




























































Addressing  TITLE 30 SECTION 248(b)(5) 
VERMONT STATUATES ANNOTATED 

This report addresses the Public Service Board’s           
obligation to determine that proposed projects it reviews 
not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural 
beauty of the area, aesthetics, historic sites, rare or irre-
placeable natural areas. 

The Vermont Environmental Board has defined the terms 
of the aesthetics criterion. The term “undue” generally 
means that which is more than necessary; exceeding what 
is appropriate or normal. The word “adverse” means       
unfavorable, opposed, hostile. Scenic and natural beauty     
pertains to the pleasing qualities that emanate from nature 
and the Vermont landscape. 

Section 248(b)(5) of Title 30 of the Vermont Statutes    
Annotated requires that the Public Service Board not    
approve a project if it has an unnecessary or inappropriate 
negative impact on the enjoyment of surrounding natural 
and scenic qualities. 

The PSB follows the same procedure (spelled out in the 
so-called Quechee decision) as the Act 250 Board for   
determining what constitutes “undue” and “adverse”.  

Reviewers determine adversity by determining if the  
project will be in harmony with its surroundings, if it will 
fit the context within which it will be located. If its effects 
are deemed adverse, it must then be established whether 
they are undue. (Not all adverse effects are necessarily 
undue.) Any of three conditions may make the adverse 
effects of a project undue: 1) Violation of a clear written 
community standard regarding aesthetics; 2) Effects 
which are patently offensive or shocking to the            
sensibilities of the average person: and 3) Failure to     
reasonably mitigate adverse effects. 



LOCATION #8 (89 Norton Road) - Looking south to proposed project site—1.4 mi. away—April 2017              
55mm. equivalent lens 
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Coy Mountain 

The Pinnacle 

Burnham Hollow   
(beyond trees) 

Proposed Solar Project Site 
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LOCATION #8 (89 Norton Road) looking south to proposed project site—1.4 mi. away—May 2017                  
55mm. equivalent lens 

Proposed Solar Project Site showing Array 



Burnham Hollow Neighbors 

In July of 2016 Richard Spitalny, a homeowner in       
Middletown Springs, Vermont called to tell me that he 
and a group of his neighbors living in Burnham Hollow, an 
area along the Poultney River a mile west of Middletown 
Springs, Vermont were concerned about the visibility and 
impact of a proposed solar array project in their scenic 
rural views. He explained that he and his neighbors    
treasure the valley’s beautiful atmosphere and sensed that 
this project would erode that beauty.   

I took a preliminary look at things by reviewing developer 
Orchard Road I, LLC’s Aesthetic Analysis Report        
prepared by the SE Group, noting that they determined 
the project will have an adverse effect on the scenic or 
natural beauty of the area. They also stated that mitigation      
efforts they were proposing would prevent the adverse 
effect from being considered undue.  

300 West St. Historic Barn (circa 1870) and Meadow        
Burnham Hollow—May 2017     

I visited the site later that month, noted a number of    
historic farmhouses and barns in the area as well as several 
hillside meadows, residences and drives with direct views 
of the proposed project site.  

Poultney River in Burnham Hollow—May 2017   
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Looking South from historic working farm (circa 1800’s) at 290 West St—May 2017    

I looked at the SE Group report again noting that it only 
briefly mentioned historic character and locations with    
direct views of the project. I concluded that these factors 
were worthy of a more detailed analysis.  

I prepared a letter that summarized my observations and 

submitted it to the Public Service Board on behalf of Mr. 

Spitalny and the neighbors. As the PSB process continued, 

Mr. Spitalny requested that I prepare a Quechee review.  I 

agreed and revisited the site on April 10th and May 8th, 2017.  

This report describes and illustrates my site observations 

and conclusions guided by the Quechee method.  

4 

Proposed Solar Project Site 



Questions to Clarify Scenic Context 

The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources publication, 
VERMONT’S SCENIC LANDSCAPES: A Guide for Growth and 

Protection by Elizabeth Courtney ASLA gives the Quechee 
Analysis greater clarity by looking at five characteristics 
to help determine a landscape’s scenic value; 

1. Landscape Contrast—combinations of landscape elements  
 -like vertical mountains adjacent to flat bodies of water. 

2. Spatial Quality—clarity between open space and  elements 
 that define that space. 

3. Order and Harmony—distinct edges where village or 
 town meets rural and-or pleasing building arrangements. 

4. Focal Points and Dominance—ranging from single        
 church steeples to distinctive mountain peaks. 

5. Intactness—the degree to which a landscape has retained   

 traditional patterns and architectural forms. 

