitable estoppel are as follows:

a) the party to be estopped knew the facts;

b) the party to be estopped must intend that his or her conduct
be acted upon, or the acts must be such that the party asserting the
estoppel has a right to believe it is so intended;

c) the party asserting estoppel must be ignorant of the true
facts; and
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d) the party asserting estoppel must detrimentally rely on the
conduct of the party to be estopped.

Re: GHL Construction, Inc. and PAK Construction, Inc., #2S1124-EB and Declaratory
Ruling #396, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order at 13 (Dec. 27, 2001),
citing Stevens, supra, 159 Vt. at 419; accord, In re Barlow, 160 Vt. 513, 523 (1993),
citing McDonald's Corp., supra, 146 Vt. at 384; Burlington Firefighters' Ass'n v. City of
Burlington, 149 Vt. 293, 298 - 300 (1988); Town of Bennington v. Hanson-Walbridge
Funeral Home, Inc., 139 Vt. 288 (1981); Re: Lawrence White, #1R0391-EB, #1R0391-
3-EB, #1R0391-4-EB, #1R0391-5-EB, #1R0391-5A-EB, #1R391-6-EB, Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order at 11-12 (Sept. 17, 1996), aff'd in part, rev'd in
part, In re White, 12 Vt. L.W. 121 (June. 20, 2001).

As the party asserting equitable estoppel, the Merritts have the burden of
proving each of these elements. Fisher v. Poole, 142 Vt. 162, 168 (1982)(the party
“who invokes the doctrine of equitable estoppel has the burden of establishing each of
its constituent elements”)(cited in Re: H.S. Development, Inc., #70002-10B-EB,
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order at 16 (Mar. 1, 1996)).  GHL
Construction, supra, at 13.  The Board reviews each in turn.

a) Did Ms. Peduzzi  know the facts?

The first element the Merritts must prove is that Ms. Peduzzi knew the facts at
the time that she issued her jurisdictional opinion on November 5, 1999.  Specifically,
on November 5, 1999, did Ms. Peduzzi know that the lots in question had been sold by
auction?

The Merritts’ proposed facts do not include an allegation that Ms. Peduzzi knew
this crucial fact. See Town of Bennington, supra, 139 Vt. at 294 (“We … emphasize[ ]
the requirement of knowledge of the pertinent facts.”) Even reading the record in the
light most favorable to the Merritts, it does not show that this most relevant fact was
ever disclosed to Ms. Peduzzi.  See, Re: Catamount Slate, Inc., Declaratory Ruling
#389, Memorandum of Decision at 11 (Jul. 27, 2001)(“a Jurisdictional Opinion is only
as good as the facts upon which it is based”). The doctrine of equitable estoppel will
not be invoked in favor of a party “whose own omissions or inadvertence contributed to
the problem.” Town of Bennington, supra, 139 Vt. at 294 (1981)(quoted in Re: Nelson
Lyford, Declaratory Ruling #341, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order at 16
(Dec. 24, 1997) (failure to disclose material facts to district coordinator constitute failure
to act in good faith and preclude application of equitable estoppel); see also, Vermont
Agency of Natural Resources v. Godnick, 162 Vt. 588, 593 (1994).  It is axiomatic that
one who seeks equitable relief must have “clean hands.” Vermont Acc. Ins. Co. v.
Fletcher, 87 Vt. 394 (1914).
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Based on the record, the Board must find that the Merritts have failed to prove
the first element of equitable estoppel, and their claim must fail.  See, e.g., Re:
Investors' Corporation of Vermont, Declaratory Ruling #249 (Dec. 31, 1991) (equitable
estoppel does not apply against the Board where the district environmental coordinator
issued a project review sheet which stated that an Act 250 permit was not required for
a subdivision, where petitioner failed to establish that the district coordinator knew that
the project was intended to be a commercial subdivision at the time she issued the
project review sheet).

