Corrections and clarifications from Brad Elliott to comments made to
the Andrews Community Forest Committee at its September 8, 2025,
meeting.

Jesse Crary

2:59

“'m very interested to hear tonight about your discussion on how you intend to utilize a public
notice and public process for receiving comments on what appears to be a proposal to be an
amendment to the core original management plan. *

Correction: A “full revision” of the original management plan is underway, not an amendment.
This was required because the Sinuosity/Arrowwood trail plan deviated substantially from the
plan’s Concept Map, triggering the “full revision” called for in two places in the plan’s recreation
section.

Jesse Crary

3:25

“You're breaking off the connection to other connectivity to the Sip of Sunshine trails
that was an objective the original plan.”

Correction: There is no objective requiring a link to SOS in the original plan. Instead, the plan
states, “Provide a trail system that is well-connected to trails on adjacent properties and
Richmond Village,” along with “Work with the Selectboard, VTrans, and the Richmond Land
Trust to explore a connection from the Town Center to the Community Forest.” The
Sinuosity/Arrowwood trail plan shows three trails connecting to the ACF’s most distant point
from the Richmond Village encroaching on sensitive ecological areas.

Jesse Crary

4:18

“During my time, we were pressed closely to make sure that the decisions we were
making and the steps that we were approving and presenting to the Select Board were
things that had been very well vetted, had been scientifically backed, and had gone
through extensive public disclosure and input.”

Clarification: Concerned members of the public informed the Committee numerous times of
conflicts with many independent scientific studies on the impacts of trail traffic on sensitive
wildlife and habitats. Others pointed to shortfalls in the process, and still others spoke about the
plan’s conflicts with the Conservation Easement and the Town Plan. Though the Committee
politely listened to the comments it dropped only one of the three trails to SOS, with other
problematic routes left intact.



Jesse Crary
23:35

“....the chair of the Select Board sent a public email where he accused my committee of
having a lack of diversity. He undercut the committee’s authority and trust in the
community, and that basically splintered the committee.”

Clarification:
Email from Jay Furr, 8/1/2023

On repeated occasions, the ACF Committee has rejected comment from members of the public
and the Selectboard alike.

As a member of the Selectboard, ultimately it will come down to my vote and the votes of the
other four members when the final ACF management plan comes before us. If I am dissatisfied
with the plan, I have two options:

1. wait until it is actually up for a vote, express my reservations, and at that point vote
against it, OR,

2. speak up ahead of time and let them know specifically what my issues with the current
plan are.

Which is preferable?

I chose option #2 and made it very clear in my email that I was speaking only for myself and not
for any other members of the Selectboard.

The leadership of the ACF took offense, said so rather loudly on FPF, and resigned.

As I said above, it is clear that the ACF Committee, as currently constituted, does not feel that
the Selectboard members are welcome to comment on their plan. That is a problem. No town
committee should have that point of view.

33:40

Sam Pratt



“l don't know if you [Brad] said it was Arrowwood or Sinuosity, or both, not necessarily
being a fan of the proposed trail. Is that on the record somewhere?”

Response: At the March 2023 meeting one of Arrowwood’s principals noted that the ACFC
required the firm from the start to find a way to connect to SOS, even if the firm’s subsequent
assessments showed doing so would adversely impact sensitive resources. The principal stated
that the proposed trail map would have been different had that stipulation not been made. See
the relevant quotations from the March 2023 meeting below, and use the time stamps to find the
statements in_the meeting video:

1:06:46

Arrowwood: Everyone needs to remember that part of what we were charged
to do was to connect to Sip of Sunshine. So there was no discussion about not
having trails above the power line. There was no discussion because one of the
parameters we were given was to connect. And so that played a pretty large role
in the discussions with Sinuosity. It just wasn't an option to eliminate that.

1:29:09

Arrowwood:. | think that what you'll find is if you invite others and you give them
the same parameters that we were given, which is the connection to Sip of
Sunshine and the loop, you're going to get the same interaction that we had in
our process with Sinuosity. Which is, yes, if there are people up there, there will
be impacts to wildlife. That is going to happen. We didn't, as the wildlife
biologists on this team, suggest that there wouldn't be. But if you give folks the
same parameters that we worked with you're going to end up with a very similar
product. If you change those parameters as was just suggested you would get a
different product from us as well.

T34:50
(Unknown)

“And with respect to Brad and his memory [of the March 2023 meeting], that's his
perspective on it. | had a totally different takeaway from that meeting.”

It isn’t a matter of “perspective.” The video clearly shows Arrowwood describing the SOS
requirement, which can also be found in the RFP.

T35:19
(Unknown)

“I've done a lot of trail work and trail design and committee meetings, and | thought [the
Sinuosity/Arrowwood plan] was actually a benchmark of progressive, collaborative,


https://archive.org/details/andrews-comm-forest-hrg-03292023
http://www.richmondvt.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/ACF_EcologicalTrailDesign_RFP_Oct2020.pdf

ecological trail design. It's got not everything for all trail users and outdoor people, and
not everything for everyone who feels like no one should be allowed on the land.”

Clarification: Nobody on the ACFC ‘“feels like no one should be allowed on the land” and the
discussions and drafts of the past months clearly reflect our support for recreation in a wide
range of forms. This is consistent with the Conservation Easement’s requirement that the ACF
“shall be available to the general public for all types of non-commercial, non-motorized,
non-mechanized dispersed recreational and education purposes consistent with the Purposes
of the Grant....” Those Purposes include protecting the ACF’s biodiversity, wildlife habitats and
other key ecological features and services.

44:40

Bruce Hennessey

“It is my understanding, and correct me if I’'m wrong, | believe that is the mandate of the
Conservation Easement that trail systems are connected. And | believe it specifically
states the Sip of Sunshine corridor.”

Correction: There is nothing in the easement specifying a connection to SOS.