Quechee Questions to Determine Context 

In order to understand the context of an area the 
Quechee Analysis asks reviewers to consider five questions; 

1.   Nature of the surroundings? 

2.   Existing land uses? 

3.   Structures in the area? 

4.   Topography in the area? 

5.   Prevalent vegetation in the area? 

Church door—Middletown Springs 
one mile east of Burnham Hollow    
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Burnham Hollow is an area along the west flowing    
Poultney River about a mile west of Middletown Springs.  
The hollow, a topographic bowl, is defined by a series of 
hills 600 –1,000 ft. above the river. The bowl is about a 
mile wide north and south.  

Burnham Hollow historic houses and farm buildings sit  
predominantly along two lane Route 140 (West Street) 
which parallels the river and joins the area to Middletown 
Springs village, approximately a mile to the east.  

Clearly defined meadows, neat hedgerows and old        

orchards climb half to two thirds up the hillsides. Areas of 
predominantly deciduous trees mixed with evergreens 
occupy some of the lower slopes and wrap the upper    
elevations. Hill and mountain peaks of various size,      
elevation and distances surround the valley and are visible 
from countless places on the hillsides and in the valley.   

Hillside viewers looking across the valley can perceive 

great detail on the opposite hillsides. Individual trees, 

people and animals are easily discernible. The valley has a 

human scale, a very intimate quality. 

Questions Addressed in Burnham Hollow 
Looking north from project site across Burnham Hollow and Poultney River Valley  landscape—April 2017  

panorama    
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While there are newer residences sprinkled in with the 

historic buildings in the lower valley, a majority of them 

have been built higher up on the hillsides, most of them  

on the north side of the valley taking advantage of its    

southern exposure and scenic views including an old    

apple orchard started in 1917. 

The valley offers a host of attractive visual experiences. 

Roads pass within view-constricting vegetation and out 

into open zones affording close-up foreground             

perspectives of historic farms, meadows and the Poultney 

River, cultivated fields, farm animals, as well as open    

areas, especially at higher elevations where open farmland 

is frequently set before distant hillside panoramas. 

 

The landscape in and around Burnham Hollow scores   

high in all five defining categories outlined in VERMONT’S 

SCENIC LANDSCAPE. 

LOCATION #7 (Rocks & Trees Neighborhood Meadow) looking south towards project site—0.9 mi. away—July 2016  
panorama  
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Proposed Solar Project Site 



VERMONT’S SCENIC LANDSCAPES: A Guide for Growth and 

Protection describes six scenic landscape types that are   

particularly vulnerable or sensitive to change; 

 1.   Foregrounds of distant views seen from public  

 places. 

 2.    Shorelines. 

 3.   Open fields or meadows, seen from public     

 vantage points. 

 4.   Steep slopes, especially those seen from public 

 roads. 

 5.   Ridgelines or areas, seen from public vantage 

 points against the sky.  

 6.   Historic places and gateways to them. 

 

Three of these (3, 5 & 6) describe the landscape context 
or the specific characteristics of the land environing the 
proposed project. 

Vermont’s Six Scenic Landscapes 

1. Landscape Contrast—HIGH                                    

 as a result of juxtaposition of broad horizontal 

 meadows seen against the massive tree covered 

 hills, many views have a “layered” appearance.  

2. Spatial Quality—HIGH     and...  

3. Order and Harmony—HIGH                                  

 due to the neatly defined hedgerows and 

 meadow edges. The rolling topography invites long

 -range deep views and high landforms in the      

 distance define grand scale space. 

4. Focal Points and Dominance— HIGH                   

 as eyes are naturally drawn to the highest distinct   

 hilltop peaks. 

5. Intactness—HIGH                                                       

 as a result of the historic houses, farms and 

 neatly tended land. 

Burnham Hollow is Scenic 
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How do you describe the project (pattern, elements, form, scale, 

materials color)? 

The project site is located south of Burnham Hollow 
about half to two thirds up a broad north-facing hillside 
2,000 ft. from the Poultney River.  The site’s elevation (el. 
1,000 ft.) is approximately 250-300 ft. higher than the 
valley bottom at the river (el. 720 ft.) . 

