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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Riverside Village area of Jericho includes a mix of residential and business land uses. 
Pedestrian improvements have been made along the western side of Vermont Route 15, but the 
east side remains a missing link to safe pedestrian travel to destinations on the eastern side of the 
road, including the Jericho Market.  
 
This study builds on several previous studies within the region. While not focused specifically on the 
east side of VT Route 15, regional studies determined that this link would be valuable in 
enhancing corridor safety, connecting residents to schools, workplaces, shopping, and 
recreational areas with multiple modes, and promote active transportation to name a few. A 
summary of each relevant study can be found in Section 2 of this report. 
 
This section of VT Route 15 was reconstructed in 1998 and has not had significant improvements, 
beyond resurfacing and maintenance since. The existing paved roadway width varies between 
26 and 27.5 feet wide. This includes two 11- foot travel lanes and two 2 to 3-foot shoulders.   
 
The posted speed limit through the study area is 35 mph. VT Route 15 is identified as a Principal 
Arterial and is owned and maintained by the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans). 
 
There is an existing 5-foot concrete sidewalk along the western side of the roadway, and a 5-foot 
sidewalk from Green Thumb Gardening and extending along Park Street. A sidewalk is planned 
for the east side of VT Route 15 from the Underhill Town line northward. There are no on- or off-
road facilities within the project area. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

 
Purpose:  
 
The purpose of this project is to improve pedestrian safety, accessibility, and mobility along the 
eastern side of Vermont Route 15, between the Jericho Market and Park Street; to foster 
compatibility with existing and future land use(s); to accommodate and enhance alternative 
modes of transportation; and to complete a missing link in the pedestrian network. 
 
Need:  

1. Provide an inviting travel corridor that reinforces the Town’s and Region’s goals for 
pedestrian mobility.  

2. Facilitate use by all age groups, experience levels, and purposes of trips. 
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3. Contribute to the town and regional sidewalk network. 

4. Create a safe, comfortable, user-friendly, desirable year-round pedestrian connection 
along VT Route 15. 

1.3 ALTERNATIVES 

No Action 

Alternative 1: 5-foot-wide concrete sidewalk with a 5-foot grass strip for separation from the 
roadway and snow storage for winter maintenance. 

Alternative 2: 5-foot-wide sidewalk and 6-inch curb adjacent to the edge of the roadway to 
reduce impacts to nearby properties. 

1.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

With input received at the public meetings considered, the Jericho Selectbord endorsed 
Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative at their meeting on May 6, 2021.  The recommendations 
are as follows: 
 

1) The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 1: A 5-foot sidewalk with a 5-grass strip along 
Vermont Route 15. 

2) The proposed sidewalk should be located completely within the State’s right-of-way 
(ROW). 

3) The project shall include relocation of some of the existing utility poles. 

4) The project shall begin at the Jericho Market driveway, connecting to where the existing 
sidewalk ends, and terminate at the existing sidewalk just south of the intersection with 
Park Street. 

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC), working with the Town of 
Jericho and Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. developed a scoping study evaluating pedestrian 
safety improvements for VT Route 15 from the Jericho Market to Park Street. The goal of the 
scoping project is to identify options for an important missing link in the Town’s existing extensive 
pedestrian network.  
 
The scoping process involves identifying existing roadway and traffic conditions and then 
developing a purpose and need for the project. Alternative improvement strategies are then 
identified and evaluated, leading to the selection of a preferred alternative. 
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The scoping process includes working closely with a project advisory committee made up of 
community leaders, Town staff, CCRPC staff, and others. Advisory committee members for this 
project are listed below.  
 

Jericho Staff    Katherine Sonnick, Todd Odit 
 CCRPC    Christine Forde, Marshall Distel   
 
The advisory committee is charged with developing potential alternative and presenting them to 
the Town Selectboard. 

3.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The VT Route 15 corridor has long been recognized as a primary transportation corridor that lacks 
sufficient pedestrian connectivity. Much progress has been made in recent years to address this. 
Sidewalk currently exists from the Jericho Market to the south and along Park Street to the north 
and east of the project area.  Sidewalk was installed along the western side of VT Route 15 in 
2013. At that time, a sidewalk along the eastern side of the roadway was considered, but due to 
the proximity of the adjacent buildings to the road it was decided to study that improvement as 
a separate project. With the recent opening of the Jericho Market in 2016, and the likely future 
development of the adjacent lot, the project area is in need of additional sidewalk connections.  

This study focuses on this area, and its limits are shown in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1: Project Study Area 
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3.1 EXISTING PLAN AND STUDY REVIEW 

Plans and studies have been developed for this area that considered traffic and pedestrian 
concerns. The plans and studies reviewed for the preparation of this scoping study and are listed 
below. 
 

 Jericho Comprehensive Town Plan, 2019 

 Chittenden County Active Transportation Plan, 2017 

 Jericho Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Master Plan, 2015 

Key elements relevant to this project are discussed below. 

3.1.1 Jericho Comprehensive Town Plan, 2019 

The Jericho Comprehensive Town Plan assesses the existing bicycle and pedestrian transportation 
system in the town, evaluates future conditions and makes recommendations. Items relevant to 
this study’s project area are discussed below: 

1. Riverside Sidewalks – Construction of the west side sidewalk from Palmer Lane in Riverside 
to the Underhill town line was completed in the summer of 2013, while construction of the 
sidewalk on the east side of VT Route 15 has been deferred for a future project. 

2. Sidewalks still only cover limited stretches and do not interconnect for regional access or 
internal connections in the Town. 

3. A comprehensive pedestrian bicycle network with connections to regional routes can 
help to promote Jericho as a travel destination. The network would tie together several 
important sites within the Town. 

4. A more fully integrated pedestrian and bicycle system will encourage Jericho residents to 
bicycle and walk to destinations, thus encouraging a healthier lifestyle, as well as relieve 
traffic congestion and reduce safety concerns. 
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Figure 2: Jericho Comprehensive Town Plan, 2019 

 

3.1.2 Chittenden County Active Transportation Plan, 2017 

The Chittenden County Active Transportation Plan (ATP)  defines its goal as creating a safe, 
comfortable, and connected regional network of pedestrian and bicycle routes that appeal to 
all ages and abilities. The ATP supports CCRPC’s regional Environment, Community, Opportunity, 
and Sustainability (ECOS) plan and was developed in coordination with other concurrent local, 
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regional, and state planning efforts. The result of this planning process was a series of proposed 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure recommendations organized around five E’s—education, 
encouragement, enforcement, engineering, and evaluation. Infrastructure and engineering 
recommendations were developed using a prioritization method that involved feasibility, closing 
gaps in the network, addressing a high crash location, and serving a population in need. 

Important items noted in the plan relative to this study area included: 

1. This section of VT Route 15 was recognized as a desired location for improvements. 

2. The project team developed an interactive online map (a wikimap) that was available for 
input between late September 2015 and early November 2015. This allowed the public to 
provide geographically specific information about informal connections, desirable routes, 
and roadways of concern. Users were asked to identify routes they already ride or walk, 
ones they would like to ride or walk, and barriers to bicycling or walking throughout 
Chittenden County. When the project team asked the public to show which routes they 
would like to walk or bike within Chittenden County, this section of VT Route 15 elicited 
interest. 

3. Network segments were established to connect bicycling and walking origins and 
destinations. Segments for which a low-stress alternative does not already exist (for 
example, a shared-use path on a parallel alignment) were identified and it included the 
VT Route 15 corridor. 

4. Recommendations included: Focus on separated facilities (separated bike lanes, shared-
use paths) to attract the greatest number of potential users. 

3.1.3 Jericho Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, 2015 

The Jericho Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan investigates and assesses the existing bicycle and 
pedestrian transportation system, evaluates future conditions, and presents a list of 
recommendations. The study will be used by the Jericho Planning Commission as it updates the 
Town Transportation and Municipal Plans, the Improvement Program, applies for grant funding for 
enhancement projects and considers changes to the Impact Fee Schedule adopted in 2009. 
 

1. The purpose of the Jericho Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is to assess existing 
conditions, identify pedestrian and bicyclist user types and needs, and develop a 
prioritized list of bicycle and pedestrian facility projects for the Town of Jericho. 

2. This study’s project area was identified in Section 4.1 of the Jericho Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facility Master Plan. The plan reports that the west side sidewalk was completed in 
summer 2013, while construction of the sidewalk on the east side of VT 15 has been 
deferred for a future project. 
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4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

4.1 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 

This section of VT Route 15 was reconstructed in 1998 and has not had significant improvements, 
beyond resurfacing and maintenance since.  
 
The existing paved roadway width varies between 26 and 27.5 feet wide. This includes two 11-
foot travel lanes and two 2 to 3-foot shoulders.  
 
Figure 3: VT Route 15 looking north 

 

VT Route 15 is identified as a Principal Arterial that is owned and maintained by VTrans. 
 
The posted speed with the project area is 35 mph.  
 
The existing highway’s right-of-way width is 66 feet. 
 
The aerial utilities are located on both sides of VT Route 15. There is a water line along the western 
side with services to the properties within the project area. 
 
This section of VT Route 15 includes existing closed drainage at the northern end of the project 
area. 
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Figure 4: VT Route 15 AADT 

 
 

4.2 TRAFFIC VOLUMES  

Traffic volume data including Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) values and Hourly Volumes for 
the study area were available from VTrans. VTrans’ 2016 AADT values for VT Route 2A are 
displayed in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Current AADT Volumes 

Location AADT Count Year 
VT Route 15 – From River Road to 

Park Street 
8,200 2008 

 

4.3 LAND USE AND ZONING 

Land use surrounding the project area includes residential, retail, and mixed-use development. 
The Jericho Market was recently built and opened within the project area. Additionally, the 
parcel adjacent to the Jericho Market is slated for residential development. The entire project 
area is classified as Village Center in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. 
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Figure 5: Land Use Zoning in the project area 
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4.4 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

There is existing sidewalk along the west side of VT 15 throughout the entire project area. There is 
also sidewalk along the east side of VT 15 at each end of the project; at the Jericho Market to the 
south and at the intersection with Park Street to the north.  
 
Within the project area, there are no dedicated pedestrian or bicycle facilities along the east 
side of VT 15. Pedestrians currently walk along the eastern side of the road and cross as necessary 
at undefined crossings.  
 
Figure 6: No pedestrian facilities exist along the eastern side of the road along this stretch of VT 

Route 15 

 

4.5 TRANSIT SERVICE 

Green Mountain Transit (GMT) has one bus route, Route #36 Jeffersonville Commuter, that passes 
near the project area.  
 
There are no designated bus stops in the project area. Table 2 summarizes the bus route from 
Burlington to Jeffersonville, the schedule and fare information.  
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Table 2: GMT Bus Schedule 

 
Route 

Start 
Location 

 
End Location 

 
Cost 

 
Schedule 

 
Frequency 

#36: 
Jeffersonville 
Commuter 

Rhino 
Foods 

Jeffersonville 
Village Post 

Office 

Currently 
free 

M-F 6:35 AM to 
5:30 PM 

M-F; 1 trip each 
way daily 

     
 

4.6 CRASH HISTORY 

The crash history for the study area was investigated using the VTrans list of High Crash Locations 
(2012-2016) and the Vermont Public Crash Data Query Tool (2017-2020).  
 
High Crash Locations (2012-2016) 
 
VTrans maintains a listing of High Crash Locations (HCL) within the state. A 0.3-mile highway 
segment or intersection must have at least five crashes over a 5-year period and the actual crash 
rate (number of crashes per million vehicle miles) must exceed a critical crash rate to be 
classified as an HCL. The critical crash rate is based on the average crash rate for similar 
highways. The most recent compilation of the crash data, “VTrans High Crash Report: Sections 
and Intersections 2012-2016” lists the 1600 FT section of VT 15 from Mills Riverside Park to Creekside 
Drive as an HCL section. As presented in Table 3, 12 injuries and no fatalities were included with 
the 12 crashes listed for this highway section, ranked 607 out of 800 HCL sections in the state. Two 
of the crashes from that segment were located at the intersection of Raceway Road and the 
Jericho Market driveway. Both were rear end collisions resulting in injury. One occurred in May 
2015 and the other occurred in September 2016. Both were during dry conditions. 
 