Even if a hearing were to establish that Ms. Peduzzi was aware of all the
relevant facts in November 1999, the Board must still consider the other elements of
equitable estoppel.

b) Did Ms. Peduzzi intend that her statements concerning
jurisdiction be acted upon by the Merritts?

There is no question that Ms. Peduzzi intended that the Merritts rely upon her
November 1999 jurisdictional opinion that no permit was required.  As a general rule,
district coordinators intend that PRSs will be relied upon.  A PRS is a jurisdictional
opinion. See 10 V.S.A. § 6007(c).  Where a PRS concludes that no Act 250 permit is
required, it is reasonable to infer that the issuing coordinator intended the subject of the
PRS rely on that conclusion.

Based on the record, the Board might be able to conclude that the second
estoppel element has been established, as the PRS preceded the final sale of the lots.

The Board notes, however, that while the sales were concluded after the
issuance of the November 1999 PRS, the reliance element in this case is substantially
tempered, and perhaps even abrogated, by the fact that Ms. Peduzzi’s November 1999
PRS was issued after the auction of the lots had occurred, contracts were signed, and
deposits were paid by the four successful bidders.  It thus cannot be said with certainty
that the Merritts acted in reliance on the PRS when they proceeded with the auction
and entered into (arguably binding) contracts on the lots, before the PRS was issued.

c) Were the Merritts ignorant of the true facts?

The third element that the Merritts must prove is that they were ignorant of the
true facts at the time that Ms. Peduzzi issued the PRS.  “'True facts' in estoppel are
facts known to the party being estopped but unknown to the party asserting estoppel.”
Gravel and Shea v. White Current Corp., 170 Vt. 628, 630 (2000) (mem.), quoting
Ragosta v. Wilder, 156 Vt. 390, 395 (1991).  As the Vermont Supreme Court noted in
White Current and Ragosta, equitable estoppel applies only where there are facts
known to the party to be estopped that are not known to the party claiming estoppel.
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Here, therefore, this element requires that Ms. Peduzzi knew something that the
Merritts did not.

The Merritts’ Motion (as reflected in the Findings of Fact above) concedes that
the Merritts were aware of the sale of their lots by auction. It may be that they did not
know how Act 250 jurisdictional law applied to these facts; however, that is not the
issue in estoppel. The question is whether the Merritts were ignorant of facts of which
Ms. Peduzzi had knowledge.  Even accepting all of the Merritts’ allegations as to this
fact as true, there is no indication that that Ms. Peduzzi knew something about the sale
that the Merritts did not know.  The Merritts have not proved the third element of
estoppel.

d)  Did the Merritts rely on Ms. Peduzzi’s PRS to their
detriment?

Assuming that the final consummation of the sales might not have occurred had
the conclusion in Ms. Peduzzi’s PRS been different, the Board might be able to
conclude that the Merritts did rely on the PRS to their detriment.  Such detriment,
however, results more from their own failure to inform Ms. Peduzzi of the particulars of
the sales than to any act or omission on Ms. Peduzzi’s part.

The Merritts cannot establish all four estoppel elements; their claim must fail.

2. further estoppel considerations

Even if the Merritts had met their burden of proof on each required element of
equitable estoppel, which they have not, they would also have to show sufficient
injustice to warrant application of equitable estoppel in the governmental context.  As
the Board recently stated, to apply the doctrine of equitable estoppel against a district
coordinator, the Board must “find 'extraordinary circumstances' or resulting 'injustice.'“
Re: Liberty Transportation, Declaratory Ruling #394, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law, and Order at 4 (Sept. 20, 2001), citing Burlington Firefighters Ass'n, supra, 149
Vt. at 298; McDonald's Corp.