Quechee Questions                                       
to Understand the Proposed Project 

The array consists of ten –360 ft. long rows and one –150 
ft. long row of silver anodized aluminum framed glass 
panels running east-west extending 9 ft. above the        
existing terrain.  Rows are spaced 40 ft. apart. Each row 
steps up the hill approximately 4 ft. Individual panels in 
the rows step up as well. The array transitions from a low 
elevation of 945’ in the northeast corner to el. 1,007 ft. at 
the southwest, an overall rise of 62 ft. The proposed pro-
ject covers just over 4 acres (400 x 450 ft.). 

The glass collectors face uphill to the south tilting at a 30 
degree angle.    

Proposed Solar Project Site 



Looking north from project site at Burnham Hollow and Poultney River Valley surroundings —May 2017  
panorama    
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Quechee Questions to determine Project’s 
Compatibility with its Surroundings 
How does the project’s design (style, mass, patterns, site elements, 
form) compare with its surroundings? 

The design’s overall size, 4 acres of nine foot high glass 
and metal panels riding up the side of the hill will appear    
dramatically larger and different than anything in the area 
including the modestly scaled historic houses and barns as 
well as buildings constructed more recently. The project’s 
component panels laid out in closely spaced rows will  
appear from ground perspectives as a monolithic, glossy, 
sharp-edged mass, having an industrial character. It will 

stand in complete contrast to the rural-agricultural-scenic 
setting.  The project is a different context and does not fit 
this setting. 

How does the project relate to the existing topography? 

The project is proposed to be installed about half way up 
a northeast facing hillside that helps define Burnham   
Hollow approximately 300 ft. above the valley floor. The 
array is to follow the form of the existing contours that 
slope from 10 to 30% (1/10 - 1/3).   
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WHAT IS THE VISIBILITY OF THE PROJECT? 

Where can the project be seen from? 

The project will be visible for 1,700 ft. along Route 140 
(West Street) at a distance of one mile (photo 11). The 
project’s hillside site faces directly toward the highway 
approximately 200 ft. higher in elevation. It will be     
partially visible along parts of Orchard Road about 500 ft. 
east of the site and Wescott Road 150 ft. away to the 
north. 

The project will also be visible from a series of    
neighboring properties including several south-facing  
hillside meadows and residences 0.5 to 1.25 miles across 
the valley to the north (photo # 2 –240 West St., #3—
22 Sun Dog Lane, #4—300 West Street, #5—320 West 
St., #6—Rocks and Trees Meadow, #7—56 Rocks and 
Trees Lane, and #8—89 Norton Rd.) and two properties 
immediately west of the site (photos #9—67 Wescott Rd. 
and #10—59 Wescott Rd.). 

Quechee Ques-

14 

Looking north across Burnham Hollow and Poultney River Valley at photo locations on south facing hills —May 2017  
panorama    
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LOCATION #11 (Route 140-West Street) looking west towards project site— 1.0 mi away—July 2016     
55mm. equivalent lens 

Proposed Solar Project Site 



Will it be seen by many people or just a few? 

Motorists including tourists will see the project traveling 
west on Route 140. It will be visible, mostly by neighbors 
traveling on narrower dirt Orchard and Wescott, Norton, 
Spruce Knob and Coy Hill, Roads.  

People have carefully sited their homes on the south     
facing hill on the north side of Burnham Hollow to take 
maximum advantage of the meadow/orchard/wooded 
hillside/mountain ridgeline panoramas above the      
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Poultney River. Open space and foreground meadows       
enhance many of these views.  

The most desirable view (best location for a house) on the 
property immediately west of the array (59 Wescott Rd.)
is at its southern (uphill) end looking northeast. In that 
view the array would be highly visible in the foreground.  
The modest house and deck (67 Wescott Rd.) faces the 
project.  

LOCATION #8 (89 Norton Road) looking south towards project site —1.4 mi. away—May 2017                   

Proposed Solar Project Site 



LOCATION #9 (67 Wescott Road) looking east toward project site—300 ft. away—middleground, moving slowly—April 2017    
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residence and hillside meadow at 89 Norton Road.  

Is the viewer likely stationary or moving past the site?             
Will the viewer be moving past the site slowly or fast? 