Table 3: High Crash Locations 2012-2016 

Cross Streets HCL 
No. 

Mile 
Marker AADT Crashes Fatalities Injuries 

Actual/ 
Critical 
Ratio 

Severity 
Index 

Mill Riverside 
Park 
To 

Creekside Dr 
 

607 3.153 - 
3.453 7,600 12 0 12 1.142 $96,033 

 
Public Crash Data (2017-2020) 
 
The crash history for the study area was also investigated by Stantec using the VTrans crash 
database. VTrans keeps records of reported crashes by milepost along State and Federal Aid 
highways in Vermont. General summaries can be requested from VTrans for given roadway 
segments. The summaries note the location (mile marker and intersection), date, time of day, 
weather conditions, contributing circumstances, and severity for reported crashes. Crash data for 
2017 through 2020 were reviewed for VT Route 15 between River Road and Park Street. Table 4 
provides a summary of the crash data. Records for the project area show five crashes, with no 
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injuries reported. Three crashes were located at the intersection with Raceway Road and the 
Jericho Market driveway; two of which were rear-end collisions. Two crashes were located at the 
intersection with Park Street. There were no crashes involving bicycles or pedestrians. 
 

Table 4: Crash Summary (2017-2020) 

 Year VT Route 15 
2017 2 
2018 1 
2019 2 
2020 0 

Total 5 
Type  
Angle 1 
Rear-end 2 
Head-on 0 
Single Vehicle 0 
Sideswipe 1 
Unknown-Other 1 

Total 5 
Severity  
Property Damage 4 
Personal Injury 0 
Fatality 0 
Unknown-Other 1 

Total 5 
Weather  
Clear 0 
Cloudy 2 
Rain 0 
Snow/Ice 2 
Fog 0 
Unknown 1 

Total 5 
Time of Day  
7:00AM to 9:00AM 3 
9:00AM to 4:00PM 2 
4:00PM to 6:00PM 0 
6:00PM to 7:00AM 0 
Unknown 0 

Total 5 
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4.7 NATURAL RESOURCES 

Stantec conducted a preliminary review of the natural resources present within the study area. 
Specifically, as part of this investigation, Stantec identified and characterized wetlands, streams, 
rare, threatened, or endangered (RTE) species, wildlife habitat, agricultural land, 4(f) and 6(f) 
public lands, and hazardous waste sites. Refer to Appendix D for a complete summary of the 
study’s findings. 
 

5.0 PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

The following statement was developed based on the existing conditions assessment, public 
input, and project advisory committee discussions. 

Purpose:  
 
The purpose of this project is to improve pedestrian safety, accessibility, and mobility along the 
eastern side of VT Route 15, between the Jericho Market and Park Street; to foster compatibility 
with existing and future land use(s); to accommodate and enhance alternative modes of 
transportation, and to complete a missing link in the Town’s existing larger regional network. 
 
Need:  

1. Provide an inviting travel corridor that reinforces the Town’s and Region’s goals for 
pedestrian and bicycle mobility. The lack of pedestrian facilities fails to provide 
residents and visitors with a safe and convenient active transportation corridor to link 
neighborhoods with schools, shopping, and workplaces. The 2019 Jericho 
Comprehensive Town Plan states sidewalks, paths, and trails facilitating the movement 
of people by walking and bicycling is an essential element of the Town’s 
transportation plan. The Town of Jericho will seek funding for improvements that are 
needed to provide safe pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure throughout the Town. 

2. Facilitate use by all age groups, experience levels, and purposes of trips. The current 
project is challenging for all users except the most experienced and confident 
pedestrians. The existing roadway is posted as 35 mph and is approximately 26 to 27 ½ 
- feet wide including 2 to 3-foot shoulders. This discourages would-be pedestrians 
needing to travel along the east side of VT Route15. This connection would provide 
access to schools, shopping, and workplaces and therefore it is expected to be used 
by a wide range of ages and abilities. 

3. Contribute to the Town and regional bicycle network. This area of VT Route 15 has 
been identified as a missing link in the pedestrian network. This is particularly important 
with the construction of the Jericho Market, a relatively new and very popular market, 
and the planned development of an unimproved adjacent parcel. 
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4. Create a safe, comfortable, user-friendly, desirable year-round pedestrian connection 
along VT Route 15. The 26 to 27 ½ -foot roadway width and vehicle speeds result in 
challenging accommodations for pedestrians. It favors the higher speed movement of 
vehicles.  

6.0 ALTERNATIVES 
The project advisory committee (PAC) considered a range of improvements to address the 
project’s purpose and need. During the PAC meetings, various sidewalk alignments were 
discussed. The Purpose and Need statement identified the desire for a direct route so 
alternatives adjacent to VT Route 15 were favored. The existing facilities at the north and south 
ends of the project area, which the project connects to, are located on the east side, and 
planned and future development is expected along the east side.  

No-Action ALTERNATIVE 

For the No-Action alternative, the existing transportation facilities in the project area remain as 
they exist today. The roadway remains a 2-lane facility with 3 ½ - 5-foot shoulders and bicycles 
and pedestrians sharing the road and no pedestrian facilities. Direct bicyclists along VT Route 
15 continue to share the roadway with vehicles. This alternative has no construction costs and 
has no impacts on the right-of-way, resources, or traffic. The No-Action Alternative does not 
address the project’s purpose and need, and a missing link in the regional bike network 
remains.  

Figure 7: No-Action Alternative Typical Section 
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6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: 5-FOOT-WIDE SIDEWALK WITH 5-GRASS STRIP 
ALONG EAST SIDE OF VT ROUTE 15 

This alternative proposes a 1600-foot-long 5-foot-wide sidewalk with a 5-foot grass strip along the 
east side of VT Route 15. A typical section and plan of this alternative are shown in Figure 12. As 
shown on the plan this alternative includes the following features: 
 

• The 5-foot-wide concrete sidewalk is offset from the edge of the existing roadway by 5 
feet along VT Route 15. This provides for a 5-foot-wide grassed/vegetated buffer. The 
buffer provides separation between sidewalk and roadway users, snow storage, and 
some stormwater treatment. 

 

Figure 8: Alternative 1 Typical Sections 

 
• Connects to existing sidewalks to the north and south of the project area and does not 

require a crossing of VT Route 15.  

• Limits of the sidewalk itself are contained within the State’s ROW but temporary 
construction impacts extend beyond the existing highway ROW for much of the project. It 
impacts 8 properties and requires approximately 1,600 sf of temporary easements along 
VT Route 15. 

• Aerial utility poles are generally on the east side of VT Route 15, and some will need to be 
relocated to accommodate the sidewalk. 

• A water main exists along the west side of VT Route 15, but services may be impacted by 
construction. A gas main exists along the east side of VT Route 15, but it is set back far 
enough that it is anticipated that impacts will be limited to services. 
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• Mailboxes are present along the east side of VT Route 15, but they can remain in place 
because of the 5-foot grass strip. 

• Does not impact existing stormwater drainage patterns. 

• Includes pedestrian-level decorative lighting along the entire length of the proposed 
sidewalk. 

• Estimated construction cost is $530,000.  

Figure 9: Alternative 1 Plan 

 

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: 5-FOOT SIDEWALK WITH 6-INCH CURB 
IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE ROADWAY 

To reduce impacts to adjacent properties, Alternative 2 was developed and evaluated. This 
alternative proposes to move the sidewalk toward the road and use a 6-Inch curb for separation 
from the roadway instead of a 5-foot grass strip. 

• As with Alternative 1, the limits of the sidewalk itself are contained within the State’s ROW 
and temporary construction impacts are mostly contained within ROW. It impacts only 
one property at the project’s southern edge. 

• Connects to existing sidewalks to the north and south of the project area and does not 
require a crossing of VT Route 15.  

• Aerial utility poles are generally on the east side of VT Route 15, and some will need to be 
relocated to accommodate the sidewalk.  

• A water main exists along the west side of VT Route 15, but services may be impacted by 
construction. A gas main exists along the east side of VT Route 15, but it is set back far 
enough that it is anticipated that impacts will be limited to services. 

• Mailboxes are present along the east side of VT Route 15 and they will be displaced by 
the sidewalk. They will need to either be removed, necessitating changing the USPS route 
to a walking route, or set into the sidewalk with sidewalk extensions installed to 
accommodate pedestrians. 
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• Will impact existing stormwater drainage patterns creating the need for a closed-system 
stormwater collection facility with stormwater pipes and catch basins. 

• Estimated construction cost is $675,000. 

Figure 10: Alternative 2 Typical Section 

 
 

Figure 11: Alternative 2 Plan 
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6.3 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

6.3.1 Alternative Impacts 

Safety Impacts 

Safety for pedestrians is improved in Alternatives 1 and 2 over the No Action Alternative. 
Alternative 1 creates more separation between motorists and sidewalk users. This is especially 
important if the parcel adjacent to the Jericho Market gets developed and generates more 
pedestrian traffic.   
 
Right-of-Way (ROW) Impacts 

Based on the 1998 record plans, the ROW width varies but generally is 66 feet wide. Both build 
alternatives require no permanent easements and Alternative 1 has approximately 1,600 sf of 
temporary impacts during the construction of the sidewalk.  

Environmental Resource Impacts 

Based on the desktop research and site visit there are no known impacts to streams wildlife or 
rare and endangered species for the alternatives. Neither build alternative will impact any known 
wetlands. The level of environmental permitting anticipated for this project is limited to a 
Programmatic Agreement Categorical Exclusion (PACE). 
 
Cultural Resource Impacts 

A preliminary cultural resources assessment was completed and included in the Appendix. There 
are no areas of archeological sensitivity identified within the project area. An Archeological 
Resource Assessment is included in the appendices. 

Utility Impacts 

Existing utilities in the project area include aerial electric distribution and communication lines, 
water, gas, electric, and communications. The construction of the alternatives will impact some 
utility poles but will not require wholesale relocation of any utilities.  
 
Stormwater Impacts 

Both alternatives are under the 0.5-acre threshold of new impervious surface area and a 
Stormwater Operational Permit is not required. Alternative 2 will require the installation of a new 
closed-drainage stormwater system due to the curb’s impacts on existing drainage patterns. This 
system would tie into the project site’s existing network at the northern end of the project.  
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Traffic Calming 

During the public meetings attendees commonly listed vehicle speeds as a major concern. While 
a speed study must be completed to verify vehicle speeds, low-cost traffic calming measures 
should be included in the project. Appropriate measures for this segment of VT Route 15 include 
narrowed travel lanes, radar feedback signs, pavement speed limit markings, and a rectangular 
rapid flashing beacon at the existing crosswalk near the intersection with Park Street. Since this is 
a State-owned roadway, VTrans will need to permit any modifications to the roadway, however, 
these recommendations are likely to be supported.  

6.3.2 Project Costs 

The following table is a summary of the project costs for the alternatives.  