It is difficult to see how any injustice to the Merritts occurred here, let alone any
injustice significant enough to warrant disregarding application of Act 250 jurisdiction.
In fact, equitable estoppel generally has not been held to bar the Board from making
any de novo determination.  See, Re: Liberty Transportation, supra, at 4; Re: Central
Vermont Public Service Corporation and New England Telephone & Telegraph d/b/a
Bell Atlantic Telephone Company, #2W1074-EB, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Order at 4 (Jun. 29, 2000); Re: Nelson Lyford, supra; Re: Lawrence White, supra,
at 11-12; Re: H.S. Development, #70002-10B-EB, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law, and Order at 16 (Mar. 1, 1996); Re: Rock of Ages (Bethel White Quarry),
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Declaratory Ruling #292, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order at 5 (Mar.
28, 1994).  Equitable estoppel is “based upon the grounds of public policy, fair dealing,
good faith, and justice.” Dutch Hill Inn, Inc. v. Patten, 131 Vt. 187, 193 (1973)(quoted in
Lyford, supra, at 15).  It does not provide a means of avoiding Act 250 jurisdiction
where the attachment of jurisdiction does not create manifest injustice.

B. Finality of Stanak’s PRS

The Board has recently had occasion to address in detail the matter of the
finality of jurisdictional opinions.  In Central Vermont Public Service Corporation, supra,
the Board wrote:

 A PRS or Jurisdictional Opinion renders [a] “jurisdictional” determination,
and such decision may be reviewed by the Board by a timely filing of a
Petition for a Declaratory Ruling:

With respect to the partition or division of land …, any
person …. may request a jurisdictional opinion from the
district coordinator concerning the applicability of this
chapter.  ….  An appeal from a jurisdictional opinion must be
filed within 30 days of the mailing of the opinion to the
person appealing.  Failure to appeal within the prescribed
period shall render the jurisdictional opinion the final
determination with respect to jurisdiction under this chapter
unless the opinion has not been properly served….   Any
appeal shall be by means of a petition for declaratory
ruling….  The chair may issue preliminary rulings subject to
timely objection of any party in interest, in which event the
matter shall be considered by the board.

10 V.S.A. §6007(c) (Emphasis added).

A properly-served, unappealed Jurisdictional Opinion is a final
determination.  Alpine Stone Corporation, supra, at 5, citing 10 V.S.A.
§6007(c).

Deadlines established by statute for the filing of appeals – in this
case the filing of a Declaratory Ruling Petition - are jurisdictional, and the
Board has no discretion to waive such deadlines.  See, Trask v.
Department of Employment & Training, 170 Vt. 589, 590 (2000); In re
Stevens, 149 Vt. 199, 200-01 (1987); In re Guardianship of L.B., 147 Vt.
82 (1986); Allen v. Vermont Employment Security Board, 133 Vt. 166
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(1975); see also Re: Central Vermont Public Service Corporation and New
England Telephone and Telegraph d/b/a Bell Atlantic Telephone
Company, #2W1074-EB, Memorandum of Decision at 6 (June 29, 2000);
Re: Marietta Palmer, #4C0561-5 EB, Memorandum of Decision
(November 24, 1998); Re: Rock of Ages (Bethel White Quarry),
Declaratory Ruling #291, Memorandum of Decision and Dismissal Order
at 5 (Mar. 28,  1994).

The Board has dismissed Declaratory Ruling Petitions where such
Petitions were filed after the 30-day statutory deadline.  Rock of Ages
(Bethel White Quarry), supra; Algiers Fire District #1, Declaratory Ruling
#297, Proposal for Dismissal (Oct. 18, 1994); Earth Construction
Company, Declaratory Ruling #278, Memorandum of Decision (Mar. 16,
1993).

Central Vermont Public Service Corporation, supra,  at 10 – 12 (footnote omitted).