Viewers on Route 140 will be moving quickly, those on 

Orchard and Wescott Roads, slowly. Viewers in the resi-

dences and recreating in the meadows facing the project 

on the north side of the valley, if moving at all will be 

moving slowly, often sitting and relaxing.  The same goes 

for residents in a future home at 59 and current house at 

67  Wescott Rd.  

Is it in the viewer’s foreground, middle or background?  

Along Route 140 the project will be in the viewer’s   
background. From Orchard Road it will be in the       
middleground and from Wescott Road, the foreground. 
From the property immediately west of the site (#10—
59 Wescott Road), the foreground, from the small house 
(#9—67 Wescott Road), the middleground.  

It will be in the middleground of the residences and hill-
side meadows in locations north of the Poultney River 
that range between 0.5 and one mile of the project  
(#2,3,4,5,6 & 7), and in the background from the      



LOCATION #10 (59 Wescott Road) looking northeast toward project site —200 ft. away—foreground, moving slowly—July 2016    

LOCATION #2 (240 West St.) looking southwest towards project site—3,000 ft. away—pasture & garden—middleground, moving slowly—May 2017    
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Proposed Solar Project Site 

Proposed Solar Project Site 



19 

Quechee Questions                                  
Project’s Impact on Open Space 

What is the project’s impact on open space?                            

Will the project maintain or contribute to a loss of open space? 

The 400 x 450 ft. (4 acre) project is located roughly in 

the middle of a square-shaped 75 acre open area with 

1,800 ft. sides. The space is most clearly defined on its 

south and west boundaries by a straight edge of mature 

woods. These boundaries lie uphill from the project. 

 

Exchanging four acres of grass and shrubs for a nine-ft. 

tall mass of glass and metal panels interrupts the natural 

surface. The foreign object will catch and hold a viewer’s 

attention. 

  

Changing the texture of the center of the open space will 

dramatically change the way the greater open space is   

perceived.  The anodized aluminum panels will become 

the center of attention, distracting people’s focus from 

what is presently a natural setting, broad, deep and       

serene. a negative impact on the area’s open space. 

This large facility, appearing more industrial or          

commercial in character than rural, agricultural or      

residential will change the way this part of Middletown 

Springs is perceived. Especially for the neighbors          

immediately west of the site and on the hillside north of 

Burnham Hollow. The project will represent a loss of 

open space. 

 

Will the project be visually congruous within its context? 

No.  

The project’s industrial mass, scale, materials and form 

are out of context and incongruous within this scenic,  

historic, pastoral environment.  

 

Does the project threaten a resource of scenic significance? 

Yes.  

The project is visually adverse to the long-range views 

from Route 140. It is especially detrimental to the       

neighbors enjoyment of current scenic and panoramic 

views from their homes and properties on both the   

northern side of Burnham Hollow as well as those        

immediately west of the project site. 
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Proposed Solar Project Site 

LOCATION #7 (Rocks & Trees Neighborhood meadow) looking south towards project site—0.9 mi. away in middleground—July 2016      
55 mm equivalent lens 



The Area’s Scenic and/or Natural Beauty   
Adverse Visual Impact  

Adverse visual impact is the result of a design that is out 
of character or doesn’t fit the character of its                
surroundings.  

The SE Group report concludes that the Project will have 
an adverse impact on the scenic beauty of the area, but 
offer little reason or explanation about how they arrived 
at that determination. 

It seems obvious that the project’s design (low, squat, 
spread out), construction materials (anodized aluminum 
and glass), and scale (4 acres) is out of context and      
character with the mostly one and two story wooden 
buildings having a fraction of the project’s footprint that 
dot the rural scenic Burnham Hollow environment.  

SE Group’s answers to the five Quechee questions that 
test for adverse impact do not compare the project’s    
design, materials or scale with its surroundings. They 
make no  mention of why they determine that the project 
is adverse to the area’s scenic beauty.   

The SE Group’s answers to; 

Question #1 (What is the nature of the project’s surround-

ings?) provides a general description of the project area.  

Question #2 (Is the project’s design compatible with its sur-

roundings?) states that the project is compatible with the 
site. 

Question #3 (Are the projects colors and materials suitable for 

the context?) suggests that colors and materials are       
compatible. 

Question #4 (Where can the project be seen from?) describes 
that the project will be difficult to discern even in areas 
where it is highly visible because of distance 

Question #5 (What is the project’s impact on open space in the 

area?) describes the project’s area and landscape          
maintenance schedule but does not seriously answer the 
question.  