Table 5: Summary of Project Costs 

Item No Action Alternative 1  
(5 ft sidewalk with 5 

ft grass strip) 

Alternative 2 
(5 ft sidewalk with 

6” curb) 
Construction Costs $0 $530,000 $675,000 

Right-of-Way Costs $0 <$10,000 <$10,000 

Design Engineering $0 $110,000 $140,000 
Municipal Project Management/Admin $0 $30,000 $35,000 
Construction Engineering $0 $80,000 $105,000 

Total Project Costs $0 $750,000 $955,000 

6.3.3 Evaluation Matrix 

Table 6 provides an evaluation matrix summarizing the above information pertaining to traffic 
operations, safety, right-of-way, environmental, cultural resources, utilities, and project costs. The 
major difference is the stormwater collection system and curbing associated with Alternative 2.  
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Table 6: Evaluation Matrix 

 

CRITERIA No Action 

Alternative 1: 5-
foot sidewalk 

with 5-foot grass 
strip 

Alternative 2: 5-
foot sidewalk with 

6-inch curb 

Project Costs $0 $750,000 $955,000 
Purpose and Need    

Provide safe, comfortable bicycle 
& pedestrian connection 

No 
 

Yes 
 

Yes, but less 
separation 

between sidewalk 
and roadway 

 
Facilitate use by all age groups, 
experience levels, and trip 
purposes 

No 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 

Contribute to town & regional 
pedestrian & bicycle network 

No 
 

Yes 
 

Yes 
 

Impacts    

Safety No Improvement Improvement for 
pedestrians  

Improvement for 
pedestrians  

Right-of-way None Temporary None 
Environmental  None None None 
Cultural Resources None None None 

Utilities/Drainage None 

Relocation of 
utility poles and 

likely 
adjustments of 
gas and water 

services 

Relocation of utility 
poles and curb 

necessitates a new 
stormwater system 

Stormwater No Change  <0.5 acre <0.5 acre 

Winter Maintenance No Change 
Sufficient snow 
storage on VT 

Route 15  

Insufficient snow 
storage on VT 

Route 15  
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and future residential development. Attendees also expressed concerns related to property 
impacts due to the proximity of some of the residences to the roadway. Alternative 2 was 
developed to address this feedback.  
 
The Alternatives Presentation Meeting provided additional feedback from the community. Based 
on the increased snow storage for winter maintenance and lower project costs, Alternative 1 was 
supported by most of the attendees.  

8.0 MUNICIPAL PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

With input received at the public meetings considered, The Jericho Selectboard endorsed the 
recommendations as follows: 
 

• The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 1: a 5-foot-wide sidewalk with 5-foot grass strip. 
 

Alternative 1 was officially, and unanimously, endorsed by the Selectboard at their May 6th, 2021 
meeting. Copies of the meeting minutes can be found in Appendix A. 
 



APPENDIX A 
Meeting Notes 
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Project Kick Off 

  / 179450297 

Date/Time: August 27, 2020 / 9:00 AM 

Place: Teams 

Next Meeting: TBD 

Attendees: Christine Forde (CCRPC), Marshall Distal (CCRPC), Todd Odit (Town of Jericho), Greg 
Goyette (Stantec), Greg Edwards (Stantec), Erik Alling (Stantec) 

Absentees: N/A 

Distribution: Attendees 

 
Item: Action: 
Project Background 

Town previously advanced design of eastern 
sidewalk around early to mid-2000’s. Plan was 
dropped due to proximity to houses. Jericho Market, 
Bank and possible future development now 
necessitate the eastern sidewalk. Western section 
built in 2012. This project is in the Town’s updated 
bike and ped master plan and will complete the 
network within the village triangle. 

Christine to provide previous plans. Stantec will adjust 
the task list as necessary depending on what is in the 
plans.(STP SDWK(2)). Stantec will follow up with L&D 

or VTrans to see if we can get plans. Stantec will 
verify ROW width. Todd has plans and will send plans 

to Stantec. 

Bike/ped report is on the RPC’s website: 
https://studiesandreports.ccrpcvt.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/01/Jericho_Bike_Ped_Plan_FIN
AL_20150521.pdf 

Task Hours List 

 Has the RPC updated scoping study tasks?  

 Base mapping 

o Can RPC provide GIS data? 

o LiDAR and orthophoto vs. survey 
files from previous study 

o RTE 15 was recently resurfaced 
(Essex-Underhill STP PS19(6)) 

o There is public water, no sewer 

 Local Concerns Meeting to follow base 
mapping 

o For residents to express concerns 
and ask questions 

 CCRPC has added an equity worksheet, 
however it may not be relevant to this project. 

Christine will review and send to Stantec if it 
applies to this project. Marshall and Christine 

will discuss if any relevant census data is 
available. 

 RPC will provide what data they have. 

 Stantec will confirm field data on-site 

 Town will send letters to abutting property 
owners 

 This might be part of a school route. 
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Item: Action: 
o We should attempt to reach 

residents who are potentially 
opposed to the project 

o Marked crosswalk desired at park 
street intersection 

 Were residents previously 
opposed to this project still 
living in the area? 

 

Alternatives 

 No build 

 5’ sidewalk with grass strip 

 5’ sidewalk with minimal impacts (reduces 
grass strip) 

  

Stormwater 

Stantec will look at stormwater impacts during the 
study 

  

Historic and Archeological Resources Reporting 

What level of assessment should we do at this 
point? 

Stantec suggests a desktop-only review since 
this project is unlikely to impact any 
properties. Historic assessment can be 
performed during Conceptual Plan 
development. 

ROW, Utility Impacts, Presentation Materials 

Stantec will research ROW, utility impacts and 
develop presentation materials and report 

 

Town Standards 

Does the Town have sidewalks standards 
Not at this time 

Schedule 

Town would like project completed by the next grant 
cycle 

Stantec will complete study by May 2021 

Next Steps 

Stantec will develop a scope and fee within a week 
or two, depending on response time from 
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Item: Action: 
subconsultants. Stantec will also determine what 
existing conditions information is available. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 10:00 AM 

The foregoing is considered to be a true and accurate record of all items discussed. If any discrepancies or 
inconsistencies are noted, please contact the writer immediately. 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

Erik Alling, PE   
Project Manager 
 
Phone:  (802) 864-0223 
Erik.Alling@stantec.com 

Attachment: N/A 

c. Project File 



Agenda 

 

Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study Status Update Meeting 
Teams Meeting 
October 28, 2020   

 

Time: Item: Action: 

1:00 pm Introductions 

Erik Alling - Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
Caela Waite - Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
Harrison Lucas - Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
Katherine Sonnick – Jericho 
Christine Forde - CCRPCVT 
Marshall Distel - CCRPCVT 
Todd - Jericho 

 

1:05 pm Project goals and objectives 

 Alternatives to explore 

o Consistent 6’ grass strip 

o Variable grass strip to 
minimize impacts 

Stantec to develop: 

1) 6’ grass strip 

2) variable grass strip 

 

1:10 pm Previous Studies 

 Town plan 

 bike/ped specific plan 

 

1:15 pm Existing conditions information update 

 Previous Plans STP SDWK(2) 

 Utilities 

 ROW/Property Lines 

o STO SDWK(2) verifies 4-
rod ROW 

 Natural Resources 

o Desktop review can be 
done at any time 

Previous plans may be available 
with L&D for survey files. 
Todd/Katherine to reach out 

Utilities should be available with 
files from L&D 

ROW is 4 rod 

 

Likely not impacted 

Christine to follow up on GIS files 

1:20 pm Local concerns meeting 

 

Todd/Katherine to discuss best 
meeting format (selectboard 
meeting vs stand alone meeting) 
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 Letters to property owners 

Schedule for Wednesday, 
December 2nd at 6pm (tentatively) 
for Local Concerns Meeting. 
Meeting will be virtual using Zoom 
hosted by the Town. Letters to be 
sent directly to affected property 
owners. Local newspaper will have 
a warning as well as the town 
website.  

Stantec to provide a draft copy 
letters to the property owners 

1:25 pm Schedule, next meeting Frequency of meetings to be 
Monthly 

Next meeting to be Wednesday, 
November 18th.  

1:30 pm Adjourn  



Riverside Village Sidewalk 
Scoping

Public Meeting 
December 16, 2020
Jericho, Vermont



Tonight’s Purpose
• Introduce PAC and review project area
• Review project development process
• Review existing conditions research
• Gather feedback on issues, concerns, 

ideas - open public discussion
• Discuss next steps 



Introductions : Project Advisory Committee 

• Jericho Town Staff
• Todd Odit, Town Administrator
• Katherine Sonnick, Town Planner

• CCRPC
• Christine Forde, Senior Planner
• Marshall Distel, Transportation Planner



PAC Roles and Responsibilities
• Attend and participate in PAC meetings
• Review and comment on distributed 

materials
• Provide guidance, insight, and feedback 

throughout
• Update representing entities on study 

progress
• Indicate preferences for improvements



Project Background and Area



Project Background and Area

Study Focus: Pedestrian Safety Improvements



Typical Project Process

Project 
Definition Funding Engineering Construction



Typical Project Process



Study Tasks and Timeline
• Task 1: Data gathering, existing conditions analysis; 

October-November
• Task 2: Local concerns public meeting; December
• Task 3: Alternatives development, PAC meeting  

workshop; January – February
• Task 4: Alternative evaluation, draft scoping report, 

PAC meeting ; March
• Task 5: Alternative presentation, final report; April -

May



VT 15 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
• Sidewalk on west side of Route 15, no 

dedicated bicycle facilities
• GMT Jeffersonville Commuter Line 

with stop just outside project area on 
River Road



VT 15 Existing Conditions
• Speed limit 35
• 8200 AADT

• ROW width – 66’
• Aerial utilities on east side



VT Route 15 Existing Conditions
• Several residences and businesses throughout the 

project area



VT Route 15 Existing Conditions
• Variable-width shoulders (2-6’)
• Commercial and residential destinations on both sides 

of the road



Public Input and Solutions
What are the most important conditions, concerns, issues 

or solutions?
• Safety
• Pedestrian operations
• Sidewalk network

• Transit operations
• Land use changes



Next Steps and Public Meeting

• Develop ideas/solutions to address concerns
• Review with PAC members
• Conduct public meeting to seek input on 

alternatives – April



Thank you!
Contact information

Project Website: https://jerichovt.org/riverside‐sidewalk

Christine Forde, CCRPC:
cforde@ccrpcvt.org

Marshall Distel, CCRPC
mdistel@ccrpcvt.org

Erik Alling, Stantec: 
erik.alling@stantec.com
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Jericho Riverside Sidewalk Scoping Study Public Meeting 

Jericho Riverside Sidewalk / 179450297 

Date/Time: December 16, 2020 / 6:00 PM 

Place: Zoom 

Next Meeting: TBD 

Attendees: Project Team: Erik A, Caela W, Katherine S, Christine F, Todd O, Marshall D 
Members of the Public 

Absentees:   
Distribution:   

 
Question/Concern: Answer: 
Introduction: 

Christine introduced the project and explained that this 
study is funded with federal transportation planning 
funds through the CCRPC. Jericho applied for and 
was awarded funds for this study. Todd explained the 
history of this project and the previous project done on 
the opposite side of the road. The 2015 Bike and Ped 
Master Plan identified this section of roadway as a 
priority section for a sidewalk on the East side of the 
roadway. Now we are doing a scoping study and 
construction would be about 6 years away from where 
we are now. 

 

Project Explanation 

Erik introduced the project and the purpose of the 
meeting and introduced the project advisory 
committee and their roll in the project. Erik reviewed 
the project area and the study process. Erik also 
reviewed the existing conditions and opened the 
meeting up for public discussion. 

 

What is the total mileage of the project? 
The project is about 8/10 of a mile 

Could the utilities be buried instead of moving 
poles? Potentially, but it is more expensive 

Concern 
A member of the public was concerned that there is 
very limited space between the roadway and people’s 
homes in this section. They are also concerned about 
snow storage 
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Question/Concern: Answer: 
Right of Way 

Peter Booth was looking for information on how the 
Right of Way lines are determined, how a property 
owner could find where that line is, and if its possible 
for homes and porches to be within the Right of Way 

Peter B supports the project but suggests the design 
team be very mindful of impacts to front lawns 
regardless if they’re within the Right of Way or not.  

Peter Mitchell asked whether the assumed ROW was 
3 or 4 rod. 