Here, June 27, 2001, District Coordinator Stanak issued a PRS which held that
the Project was subject to Act 250 jurisdiction.  No Declaratory Ruling Petition was filed
with the Board within 30 days of such issuance.  The question of jurisdiction over the
Project was decided, and the matter is now closed and not subject to collateral attack
through this action.  “The principle of res judicata, or claim preclusion, bars litigation of
claims or causes of action which were or might properly have been litigated in a
previous action.”  Agway, Inc. v. Gray, 167 Vt. 313, 316 (1997) (internal quotation
marks omitted) (quoting State v. Dunn, 167 Vt. 119, 125 (1997) (quoting, Old Springs
Farm Dev. Inc. v. Ball, 163 Vt. 466, 472 (1995))); and see Blonder-Tongue
Laboratories, Inc. v. University of Illinois Foundation, 402 U.S. 313 (1971) (a party to an
action who has had a full and fair opportunity to litigate an issue determined by the
judgment is estopped from relitigating the same issue in a subsequent action).  And
whether or not the Board might have answered the question differently is not relevant.

The appeal in this matter is untimely, and the Board lacks the jurisdiction to hear
it.   Accordingly, this matter must be dismissed.

In an apparent attempt to circumvent the finality of the June 2001 PRS, the
Merritts argue that subject matter jurisdiction can be raised at any time.  Memorandum
at 6.  But this case does not involve a question of subject matter jurisdiction.

In the recent Central Vermont Public Service Corporation case, supra at 4 - 12,
the Board discussed in considerable detail the difference between subject matter
jurisdiction, which involves the question of whether a tribunal has the authority to
review the issues presented to it, see P&H Senesac, Inc., Declaratory Ruling #376,
Dismissal Order at 5 (June 22, 2000), and the type of “jurisdiction” at issue in this case,
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whose inquiry concerns whether a project is subject to, or falls within, the “jurisdiction”
of Act 250.  This latter “jurisdiction” does not involve the authority of the decision-maker
over the subject matter or the parties and is therefore not subject to the collateral attack
attempted by the present Motion.

The Board’s decision in Central Vermont Public Service Corporation is precisely
on point to the arguments presented by the Merritts here, and the Merritts’ attempt to
reopen Stanak’s PRS must fail.4

C. Motion for Stay

The Merritts have requested that the Board stay the proceedings before the
Commission until the present matter has been decided.

Pursuant to EBR 42, the Board must consider three factors in determining
whether to grant a request for a stay:

i) the hardship to the parties,
ii) the impact on the values sought to be protected by Act 250, and
iii) the effect on the public health, safety or general welfare

The burden in this case is on the Merritts to address these criteria and prove
that a stay is necessary.  Winhall/Stratton Fire District #1 and The Stratton Corporation,
#2W0519-6A-EB, Memorandum of Decision at 2 (July 28, 1999); Stokes
Communication Corp., #3R0703-EB, Supplemental Memorandum of Decision (Feb. 26,
1993).  The Merritts’ Motion does not adequately address these criteria and,
consequently, they have not met their burden with regard to any of the factors of Rule
42.  Therefore, the Merritts’ Motion for a Stay is denied.

Further, the only reason to stay any hearing on the merits of the application
before the Commission would be because there could be some question as to whether
the Commission should proceed.  Because this decision addresses the merits of the
Merritts’ jurisdictional claims and finds them to be without merit, the grounds for such a
stay do not exist.

                                           
4 The Board does not therefore reach the substantive arguments concerning
jurisdiction presented at pages 4 - 5 of the Merritts’ Memorandum.
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IV. Order

1. The Board takes official notice of the official file maintained by the Board
in this matter.  3 V.S.A. §810(4).

2. The Merritts’ Motion for Leave to Take Interlocutory Appeal is considered
as a Petition for a Declaratory Ruling.

3. The Petition for Declaratory Ruling is dismissed.

4. The Merritts’ Motion for Stay is denied.

Dated at Montpelier, Vermont this 20th day of June 2002.

ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD

__/s/Marcy Harding_____________
Marcy Harding, Chair
John Drake
George Holland
Samuel Lloyd
Alice Olenick
A. Gregory Rainville
Jean Richardson
Donald Sargent
Nancy Waples