 

Based on their answers, It is therefore difficult to           
understand how the SE Group came to the determination 
that the project would have an adverse impact on the   
scenic beauty of the area. 
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LOCATION #4 (300 West St.) looking south in pasture next to historic barn (circa 1870)—project site  2,200 ft. away in middleground—July 2016    
55 mm equivalent lens   
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Proposed Solar Project Site 



LOCATION #3 (22 Sundog Lane) looking south towards project site—2,800 ft. away 
(1800’s farm in middleground)— May 2017—panorama  

The SE Group report describes several nearby residential 
properties saying, “they may have views of the project” 
and  “residential clusters have intermittent views of the 
project as topography and existing vegetation both near 
the project site and near the residences will interrupt 
clear views of the project.”  

My visual analysis of those properties indicates, and the 
photographs in this report document, that the area has  
wide areas of land with uninterrupted views of the      
project site.   

This analysis led to me to conclude that the area where 
the project is proposed is scenic and the solar array     

project creates an extremely adverse aesthetic impact on 
that scenic visual quality.  

The following six pages (25-30) illustrate the project’s 
visibility through the use of photosimulations. Holding 
the 7x9 in. images labeled ‘55mm. equivalent lens’ 12 inches 
away from your eyes accurately represents the landscape 
scale.  

The report also includes several panoramic views              
(photo images joined side-to-side) to help convey the    
landscape’s depth. Comparing the panoramic image above 
(page 23) and the individual image to the right (page 24) 
illustrate the concept. 

Uninterrupted Views 
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Proposed Solar Project Site 
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Proposed Solar Project Site 

LOCATION #3 (22 Sundog Lane) looking south towards project site—2,800 ft. away 
(1800’s farm in middleground)— May 2017—55 mm equivalent lens  
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LOCATION #8 (89 Norton Rd.) looking south toward project site—1.4 mi. away—May 2017  
55mm. equivalent lens 

Proposed Solar Project Site 
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Photosimulation—LOCATION #8 (89 Norton Rd.) looking south toward project site—1.4 mi. away—May 2017  
55mm. equivalent lens 
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LOCATION #6 (320 West St.—Rocks & Trees Neighborhood meadow) looking south towards project site —0.6 mi. away—May 2017   
55mm. equivalent lens 

Proposed Solar Project Site 
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Photosimulation—LOCATION #6 (320 West St.—Rocks & Trees Neighborhood meadow) looking south towards project site —0.6 mi. away—May 
2017   55mm. equivalent lens 
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Proposed Solar Project Site 

LOCATION #3 (22 Sundog Lane) looking south towards project site—2,800 ft. away—May 2017 
55 mm equivalent lens  
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Photosimulation—LOCATION #3 (22 Sundog Lane) looking south towards project site—2,800 ft. away—May 2017 
55 mm equivalent lens  



UNDUE  1. Mitigation       
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While the SE Group report acknowledges the solar array 
will have an adverse impact on the scenic beauty of the 
area, it maintains that its adversity is not undue because;    

1. It includes mitigation elements that significantly      
reduce its aesthetic impacts. 

2. It is not offensive to the average person. 

3. It does not violate any clear written community stan-
dard intended to preserve the area’s scenic beauty.  

The cross-section below demonstrates that the proposed     
mitigation does not significantly reduce aesthetic impact. 
This entire Quechee Analysis details how and why the   
project would be offensive to the average person.  

The Applicant proposes landscaping along the west, north 
and east sides of the project. The largest trees proposed 
are 8-10 ft. high.  

The cross section below (looking west) goes from the  
solar array across Burnham Hollow. It includes 300 West 
St. (the red barn—photo #4), 320 West Street (photo 
#5) and two photo perspective points in the Rocks and 
Trees neighborhood’s common meadow (photos #6 & 7). 
The section illustrates that while 20 ft. tall trees (a 7-8 
year wait) along the project’s north boundary will      
mitigate views from the lower property (300 West St.) in 
the hollow, it will have practically no effect from the land 
and homes further uphill to the north.   

A cross-section illustration from the project site to     
Sundog Lane would yield similar results. 



2. Offensive and Shocking     
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The photo below, taken from the project site further    
illustrates the point. The red barn at 300 West St. is visible 
as well as the driveway at 320 West Street and the Rocks 
and Trees neighborhood meadow.   