Todd and Erik answered generally the Right of Way 
is measured from the centerline of the road for an 
approximate location but the roadway can shift 
slightly over time. Property owners can locate the 
Right of way more accurately by looking for the 
property pins at the front of their property (if they are 
still there, sometimes they get pulled out or buried) 

Erik & Todd answered that a 4 rod ROW was 
sufficient for the project on the opposite side of the 
road to go through construction so we are operating 
with an assumed 4 rod ROW at this time. An official 
survey would verify the ROW if this project were to 
go to construction. 

Is this project necessary? 
Hank Listenik questioned why this project was 
necessary and what went into determining that. 

Todd explained that the Town of Jericho had 
completed a bicycle/pedestrian master plan that 
included public input. This corridor was determined 
to be a priority. This scoping study will further 
determine if a sidewalk project here is feasible. This 
specific project will not build a sidewalk, only 
determine if the Town will pursue finding for a 
construction project. 

Traffic Calming 
Hank and Cindy Listenik asked how a sidewalk would 
slow traffic down. Traffic speeds are the main issue 
here, not sidewalks. Hank referenced a “sidewalk to 
nowhere” in Jericho center and raised concerns that 
this sidewalk will be similar. 
 
Cindy replied that it won’t matter, what they need is a 
speed feedback sign, not sidewalks. 

Niels commented that there are studies done that 
show curbed sidewalks actually do have a traffic 
calming effect to them due to the visual of a curb. 

 

 

Erik Replied that we can look into additional traffic 
calming measures if traffic speed is truly a problem 
here.  

Sidewalk Configuration 
Peter Booth asked if this sidewalk will be the same as 
the other side of the road with a curb and a grass strip. 
Peter suggested curb would give a safer feel than 
sidewalk with no curb. 

Erik replied that yes there will be a grass strip, but 
curb wasn’t initially proposed here due to needing to 
add drainage infrastructure if a curb is present, and 
that drives cost up, but we can include it as an 
alternative. 

Saw Mill Development & Sidewalk Timeline 
Hank L. asked what the timeline for the proposed 
development is. 
Hank suggested then we would need this sidewalk for 
at least 10 years.  

Katherine replied some will start in the next couple 
of years and within 10 years a lot will happen. 
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Question/Concern: Answer: 
Susan Bresee stated sidewalks take time and asked if 
this study goes through to a construction project, 
wouldn’t it take an additional 1-2 years before the 
sidewalk is complete? 
Peter asked if there is development there, prior to the 
sidewalk being built, would the development be 
required to provide sidewalk like the Jericho market 
was? 

Katherine stated these things take time and with 
development starting soon, this sidewalk needs to 
start soon. 

Erik responded yes, likely more than 2 years in total. 

 

Katherine stated yes, sidewalks will be required in 
any development plan. 

Other Questions 
Peter asked if the sidewalks will be lighted 
Peter had other questions not directly related to this 
sidewalk. 
 
Peter asked if there will be any coordination with 
Underhill 

Todd stated they would not be as a part of this 
project. 

Todd instructed Peter to send those questions to 
staff to be answered separately from this meeting. 

Todd stated no, coordination has not gone well in 
the past so the Town won’t be pursuing coordination 
at this time 

 
The meeting adjourned at 8:00 PM 

The foregoing is considered to be a true and accurate record of all items discussed. If any discrepancies or 
inconsistencies are noted, please contact the writer immediately. 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

Caela Waite   
Civil Engineering Designer 
 
Phone: 802 864 0223 
Fax:   
Caela.Waite@stantec.com 

Attachment:   

c.   
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Alling, Erik

From: Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 10:22 AM
To: Alling, Erik
Subject: FW: Riverside Sidewalks

FYI.  Thought you’d like to see this exchange and add it to the mix. 
 
I also had an email from another citizen who said she couldn’t make it and wanted to throw in her support for 
constructing the sidewalk.  She wouldn’t support the no‐build option. 
 
I’m going to send another email exchange your way as well. Pretty much echo’s Hand and Cynthia Listenik from last 
night. 
 
Katherine 
 
Katherine Sonnick 
Planner, Town of Jericho 
www.jerichovt.org 
 

 
 

From: Peter H. Mitchell 
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 10:07 AM 
To: Todd Odit; Katherine Sonnick 
Subject: RE: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
Todd, 
Thank you for the responses.  
I will check the River Road power poles for lights. I think the Park Street ones are in Underhill.   
As you probably realized these are the questions I asked at the end of the 6:00pm meeting yesterday.  
I am hopeful the sidewalk project will be built, and that there will be further infrastructure improvements in the 
Riverside area.  
Peter Mitchell     
 
 

From: Todd Odit [mailto:todit@jerichovt.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 9:51 AM 
To: Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov> 
Cc: Peter H. Mitchell <pete.mitchell@myfairpoint.net> 
Subject: RE: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
Peter, 
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See my responses below. 
 

From: Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 4:40 PM 
To: Todd Odit <todit@jerichovt.gov> 
Subject: FW: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
This is from Peter Mitchell.  I meant to forward this to you yesterday as there are a couple questions that I thought that 
you might have some background on. 
 
See #3 and #5 
 
Katherine 
 
Katherine Sonnick 
Planner, Town of Jericho 
www.jerichovt.org 
 

 
 

From: Peter H. Mitchell 
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 4:19 PM 
To: Katherine Sonnick 
Subject: RE: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
Katherine, 
Thanks for the response. 
You may use the photo. The photo maybe from the 1930’s (when I understand Rt 15 was paved) or earlier. 
Peter Mitchell 
 

From: Katherine Sonnick [mailto:ksonnick@jerichovt.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 1:45 PM 
To: Peter H. Mitchell <pete.mitchell@myfairpoint.net> 
Subject: RE: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
Thank you for your questions, Peter.  I will have to get back you on a couple of these and I also think many of these are 
good questions/comments for tomorrow’s meeting.   
 
I will respond on the ones that I have answers to below in RED and see what I can find out about the others. 
 
I will also pass this along to the consultant, if you’re OK with this. 
 
Do you know when that photo was taken?  That is a great one, clearly showing sidewalks on both sides!  Can I use this 
one on the website and pass it along to the consultant? 
 
Katherine 
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Katherine Sonnick 
Planner, Town of Jericho 
www.jerichovt.org 
 

 
 

From: Peter H. Mitchell 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 1:19 PM 
To: Katherine Sonnick 
Subject: Riverside Sidewalks 
 
Katherine, 
I left you a brief phone message about 12:45. 
My questions (and some others) are: 
1. How many additional/new people are expected to live in the Jericho Triangle when it is fully developed. And a related 
question how many non‐local people shopping, dining, etc. would be expected to have occasion to use the sidewalk 
network. 
We don’t have a complete answer to this.  I know that on the most recent illustrate plan they are showing 38 single‐
family homes, 8 multi‐family (not sure how many per building), and 29 mixed‐use buildings.  The mixed use might just be 
multiple commercial businesses or it could be a mix  of commercial and residential.  This doesn’t include the existing 
sawmill building which is proposed for development first.  This will have multiple uses, most likely not residential. 
 
2. It appears to me that an upgraded Rt 15 crossing at Park Street is not mentioned. Is such an upgrade planned? 
Good Question for tomorrow 
 
We will see if we can add the consideration of a formal crossing in the scoping study.  
 
3. What has happened to the designs done by O’Leary Burke in 2002? And by Lamoureaux & Dickinson in 2009? 
I will follow up with Todd on the O’Leary Burke designs.  The L&D plans have been passed along to the current 
consultant. 
 
4. Do I have to sign up to speak? Is screen sharing going to be allowed?  
No, you don’t have to sign up to speak.  I would think that we would allow screen sharing upon request.  I will follow up 
with the CCRPC on this. 
 
5. Related sidewalk questions: Will sidewalks along River Road and Park Street be lighted?  
 I have not heard of this, but I will follow up with Todd on this 
 
There are no plans to do so. I am not aware of any grants that would pay for that. However, we ask for 
additional streetlights if there are any poles that currently do not have any street lights.  
Will existing sidewalks along Raceway be restored and maintained? (Original concept was sidewalks for Jerihill Senior 
Housing residents to easily walk to stores, etc. in Riverside‐Flats). Will the side walk network be connected and 
integrated to possible development in Underhill behind the United Church of Underhill? (Riverside‐Flats is I believe a 
designated village center and I would think planning should be for the entire village entity).  
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As you noted, this isn’t exactly related to this project, but they are good questions/comments related to general 
comprehensive planning. The concept of broader planning around this issue, with these examples would be good 
questions/comments for tomorrow. 
 
I do know that Underhill is working on expanding the sidewalk on their side of the border.  I will confirm that the 
intention is that they be connected. 
 
There are no existing plans to resurrect the sidewalk along Raceway.  
 
Peter Mitchell     
PS: As you can see from the attached photo, there were sidewalks/walks on both sides of Rt 15 at one time. PHM    
 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  

 
 
 
 



1

Alling, Erik

From: Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 10:24 AM
To: Alling, Erik
Subject: FW: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project

Here is the other one.  This guy lives on River Rd, another side of the triangle. 
 
Katherine 
 
Katherine Sonnick 
Planner, Town of Jericho 
www.jerichovt.org 
 

 
 

From: Katherine Sonnick 
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2020 11:33 AM 
To: Sean Reilly 
Subject: RE: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project 
 
Sean – Thanks for your feedback and I will make sure that your comments are a part of the record.  You can track the 
project going forward on the town website. 
 
Katherine 
 
Katherine Sonnick 
Planner, Town of Jericho 
www.jerichovt.org 
 

 
 

From: Sean Reilly 
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 4:59 PM 
To: Katherine Sonnick 
Subject: Re: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project 
 
I would love to attend but I am working that evening, hence my reaching out to Todd on how to provide input.  As far as 
the Dickinson work, I thought we ( the residents who live and have to commute to work through these intersections ) 
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made it pretty clear that the problem is NOW and not whenever the Sawmill gets developed.   Putting off fixing an 
existing problem with an excuse like that, after all of the various "studies" showed the problem exists today, really 
makes me a bit peeved.  I would tend to vote no for any budget(s) that include any additional fees for sidewalks/safe‐
paths‐to‐school/etc until the town comes to their senses and fixes the existing issues before working on possible future 
ones.  
 
Sean  
 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  

 
On Thu, Dec 10, 2020 at 1:35 PM Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov> wrote: 

Hi Sean – thank you for reaching out with your comments and questions.  I will take a stab at answering your 
questions, but would note that it would be great if you could attend the meeting on December 16 (6:00 pm) via 
Zoom.  You can find more information about the project and how to sign into that meeting on the project 
webpage:  https://jerichovt.org/riverside‐sidewalk. There will be time for public comment and I think it would be 
helpful for others to hear your comments.  I will also share these with the folks at the CCRPC and Stantec who are 
working with the Town on this project.  If you have other comments or questions, you can also post them on the 
project page.  I just added a tool where people can offer comments or questions.  Scroll down the page and you’ll see 
it. 

  

I will put my response in red below, under your questions/comments. 

  

Katherine 

  

  

Katherine Sonnick 

Planner, Town of Jericho 

www.jerichovt.org 
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From: Sean Reilly 
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 12:12 PM 
To: Katherine Sonnick 
Subject: Fwd: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project 

  

  

Katherine,  

  

As an actual resident of the "triangle" area, I have a few questions and concerns about this new sidewalk 
proposal/need :  

  

1)  How was this need identified and whom confirmed it?   I walk this neighborhood ( using the existing sidewalks ) at 
least once a day and rarely see anyone.   There are clearly marked ( and now BLINKING ) crosswalks in at least 2 
locations that allow a much safer crossing of Rte 15.  With the residential "development" of the lumber yard being ( 
realistically ) 5 to ten years off and the amount of actual increase in housing being unknown, what aspect of this 
development would justify a sidewalk from the Store ( a destination ) to the green in Underhill which is only a 
destination perhaps once a year ( Harvest Market )?  Any reason why they can't use the existing, very wide path on 
Route 15?   All they would need is another blinking crosswalk sign on the Underhill Green side to make it safer.  Or just 
have the state re‐paint the crosswalk that disappeared years ago ( who knows why ).  

  

The general need for completing the “triangle” has been identified going back at least to 2004.  When the sidewalk on 
the west side of RT 15 was constructed in 2014, the east side was differed due a few property owners directly 
impacted.  Since that time the 2017 Bike and Pedestrian public outreach identified this area as a priority.  Underhill is 
also undertaking the same scoping process right now to continue the sidewalk on the east side of RT on their side of 
the border.  The Sawmill development will be developed in phases, but the first phase, including a reuse of the sawmill 
building as well as a couple of blocks around that.  It has been before the DRB this fall and will come back early next 
year.  I think it is scheduled for January 13.  One of the reasons for the public meetings/outreach is to ask these 
questions and look at different options – like what your suggested about another crosswalk or no – build 
option.  Good questions and good ideas. 

  

2)  Have the homeowners on that side of the road been made aware that a large portion of their front yards ( or, in 
some cases, their ENTIRE front yard ) could be a sidewalk/path for a need that currently does not exist? 

  

Yes, those homeowners, as well as those on the other side of the streets were sent letters informing them of the 
project and the meeting on the 16th. 
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3)  With the current amount of sidewalks ( and newest sidewalk‐to‐nowhere near the high school ) is Jericho now 
evaluating whether they need to maintain these rather than pay someone else?   The state of all of the sidewalks in 
the "triangle" during the winter has been poor at best with plowing/sanding seemingly happening sporadically.   I 
would assume that someone has thought of this and ran a study on how to best spend our town dollars on this and 
how to support the desired need for more sidewalks/paths? 

  

I do not know the answer to the maintance question.  You are right though, with more infrastructure comes more 
investment.  This would be a super question for next week.  I will see if I can find a better answer to your question 
ahead of next week’s meeting. 

  

Having been part of the many go‐nowhere studies that involve the "triangle" or "flats" area, I am not really seeing the 
point of running another study ( whether the town is paying for it or not ) for yet another thing we don't currently 
need and whose perceived need is five to ten years out.   How about the numerous studies about Dickinson/River 
Road traffic issues that the town has never acted on that we've needed for YEARS?   We shouldn't be talking about 
anything else in this area until Jericho deals with the CURRENT issues, not anything that MIGHT be an issue in the 
future.  

  

Noted. The River Road/RT 15/Dickinson issues are real and I do know this continues to surface as a concern. From my 
understanding it has been paused until more happens on the Sawmill site.   

  

Sean Reilly  

River Road, Jericho  

  

  

  

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Todd Odit <todit@jerichovt.gov> 
Date: Mon, Nov 30, 2020 at 9:11 AM 
Subject: RE: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project 
To: Sean Reilly <vtmiata@gmail.com> 
Cc: Katherine Sonnick <ksonnick@jerichovt.gov> 

  

Hi Sean, 
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The Town is driving this project. This segment was identified as a priority in the Town’s Bike and Ped plan. You 
can provide your input before the meeting by emailing Katherine Sonnick, who is copied on this email. 

  

Todd 

  

From: Sean Reilly <vtmiata@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 8:07 AM 
To: Todd Odit <todit@jerichovt.gov> 
Subject: Riverside Triangle Sidewalk Scoping Project 

  

Todd,  

  

Just saw the page on this and I would like to provide input on this but cannot attend the meeting.  Who is driving this 
discussion and how can I provide input?  Thanks,  

  

Sean Reilly  

River Road, Jericho  

  

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic 
download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  

  

  

 
 



Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping

Alternatives Presentation Meeting 
April 15, 2021
Zoom Meeting



Tonight’s Purpose
• Review project development process
• Review existing conditions research
• Show alternatives
• Gather feedback on alternatives - open 

public discussion
• Discuss next steps 



Typical Project Process

Project 
Definition Funding Engineering Construction



Study Tasks and Timeline
• Task 1: Data gathering, existing conditions analysis; 

October – November
• Task 2: Local concerns public meeting; December
• Task 3: Alternatives development, PAC meeting  

workshop; February – March
• Task 5: Alternative presentation April 15th

• Final report; May



Project Background and Area



Project Background and Area

Study Focus: Pedestrian Safety Improvements



VT 15 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
• Sidewalk on west side of Route 15, no 

dedicated bicycle facilities
• GMT Jeffersonville Commuter Line 

with stop just outside project area on 
River Road



VT 15 Existing Conditions
• Speed limit 35
• 8200 AADT

• ROW width – 66’
• Aerial utilities on east side



VT Route 15 Existing Conditions
• Several residences and businesses throughout the 

project area



VT Route 15 Existing Conditions
• Variable-width shoulders (2-6’)
• Commercial and residential destinations on both sides 

of the road



Alternative 1: 5’ Sidewalk with 5’ Grass Strip



Alternative 2: 5’ Sidewalk with Curb, no 
Grass Strip



Alternative
Comparison



Public Input and Solutions
What are the most important conditions, concerns, issues 

or solutions?
• Safety
• Pedestrian operations
• Sidewalk network

• Transit operations
• Land use changes



Next Steps

• Incorporate feedback
• Evaluate alternatives
• Identify preferred alternative
• Seek Selectboard endorsement



Thank you!
Contact information

Project Website: https://jerichovt.org/riverside‐sidewalk

Christine Forde, CCRPC:
cforde@ccrpcvt.org

Marshall Distel, CCRPC
mdistel@ccrpcvt.org

Erik Alling, Stantec: 
erik.alling@stantec.com



Draft Minutes 5-6-21  

Minutes 5/6/21  
____________________________________________________________________________ 

Selectboard Meeting 
May 6, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

Remote Meeting 
Jericho Town Hall, 67 Vermont Route 15 

  
Members present: Catherine McMains (Chair), Wayne Howe, Erik Johnson. 
 
Others present: Erin Wagg (MMCTV Videographer), Paula Carrier (Interim Town 
Administrator), Anna Jordan (recording secretary), Katherine Sonnick (Town Planner), Erik 
Alling, Christine Forde, Cyndi and Hank Listenik, Peter Mitchell, Brian Stevens, Tom Baribault, 
Marshall Distel, Jessica Alexander, Mathew Champlin, Steve Schwartz. 
Catherine called the meeting to order at 7:03. 

PUBLIC TO BE HEARD. 

There was none.  

Wayne said the Selectboard was thankful for the citizens who participated in Green Up Day. He 
said Joe from the Highway Crew was there receiving garbage bags, and it was good to see 
people out in spite of Covid. Catherine agreed and said they want to recognize the people who 
volunteer to do good work in Jericho. 

BUSINESS. 

1. Riverside Triangle Scoping Study Alternative update. 
Catherine said that at the last meeting there were no affected members of the public present to 
comment and that is why they postponed their vote until tonight - in order to give members of 
the public the opportunity to comment on the alternatives as presented.  
 
Christine Forde said that they did have two public meetings as part of the process and there 
were comments they received from the public at those meetings. She said they could have 
communicated that better during the last meeting. There were mixed comments from residents 
who lived close to the sidewalk which they could have done a better job of summarizing. Erik 
Alling mentioned that he did state at the last meeting that some of that public comment informed 
the second alternative, but he could have brought some of those specific comments out in his 
presentation.  
 
Mr. Alling stated the purpose of tonight’s presentation were as follows: 

● Review the project development process. 
● Go over the project history. 
● Show the alternatives. 
● Answer questions from the Selectboard and public. 
● Seek Selectboard endorsement of the preferred alternative. 
● Discuss next steps/grant funding. 

He said they are at the end of the Project Definition phase of the project - which is the first 
phase and includes identifying the issues, performing a scoping study, and developing 
alternative solutions. If, at the end of that phase, they have an alternative that is supported by 
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Minutes 4/15/2021 1 
____________________________________________________________________________ 2 

Selectboard Meeting 3 
April 15, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 4 

Remote Meeting 5 
Jericho Town Hall, 67 Vermont Route 15 6 

  7 
Members present: Catherine McMains (Chair), Wayne Howe, Erik Johnson. 8 
 9 
Others present: Erin Wagg (MMCTV Videographer), Paula Carrier (Interim Town 10 
Administrator), Anna Jordan (recording secretary), Katherine Sonnick (Town Planner), Kurt & 11 
Donna Johnson, Susan Bresee, Erik Alling, Christine Forde, Bob Robbins, Margo Batsie, Aaron 12 
Little, Adam Magee (Jericho Highway Foreman), Donald Foote, Michael Oman, Tom Baribault, 13 
Ben Joslin, Anne Buckley. 14 
 15 
Catherine called the meeting to order at 7:03. 16 

PUBLIC TO BE HEARD. 17 

Bob Robbins asked about the Federal funds coming to the town. He wanted to know how the 18 
Town is finding out about the money, what kind of guidance they are getting, and how they are 19 
going to communicate back to the citizens. Catherine said she has been attending a lot of 20 
webinars, including ones from the senators and VLCT (Vermont League of Cities & Towns). She 21 
said the latest information from VLCT is: 22 

1. The latest numbers that have gone public for what the towns will be receiving are not 23 
necessarily correct. 24 

2. You might see part of the money in May or June, and the other part later in the year. 25 
3. They have until December 2024 to spend it.  26 
4. VLCT is advising people not to spend it right away, but to start thinking about how to use 27 

it.  28 

Catherine said that although they have been given broad guidance regarding ways they could 29 
spend the money - such as in-filling the budgets, paying for Covid related expenses, or for big 30 
ticket items like broadband, sewer, water - there has not been any guidance regarding what 31 
kinds of expenditures will be allowed. That is why VLCT is advising towns not to spend it right 32 
away until they know it’s safe to spend.  33 

Catherine said that because this is a transformative amount of money that they are not likely to 34 
see come into Jericho again, they need to have a lot of public input. There will be a million 35 
different ideas, but from gathering as many ideas as possible, you start to see what the real 36 
issues are. From what she has seen on Front Porch Forum, it’s clear that people are struggling 37 
with the lack of high speed internet. Without it, people can’t work from home. They aren’t going 38 
to get young people to move to Jericho if they can’t provide high speed internet. Catherine said, 39 
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in her opinion, it’s community money and they need to spend it on things that will affect the 40 
community in the broadest sense.  41 

Wayne asked Bob if he had heard about any specific funding coming for affordable housing. 42 
Bob said he’s just asking a general question. He said the governor has already laid out a 43 
spending plan for affordable housing in Vermont, and the legislature has yet to consider that. He 44 
said it is a priority for the legislature and there has been some discussion, but he doubts there 45 
will be a resolution before the end of this session. His main concern is how the Selectboard is 46 
going to communicate the information and the process around those federal funds to the people 47 
of the town in order to avoid rumours. 48 

Catherine said they would try to give updates at their Selectboard meetings, but they should 49 
probably also post on Front Porch Forum and have something posted on the Join in Jericho 50 
website. She agreed that rumors are an issue and said that she’s had multiple people quote 51 
different numbers to her. Wayne said that, as a general principal, they want to spend 52 
strategically - think of it as an investment perhaps beefing up infrastructure needs - not for 53 
starting new programs that would need future investment to perpetuate. Catherine said it can 54 
also be used as the Town’s share of larger projects that will be partially state funded.  55 

Bob recommended that the Selectboard develop a communication strategy for this issue 56 
because it will be popping up regularly in the local media and online.  57 

Wayne said his niece recently made a decision to move to Bristol, instead of other towns they 58 
were looking at in Vermont, because Bristol had high speed internet. It was a deciding factor 59 
because they work from home. Catherine said it’s clear that more people are moving to Vermont 60 
from out of state and that the internet speeds in Jericho are kind of spotty, but she said another 61 
thing to consider is how to make high speed internet affordable for everyone. Erik said that, in 62 
his household - for example - on Selectboard meeting nights, his family has to watch something 63 
on DVD because they don’t have the internet speed to stream something while he is on Zoom. 64 