Planting north of the array may (in time) help screen 
some views from lower elevations in the valley, but      
because the array steps uphill to the south, screening 
would have to be much taller to perhaps be somewhat   
effective if at all. 

If the average person were to spend even a little time to 
know life in and around Burnham Hollow, to walk the 

Rocks & Trees Common Meadow Sundog Lane 

320 West St. 

Barn—300 West St. 

Looking North from Proposed Project Site—May 2017  

89 Norton Rd. 

meadows, experience the changing seasons, observe the 
wildlife and witness the ongoing farm work on the nearby 
hillsides, see the marvelous effects of changing weather 
and the brilliance of the sky’s interplay against the breadth 
and depth of the hills and mountains, and countless more 
wonders in this grand, yet intimate place, he or she would 
be shocked and offended by a project that commanded so 
much undue attention to itself.  The average person would 
conclude that this is simply the wrong place for it! 

3. Violates Written Community Standards 
Please refer to Todd Thomas’ expert testimony with     
regards to Community Standards. 
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Photography 
It is challenging to convey the reality of being in the    
landscape through photos which can only approximate 
“being there”. Its important to remember that we humans 
see in stereoscopic 3-dimension with eyes that are far 
more sensitive to color and detail and have a much greater 
ability to adjust to light and shadow than photo cameras. 
And our other senses (the smell of the rain, the sound of 
the breeze, the warmth of the sunshine) inform reality 
even more powerfully.  The most effective way to evaluate 
the landscape is to visit. Visit, look, feel, and look some 
more.   

Aware that the camera can only approximates reality, it’s 
important that photographs intended to convey the    
quality of the landscape are prepared and presented to 
faithfully replicate true landscape scale. 

Photos presented in this report were taken with an   
Olympus E-500 digital camera with a Zuiko 14-45mm. 
zoom lens set at 25mm.  This is the equivalent of a 35mm 
full frame film camera’s 55mm setting, the focal length 
generally recognized as the normal human eye’s         
comfortable area of vision and focus. Enlarging the images 
to 11x17 inches and viewing them at a distance of 24 
inches, or enlarging them to 7x9 inches and viewing them 
at 12 inches will accurately reflect landscape scale. 

Photosimulations were developed in six steps: 

1. Site photos were taken with the camera described noting GPS 
coordinates or visual landmarks near the photo location. 

2. Data from USGS maps and elevation data from the Vermont 
Open Geodata portal for Middletown Springs were imported 
into a GIS modeling program. 1 and 20 ft. contour data was 
imported and extracted into 3-d elevation profiles. 

3. A detailed solar array was created in Sketchup 2017 and      
rendered (Twilight, Shaderlight) based on the array panels, 
their height above grade and tilt as well as the entire array   
using dimensions based on GroSolar’s engineering drawings. 
The specific panel was based on a GroSolar installation located 
at Limerick Road in Shelburne, VT. mounted two feet above 
grade with an overall height 9 ft. above grade. 

4. Both contour profiles and solar array model were imported 
into a 3-d modeling program that graphically simulated the 
Burnham Hollow environment and the array location. A 
“camera” was set in the model at each of the four sites and    
captured 2-d images of the array within the contour model. 

5. The 2-d image of the model was superimposed over the site 
photograph at each or the four locations in Photoshop. Site 
references were confirmed by comparing the model and site 
photo and the solar model image was joined to the site photo. 

6. In Photoshop parts of the array screened by existing vegetation 
were removed.  

Photosimulation Methodology 
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LOCATION #5 (320 West St.) - looking south towards project site—2,700 ft. awayo #5 – July 2016  
55mm equivalent lens   

Proposed Solar Project Site 
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Nearby Neighbors 

1. Project Site 

2. Neil Russell: 240 West Street 

3. Julie Sperling & Doug French: 22 Sundog Lane 

4. Tom Russell: 300 West Street 

5. Dan McKeen & Ellen Secord: 320 West Street 

6. Rocks & Trees (6 owners): 320 West Street 

7. Oskamp & Lindorff: 56 Rocks & Trees Lane 

8. Rob & Karen Galloway: 89 Norton Road 

9. Richard Spitalny: 67 Wescott Road 

10. Ted & Dina Fitzpatrick: 59 Wescott Road 

11. Roy Cooper: 27 West Street 

12. Peter & Aileen Stevenson: 97 Coy Hill Road 
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