Catherine asked if there was any other public comment. There was none. 65 

BUSINESS. 66 

1. Riverside Triangle Scoping Study Alternative presentation. 67 

Katherine introduced Christine Forde, Transportation Planner with the Chittenden County 68 
Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC). Christine said that Jericho had requested that a 69 
sidewalk scoping study be done. She explained that a scoping study is just a planning study to 70 
help understand what the issue is and identify potential problems that might arise. It doesn’t 71 
mean there is or isn’t going to be a project, it’s just an evaluation. Christine said that the study 72 
was funded by transportation planning dollars that come to CCRPC through VTrans.  73 

In the study, they looked at possible alternatives for a sidewalk starting approximately at the 74 
Jericho Market and going to Park Street. They hired Stantec - a local consulting firm - to do the 75 
work. They had one public meeting back in December and they are now following up with this 76 
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second public meeting to show the alternatives that have been developed. Christine introduced 77 
Erik Alling of Stantec to make the presentation. 78 

Mr. Alling said the purpose of the presentation was to review the project development process, 79 
review existing conditions research, show alternatives, gather feedback in an open public 80 
discussion, and then discuss next steps.  81 

In terms of the project process, Mr. Alling said the scoping study is only the first stage of the 82 
process - Project Definition. If this study leads to an alternative that can be embraced by the 83 
community, then the project can become available for funding, design, and then construction. 84 
Mr. Alling shared the timeline for this stage of the project as follows:  85 

● Task 1: Data gathering, existing conditions analysis - October - November [2020]. 86 
● Task 2: Local concerns public meeting - December [2020]. 87 
● Task 3: Alternative development, PAC meeting workshop - February - March [2021]. 88 
● Task 4: Alternative presentation April 15th, [2021] which is what they are doing now. 89 
● Task 5: Final report - May [2021]. 90 

Mr. Alling showed and described several views of the project area. He then highlighted some of 91 
the findings from their existing conditions research:  92 

● There is currently a sidewalk on the west side of Route 15, but no dedicated bicycle 93 
facilities. 94 

● GMT runs the Jeffersonville Commuter Line with a stop just outside the project area on 95 
River Road. 96 

● The speed limit is 35 mph. 97 
● Just over 8,000 vehicles per day travel that section of Route 15 every day. 98 
● The Right-of-way (ROW) width is 66 ft. 99 
● There are utility poles on the east side.  100 
● There is a good mix of businesses and residences along both sides of Route 15. 101 
● There is a variable shoulder width throughout the project area.  102 

Mr. Alling presented two alternatives that were developed with feedback from the Local 103 
concerns public meeting: 104 

● Alternative 1 included 5 ft sidewalks with a 5 ft grass strip between the sidewalk and the 105 
roadway. He showed a cross-section of the design and pointed out the grass strip, the 106 
sidewalk and a slope to connect to existing ground. He showed the ROW line as a red 107 
line, and existing property lines as blue lines on the plan. He showed where the new 108 
sidewalk would connect to the existing sidewalk on the south side of the Jericho Market 109 
driveway and continue north. 110 

Wayne asked about the treatment of the sidewalk where it crosses the roadway that connects 111 
into the existing Mill and said it may end up being the main entryway to the Mill development. 112 
Mr. Alling said that the sidewalk would continue over the paved apron, and that it could be a 113 
thick section of sidewalk there - an 8 inch commercial thickness instead of the 5 inches 114 
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elsewhere. He also mentioned that they designed that driveway’s apron to the maximum 115 
driveway width allowed by the State, but the rest of the driveways were designed with paved 116 
aprons at their existing width, just to keep gravel off the sidewalk.  117 

Mr. Alling pointed out that the sidewalk and the grass strip fall within the ROW through most of 118 
the project but not all of the project. He showed a green line that illustrated where there would 119 
be temporary impacts beyond the ROW limits during construction. He said this alternative would 120 
also impact some utility poles which would have to be moved. Then he showed where the 121 
proposed sidewalk would connect to the existing sidewalk on Park Street.  122 

● Alternative 2 was developed out of concerns that were voiced at the local public 123 
meeting. This alternative has no grass strip and the sidewalk is pushed up against the 124 
road. He showed a cross section with the sidewalk separated from the road by a 7 inch 125 
curb. He said that the rain water would have to be collected in catch basins and piped 126 
elsewhere throughout the project. 127 

Wayne asked where the fog line was on the road in this alternative. Mr. Alling said that there 128 
was an existing 4 ft shoulder throughout most of the project and he demonstrated where it 129 
would be on the cross-section. He added that the same would be true in Alternative 1.  130 

Mr. Alling showed where the sidewalk would connect with the existing sidewalk south of Jericho 131 
Market and where it would bend to meet the roadway. He showed catch basins along the road 132 
way. He demonstrated that impacts beyond the sidewalk would be a bit less than in Alternative 133 
1. He said that in both alternatives, the sidewalk is located within the State’s ROW, but 134 
Alternative 2 doesn’t have any impacts beyond the ROW at all, even during construction. Finally 135 
he showed where the sidewalk connects to the existing sidewalk at Park Street.  136 

Wayne asked if the sidewalk at the Mill property would be the same thickness as described in 137 
Alternative 1. Mr. Alling said it would be and added that the sidewalk at each driveway would tip 138 
down to meet the roadway in this alternative.  139 

Catherine asked if the grass strip in Alternative 1 would act as the stormwater collector and 140 
filtration system. Mr. Alling said it doesn’t necessarily act as filtration, but it allows the water to 141 
do what it does today. If there are existing issues, they could deal with them during the design 142 
phase, but Alternative 1 doesn’t include the curb which acts as a dam in Alternative 2. Catherine 143 
noted that it makes a difference in cost. Mr. Alling agreed. 144 

Mr. Alling showed a chart comparing the two alternatives with the “No Build” option. 145 
Construction costs for Alternative 1 were just under $250,000. Because of the curb and added 146 
stormwater infrastructure and all of the extra digging that goes along with that, construction 147 
costs for Alternative 2 were $675,000. Total project costs including design, project 148 
management, and construction inspection for Alternative 1 were $405,000 and up to $1,055,000 149 
for Alternative 2. Mr. Alling pointed out that both alternatives met the project’s purpose and 150 
needs and safety is improved by both alternatives compared to the “no build”.  151 
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Temporary impacts outside the ROW occur during construction with Alternative 1 (but after 152 
construction, they would just be returned to a grass slope), and there are no impacts outside the 153 
ROW in Alternative 2.  154 

They are not anticipating any cultural or environmental impacts with either of the two 155 
alternatives.  156 

Mr. Alling said that winter maintenance is a big difference between the two alternatives. The five 157 
foot grass strip in Alternative 1 is a good place to store snow. That benefit doesn’t occur in 158 
Alternative 2. It can become a battle between the snow plow and the sidewalk plow pushing the 159 
snow bank in both directions, and if not done right, it can end up leaving not much room for 160 
pedestrians on the sidewalk.  161 

Both alternatives impact a couple of utility poles that would have to be moved, but stormwater 162 
impacts would be greater under Alternative 2 where they would have to collect the stormwater in 163 
a closed system, piping it out and connecting it to an existing system. There is no stormwater 164 
permitting required for either alternative since the entire project falls below the half acre 165 
threshold for needing the State stormwater discharge permit. He asked if there were any public 166 
comments, questions or concerns.  167 

Katherine said she didn’t see any hands. Wayne said it looked like Alternative 1 - without the 168 
curb - would be less expensive. Catherine said that Alternative 1 looks nicer. She liked that it 169 
has a green function, but added that green spaces can get out of hand if they are not well 170 
maintained.  171 

Wayne said that the houses there don’t have a lot of front lawn and he’s concerned that 172 
Alternative 1 will take up more of them, however he is also concerned about the winter 173 
maintenance problems with Alternative 2. Erik asked why Alternative 2 is so much more 174 
expensive. Mr. Alling said it was the curb but also the stormwater infrastructure as well.  175 

Don Foote said he thinks the study is an important thing. He was concerned about the shallow 176 
lawns along the road and asked if the consultant could tell them how much space is there 177 
existing. He said winter maintenance was the first thing he thought of with the curb in Alternative 178 
2. He said that as soon as the plow goes through there during a snow event, the sidewalk won’t 179 
be usable. He said he’s concerned about safety. Even though the speed limit is 35 mph in that 180 
area, there is a ton of traffic and it’s a completely different experience for pedestrians when 181 
there are a few feet between the sidewalk and the road. He said it’s not just a safety issue, but a 182 
quality of experience issue as well.  183 

Mr. Alling showed the plan for Alternative 1 and demonstrated that even in the shallower lots, 184 
there is still 10 feet of lawn between the sidewalk and the front of the house. The sidewalk stays 185 
within the State’s ROW. Wayne pointed out a house that was the closest to the sidewalk. Mr. 186 
Alling agreed that there was more like five feet between the house and the sidewalk in that 187 
case. Catherine asked if the area between the house and the sidewalk would be reseeded and 188 
sloped after the construction. Mr. Alling said it would be and any landscaping that had been 189 
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disturbed could be replaced as an eligible cost for a project. Wayne asked if he was saying that 190 
if a tree or a lilac bush had to be removed for the project that the homeowner would be eligible 191 
to receive a replacement. Mr. Alling confirmed.   192 

Wayne asked if they should take advantage of the project and the fact that it was all going to be 193 
dug up and consider laying some utility lines underneath the sidewalk while they can. Catherine 194 
said there were many people that would like to see the lines buried, but the cost would be 195 
exorbitant. Catherine said she thought these houses were served by Underhill water. Don said 196 
he thinks Wayne is thinking along the right lines about taking advantage of the digging with this 197 
project. He was thinking a septic line and a stormwater line would make sense. He asked where 198 
the current community water line and current gas line were. Mr. Alling said the water main is on 199 
the west side of the road, so services would be impacted, but they are easy to adjust during 200 
construction. The gas line is on the east side of the road so that it would be impacted during 201 
construction, but that cost would be covered by VT Gas because their line is within the State’s 202 
ROW. He said the same goes for the utility poles. Don asked where the gas line and utility poles 203 
would be moved to. Mr. Alling said that because the gas line is underground it could be moved 204 
to be under the grass strip. The utility poles would likely go behind the sidewalk. He said that if 205 
they are in the clear zone now (too close to the road) they would have to be moved to a position 206 
outside of the clear zone which is likely only a couple of feet from where they are today. 207 

Wayne mentioned to Catherine and Erik that they don’t really have a plan for community septic 208 
or stormwater. Catherine said they do have a master stormwater plan and there are several 209 
sites for three acres, but when the State goes to half acre sites in 2022, more people will be 210 
impacted. Wayne said that he doesn’t want to belabor the point, but over the past years, this 211 
exact issue had been brought up - that they should be thinking about integrating long term  212 
infrastructure plans into current projects.  213 

Catherine said that there are ways to mitigate stormwater runoff when they have a grassy strip. 214 
She pointed out that this project involves a state road, so the State would be responsible for the 215 
stormwater system. The Town needs to be concerned with how the homeowners are going to 216 
deal with the stormwater. She said that when there are 3 acre sites, the Town may also have 217 
responsibility.  For example, roads constitute about ¼ of the acreage for Jericho East which is 218 
why we are doing grants for Jericho East.” 219 

She said that in terms of community septic, the big issue is where to put it. Wayne agreed that it 220 
sounds absurd to suggest that they lay a pipe when they have no idea where it’s going to lead 221 
to. Catherine said it makes sense to try and reduce the number of times they have to dig if they 222 
can, but they need to know where it’s going to go, particularly with the septic, and right now, in 223 
that neighborhood, there is no available parcel. 224 

Wayne asked if they had heard from any of the residents of that area - whether they preferred 225 
the 5 ft grassy strip - at the December meeting. Katherine said it was not a Selectboard 226 
Meeting, it was a stand-alone meeting and there were several neighbors that attended. 227 
Alternative 2 is a result of the concerns they voiced. Catherine said that it was a major issue 228 
back when they were considering the sidewalk on the west side of Route 15. She acknowledged 229 
that the ROW goes deep into some houses’ front yards, but it is a State ROW. Wayne asked if 230 
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some of the comments in December precipitated Alternative 2 with no 5 ft grass strip. Katherine 231 
confirmed. She said that none of those people are present at this meeting and she hasn’t heard 232 
from them since the December meeting, although she did send letters to all of them letting them 233 
know of this meeting and directing them to the website where the alternatives are posted. She 234 
thinks it would be worth reaching out to them.  235 

Wayne said that as someone who walks on the Jericho Corners sidewalks, he is aware that 236 
there is a part of winter when the sidewalks are virtually impassable. If they have a curb that is 237 
up against Route 15 and they can’t keep it clear of snow, they essentially won’t have a sidewalk 238 
3 months out of the year. Catherine said that is something they really have to think about: the 239 
pros and cons of each alternative. With Alternative 1, the con is that they are pushing the 240 
sidewalk closer to people’s homes, the pro is that at least it's green and there is room to push 241 
snow around. With Alternative 2, there will be that road to sidewalk snow plowing issue, and if 242 
you are going to pay more than twice as much for a sidewalk that is not going to be usable more 243 
than 3 months out of the year, that’s not a very efficient use of the Town’s money. Wayne 244 
agreed. He noted the safety issue with a sidewalk right up against the road.  245 

Christine pointed out that the notes from the December meeting are on the Town website if they 246 
want to look at them. Erik asked where the need for this sidewalk is coming from - if the people 247 
in that village decided that they needed sidewalks on both sides of the road. He noted the 248 
existence of crosswalks at either end of the existing sidewalk. Catherine said it was a 249 
connectivity issue for what will be a development at the Saw Mill property. She said there is also 250 
a long term plan to put sidewalks all along Route 15 from Jericho Corners to this area. She 251 
agreed it could be on either side. Catherine said that is why “no build” is also an alternative.  252 

Wayne asked if they needed to choose a preferred alternative tonight. Katherine said she didn’t 253 
think they needed to if they wanted to think about it or reach out for feedback from the 254 
community. Erik said he would feel better if he had a chance to review the notes from the 255 
December meeting. Katherine said that the MMCTV recording of that meeting is also on the 256 
website. Wayne said that even though he has a sense of what the comments are, it doesn’t 257 
make a decision any easier. However, he is uncomfortable deciding without even one resident 258 
of the affected houses present. Catherine said that the first time this was proposed, the 259 
residents didn’t want either proposal, but as there is more of a push for connectivity, it made 260 
sense to follow through with a project that had been looked at several years ago. Wayne said he 261 
is prepared to support either Alternative 1 or 2 but not without a single neighbor there. Catherine 262 
said that at least they can hear from the engineer what the next steps would be. 263 

Mr. Alling said that after this meeting, they will collect the feedback they have received tonight, 264 
and incorporate it in an evaluation of the alternatives. Then they will select the preferred 265 
alternative and bring it back to the Selectboard for endorsement. Selectboard endorsement 266 
allows the project to have a much better chance of being funded for construction. In the 267 
meantime, they can open up the floor for more comments via the website to help identify the 268 
preferred alternative.  269 
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Christine pointed out that this is the Town’s project, not Stantec’s, nor the CCRPC’s project. She 270 
said that putting off a decision is okay but Stantec isn’t going to stay around forever. She said it 271 
is the Selectboard’s decision whether they chose an alternative or the “no build”. Catherine said 272 
that because Erik is brand new on the Selectboard, she thinks they could make a decision at the 273 
next Selectboard Meeting. Wayne said he is inclined to choose Alternative 1 with the 5 ft grass 274 
strip because he wants something that is functional in the winter time. Catherine agreed and 275 
said that the cost difference is also a major factor.  276 

Kurt Johnson said that Underhill is going to be building a sidewalk from Park Street up almost to 277 
Poker Hill. Lamoureaux and Dickenson did the work and he suggested that Mr. Alling should 278 
look at that work for consistency’s sake. He said it’s only about half a mile, but the price is 279 
$380,000, so it’s more than likely without a curb and he doesn’t recall a lot of stormwater work 280 
needing to be done. Catherine said she thought she’d heard that Underhill was building a 281 
sidewalk but she wasn’t sure where it connected. Kurt said they are at the stage where they are 282 
selecting construction oversight engineering for it and it’s potentially going to start in mid May.  283 

Wayne asked if Stantec had what they needed tonight. Mr. Alling said that he does and that the 284 
purpose of tonight’s meeting was to get feedback and questions about the alternatives. He said 285 
that even if the Selectboard does endorse a preferred alternative, it does not obligate the Town 286 
to do anything, it just looks better on grant funding if the Town decides they want to build the 287 
project in the future. He said there is a project website that can be accessed from the Town’s 288 
website and they would be happy to collect any comments there as well.  289 

2. Tri Town Transportation Committee’s work with CCRPC-host Kurt Johnson & Michael 290 
Oman. 291 

Kurt said the Tri Town Transportation Committee has been in existence for three years and 292 
covers Cambridge, Underhill and Jericho. Wayne is one of the Jericho representatives on the 293 
Committee. They have some updates on some recent developments:  294 

1. Through the CCRPC they are running a survey regarding alternative transportation 295 
systems in the three towns. They will have the results of that survey in a month or so. 296 

2. Future of Rural Transit (FRT) is running a pilot program next year in a rural setting for 297 
mixed use public transit and school EV (electric) bus that would be shared. Kurt said that 298 
Aaron Little, director of Transportation for the school district, submitted an application for 299 
that pilot program this week. That application encompasses the Tri Town Communities 300 
as well as Richmond. They hope to know if they've been selected in May. 301 

Kurt asked if there were any questions. 302 

Catherine said she knows that GMT (Green Mountain Transit) is funding different grants. She 303 
had asked them what their mini transit pilot program in Montpelier might do for the rural areas 304 
as well. Kurt said that the CCRPC is funding the survey that is going on right now. The FRT pilot 305 
project will have multiple funding sources. They will have more details worked out during the 306 
feasibility stage later on this year, and the pilot would start presumably sometime in early 2022. 307 
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Catherine said she likes the idea of using EV’s. She recently discovered that Vermont has the 308 
highest emissions per capita in the region because of personal vehicles. Doing something like 309 
this will help the State reach its climate goals as well, and help make things more equitable for 310 
those who don’t drive or lack money to purchase their own vehicle. 311 

Wayne said that is what the survey is trying to determine - how people could access different 312 
modes of transportation. He said that especially out in the rural areas, people are very car-313 
centric. Catherine said this project is exciting as it presents the possibility of getting people out 314 
of their cars.  315 

Kurt said they are looking at the program from both energy and transportation, and having 316 
public transportation overlap with the schools as well. Michael Oman (also of the Tri Town 317 
Transportation Committee) said they wanted to let the Selectboard know about the two-pronged 318 
approach they are taking. First there is the study - which looks at integrating all of the local 319 
transportation services that are already here such as Mount Mansfield Villages, SSTA (Special 320 
Services Transportation Agency), and GMT. Michael added that they are also initiating an 321 
evaluation of all of the different modes and actors done by Steadman Hill - a public 322 
transportation consultant - but the school bus piece was left out for several reasons. The other 323 
prong is the pilot program which integrates the school busses and he hopes it will give them a 324 
unified option for filling in the gaps in their transit services. 325 

Wayne mentioned that Andrew Albright is also a Jericho representative on the Tri Town 326 
Transportation Committee.  327 

Catherine asked if there were any questions or comments from the participants.  328 

Michael acknowledged Aaron Little - who was present at the meeting - as the lead on the pilot 329 
project application and applauded his enthusiasm and skill. Catherine said that Aaron was here 330 
because he was nominated as the Emergency Coordinator. Aaron said they are looking forward 331 
to what will hopefully be a successful reception for the pilot program application. He thinks 332 
they’ve made a strong case for their communities and that the opportunities to help connect the 333 
somewhat isolated neighborhoods to downtown areas of all of the communities will be helpful. 334 
Catherine said one of the issues has been that people who wanted to go somewhere in the 335 
middle of the day couldn’t with the current system. She thanked the Tri Town representatives for 336 
their update. 337 

3. Appoint Margo Batsie to the Affordable Housing Committee -term expiration of 2024. 338 

Catherine welcomed Margo to the meeting and asked her to talk about herself and her interest 339 
in the Affordable Housing Committee. Margo said her family is new to Vermont. They’ve been 340 
here for about four years and recently purchased their house in Jericho. She had been working 341 
in the non-profit sector, mostly in anti-violence work. She said that the issue of housing and 342 
affordable housing is near and dear to that work. She brings her professional experience in 343 
dealing with a lot of people who are looking for affordable housing and thinking about how that 344 
can enhance a community.  345 
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Two years ago, Margo said, she shifted careers and now works for the UVM Medical Center. 346 
Part of the reason for the shift is to have time to give back to her community. When she saw this 347 
opportunity come up, it peaked her interest.  348 

Catherine said that Affordable Housing is an important issue. Vermont can’t grow if there isn’t 349 
affordable housing. Margo said that it also helps to create a healthy and thriving community if it 350 
is layered with folks from every aspect of life and in various stages of their lives.  351 

Wayne asked what Margo’s thoughts were on alternatives to single family houses, such as 352 
multi-family homes, duplexes, or accessory dwelling units. Margo said she wouldn’t pretend to 353 
be an expert in the field but she’s learning from Bob and other members of the Committee. She 354 
said it's important to be open to various options for the community. She said she mostly worked 355 
in rural Maine in the past, and she got comfortable understanding that you have to think about 356 
what’s going to work for each small town. She said that if the most efficient and least expensive 357 
option isn’t going to work, you look for the next option. Maybe they start looking for people who 358 
would be willing to donate land or other philanthropic options.  359 

Erik said that Margo had answered his questions with her answers to Wayne’s and he didn’t 360 
have any other questions for her.  361 

Catherine said that since Margo comes with a recommendation from the Affordable Housing 362 
Committee and her appointment would fill the last vacancy in that committee, she would like to 363 
entertain a motion, if the Selectboard members were so inclined.  364 

Erik motioned to appoint Margo Batsie to a term on the Affordable Housing Committee with an 365 
expiration date of 2024. Wayne seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 366 

Catherine thanked Margo and said she would receive a formal letter from Paula. 367 

Catherine suggested that they change the order of the agenda, since Aaron Little was here, and 368 
approve the Local Emergency Management Plan before receiving the updates from Adam. 369 
Wayne and Erik agreed. 370 

4. Approve Local Emergency Management Plan. 371 

Aaron said he has been serving with the [Underhill Jericho] Fire Department (UJFD) since 2020. 372 
He said he spoke with Bob Stone - who is the coordinator for Underhill - and became interested 373 
in helping his community out in this role. Arron didn’t want to over commit himself if it was going 374 
to require a lot of time, but it didn’t seem as though it would. He understands there would be 375 
monthly meetings and some professional development. He thinks he would be able to make it 376 
work with his job with the school district and his time with the UJFD. He is in a situation where if 377 
there was an emergency event, his first responsibility during the school day would be to the 378 
students in the school, but if they have a team together, he could provide some support from his 379 
office at MMU, but his main focus would be transporting students. He understands that with this 380 
position, he would have to set aside his responsibilities to the Fire Department in the event of an 381 
emergency and that’s one reason Mat Champlin couldn’t step into it. 382 



Final approved 5/6/21 

Catherine said she thinks that Aaron’s organizational skills are fitting for the role, especially 383 
since the emergency shelter would be at MMU. She said there were some emergencies where 384 
Todd had to be there, but for the most part, it was just coordination that needed to happen. 385 

Wayne asked Aaron what his role was at the school. Aaron said he manages the transportation 386 
program for the school district and that role includes involvement in the district's emergency 387 
plan. Therefore, his role in the school district is supplemental to the type of incident that might 388 
be happening in an emergency. Wayne thanked Aaron for being willing to serve. He said it 389 
didn’t seem like it would be a huge time commitment unless the bottom falls out, then it would 390 
be. Catherine said that Todd said if the bottom falls out, then the State gets involved and would 391 
provide a lot of help as well.  392 

Wayne asked Aaron if Underhill residents would also go to Mount Mansfield High School during 393 
an emergency. Aaron said they would because it is the only school with a generator.  394 

Catherine asked if there were any other questions. There were none.  395 

Aaron said it sounds like a great opportunity, given his role in the school district and that the 396 
high school would be the main piece of infrastructure in an emergency situation. He said that 397 
with the incident command training he gets with the Fire Department, he would be in a good 398 
position to make a successful plan to respond to things as they arise. Catherine agreed it was 399 
great synergy.  400 

Wayne mentioned that it sounds as though Aaron would have access to training through the 401 
UJFD or the school, but if there is a training that he needs to access on his own, he should feel 402 
free to send the Town of Jericho a bill for that. 403 

Catherine said that they now need to approve the 2021 Local Emergency Management Plan as 404 
updated with Aaron’s information and the other changes that were made at a previous meeting.  405 

Erik said he did receive the latest copy that Paula sent out an hour before the meeting. He 406 
motioned to accept that iteration of the 2021 Local Emergency Management Plan. Catherine 407 
said she had a few corrections this afternoon, but that was the corrected version. Wayne 408 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 409 

Catherine said that in previous Local Emergency Management Plans (LEMP’s) they gave the 410 
Town Administrator the authorization to sign the LEMP paperwork on behalf of the Selectboard.  411 

Wayne motioned to authorize the Town Administrator to sign the LEMP paperwork on behalf of 412 
the Selectboard. Erik seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 413 

The Selectboard members thanked Aaron. 414 

Paula suggested they change the agenda from this point on by moving the Jericho Community 415 
Development Corporation discussion after the paving bid since Adam Magee would have the 416 
paving information. Catherine agreed.  417 
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5. Update with the Jericho Highway Foreman Adam Magee - upcoming work & any 418 
issues. 419 

Adam Magee said he had a six page report he had typed up. Catherine asked him to give it to 420 
Paula to be scanned and available to the Selectboard. Adam said he would. He mentioned that 421 
he also gave Paula a work calendar. He asked if the Selectboard members had seen it. They 422 
hadn’t but they said it was okay.  423 

Adam said the first thing he wanted to talk about was the concern about salt usage on April 2nd. 424 
He said he would like to explain his thought process - why they did what they did - and then sum 425 
up what he believes happened.  426 

Adam said that if there is a snow event forecasted, he usually starts at 2:30AM and checks the 427 
roads. On April 2nd, [2021] at 2:30AM the roads were dry. So he went to do his normal loop, but 428 
around 4AM a snow squall came through and turned the roads to ice. When something like that 429 
happens (and they are already behind in treating roads at 4:30AM), his first concern is school 430 
busses. He knew they needed to get the salt trucks out. He recalled a snow event on February 431 
2nd, 2021 when he had told his crew to cut down on salt usage and there ended up being a 22 432 
car pile-up on Browns Trace and Governor Peck roads. He said it was awful and hoped that 433 
anyone who was involved in that felt free to voice their opinion. From then on, he knew reducing 434 
salt wasn’t going to work. So on April 2nd, he and another regular salt truck operator went out, 435 
but unfortunately, his third operator was out on medical leave, so he had to call in another 436 
employee who doesn’t usually operate a salt truck.  437 

Adam said they also experienced malfunctions with his truck’s brakes locking up. Route 15 438 
wasn’t plowed because the State didn’t know it had snowed. Adam said that the trucks were not 439 
out of calibration, but he explained that the way they do it, the speed of the truck dictates tons 440 
per mile. That method is not necessarily efficient.  441 

Adam said he received feedback from a gentleman in the Griswold development which led 442 
Adam to believe that the salt truck driver who did that route on April 2nd was either driving too 443 
slow, or the chain was too high and put down too much salt. Adam said that although it wasn’t 444 
him, he takes full responsibility as the Road Foreman. He told the gentleman in Griswold that he 445 
is willing to review the winter and adjust their practices. Adams said the feedback he’s had from 446 
taxpayers has been positive. He asked the Selectboard what they thought of the job he’s been 447 
doing.  448 

Catherine said she has received mostly positive feedback about Adam’s work. The issue with 449 
the April storm was that people don’t usually see that much salt left on the roads and in their 450 
driveways, but that is the first negative feedback they’ve heard all winter. She said they try to 451 
keep the salt usage down and Jericho considers itself to be a low salt town.  452 

Wayne added that - generally speaking - the Selectboard is not in the habit of giving feedback to 453 
individual town employees. That is more in the purview of the Town Administrator. He pointed 454 
out to Adam that as a public servant, you might think you have one boss, but you really have 455 



Final approved 5/6/21 

hundreds of bosses. If a few negative comments is all he’s had - and they’ve had mostly 456 
positive feedback about the road crew under Adam - he’s doing pretty well. Wayne added that 457 
erring on the side of safety is ok with him.  458 

Adam said he understands that excessive salt use is not good. If he could have done anything 459 
different in that instance, he would not have sent trucks into the developments, except maybe 460 
Foothills and Countryview because they tend to glaze over more and have more hills. He also 461 
acknowledged that he is still learning and learns more every time he goes out.  462 

Catherine said that Jericho presents a lot of micro climates and it does take a long time to learn 463 
how that affects things. Adam added that it changes year to year as well. 464 

Erik said it’s right for citizens to give feedback and it’s right for Adam to address the concerns, 465 
but he wouldn’t want Adam to beat himself up over it too much. Adam said he will continue to 466 
improve every year.  467 

Catherine said that she thinks it makes sense for the Road Crew to maintain the digital road 468 
signs, rather than the Town Administrator. Adam agreed. He said the road crew has already 469 
taken over the crosswalk sign maintenance and repairs. He said he will need the manuals and 470 
the keys to the boxes.  471 

Wayne asked him if he had looked at the speed sign across from the Jericho Elementary School 472 
when you’re headed west on Route 15. It is so weak and the light so faint, it’s all but useless. 473 
Adam said he would just need to know where to order parts for them. 474 

Adam said, in general, he feels the Highway Department could do more. He said he finds it odd 475 
that they don’t have the equipment to patch pavement with all the paved developments in 476 
Jericho. Catherine said that she thinks it was always farmed out. Wayne said he thought it was 477 
cheaper to farm it out. Adam said Jericho is a fairly large municipality. He thinks a patching box 478 
and a pavement painter would be good investments. He said that having local control is an 479 
advantage over farming it out. For example, he said if you want to paint the crosswalks just 480 
before school starts, you can do that if you have the equipment. It’s harder to have that control if 481 
you use a contractor.  482 

Adam said that some of the mowing could also be done by the highway employees. Catherine 483 
said this is the largest road crew they’ve had and they don’t want to spread them too thin if the 484 
number of employees drops back down to four and they have to mow lawns on top of their 485 
regular tasks. Wayne said that, similar to dairy farming, you don’t want to spend a lot of money 486 
on equipment that you’re only going to be using 3 months out of the year. He said he was open 487 
to it if an economic argument could be made for purchasing any of this equipment or use of 488 
labor in the future. Catherine agreed. She said Adam would have to put together the costs for 489 
the equipment, choose the highest priorities and then they would have to look through the 490 
previous year’s actual expenditures. 491 

Adam said he was thinking about it knowing that they are adding sidewalks in town. He said Mr. 492 
Clark does an excellent job and is good to work with but it may get to the point where they may 493 
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want to consider having their own sidewalk machine with a blower. He said that if they had a 494 
sidewalk machine with a blower, they could blow the snow off the sidewalk into an open truck 495 
and then you would have an open sidewalk all the way to the curb in the winter. He said they 496 
almost decided to move the snow in Jericho Center this year because of the conflict between 497 
sidewalk and road plowing, but it warmed up and wasn’t necessary.  498 

Adam said that they have six employees in the highway department that want to work and serve 499 
the community in the best way they can. He thinks that over time, the Town  would see that they 500 
have more control and a better product because it’s Jericho employees doing the work - not to 501 
say that the contractors don’t do a good job. 502 

Catherine said they talked about a sidewalk plow a couple of years ago, but that was around the 503 
time that they lost a couple of road crew employees and they decided that wasn’t the year to do 504 
it. Wayne said they were also told the piece of equipment would cost over $200,000. He said 505 
they would still be open to having further discussions.  506 

Adam said that when he started in 2019, there was very little being done in the way of 507 
maintenance record keeping. Since the Selectboard approved the new job description for one of 508 
his team members, that team member has put maintenance record tracking he had begun to do 509 
into a tracking software program. Adams said they started digitally tracking repair orders and 510 
cost in January. He can now tell the Selectboard that in two months, their backhoe has cost 511 
them almost $5,000 in two repairs and the 2017 Lo-pro truck has cost almost $4,000 in 4 512 
months. Catherine asked if that was very old for a truck. Adam said it wasn’t very old, but it was 513 
a salt truck and they need to be taken care of - have the salt washed off them regularly. Adam 514 
said that in the long run, tracking repairs is going to help them take better care of the equipment, 515 
and the Selectboard will know how much it costs to run their equipment. Catherine and Wayne 516 
said they appreciated that.  517 

Wayne noted the time, but said he is committed to looking at job descriptions for the employees 518 
because there have been holes and assumptions over the years, and this would be a good 519 
opportunity to patch them up. He said that with the Selectboard Chair’s permission he would like 520 
to ask Paula for a copy of all the job descriptions for the Town’s employees.  Adam agreed that 521 
would be a good idea. 522 

Summer Projects: 523 

Adam said he had the next 3 years of projects planned out. This year, on top of hauling winter 524 
sand, road grading, & gravel, they are going to be doing work on Snipe Island, Bentley Lane 525 
and Leary Road. The work they will be doing includes shoulder striping, ditching and culvert 526 
changing. Those three roads fall under the Clean Water Act and will meet the three segments 527 
that they are required to do every year.  528 

They will do culvert replacements on Owens Rd at its intersection with Lee River Rd, and on 529 
Walsh Terrace at its intersection with Lawrence, and one on Skunk Hollow just below Tyler 530 
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place. They have asphalt repairs to do in Jericho Center Circle on the store side so they can put 531 
in crosswalks that won’t be covered in gravel.  532 

The fourth big project is to work on Fitzsimonds Road including shoulders, ditching, culverts 533 
changed and trees cut back.  534 

Adam said that in August or September, he will probably need the Administrator’s help because 535 
next year’s project will be Cilley Hill Rd. He has an idea for how to fix it and it’s going to take a 536 
lot, but he said they spent almost $13,000 just in materials trying to get people access to their 537 
homes [when the road washed out] this year. He said his plan which will include removing some 538 
trees and he thinks the Selectboard should be involved because they’re talking about cutting 539 
into the Town’s ROW and that can be upsetting for some people. Catherine agreed. She 540 
suggested Adam consult the Tree Warden. Adam agreed. 541 

6. Award Paving Bid for Governor Peck Road and Barber Farm Road 542 

Adam said the paving will be subbed out. He met with Tyler, the engineer, to discuss the paving 543 
on Governor Peck Rd and the bottom half of Barber Farm Rd. The bids have been given to the 544 
Selectboard. Wayne asked if Tyler also did work for Underhill and Cambridge. Adam said he 545 
did. They had four bids for the paving, and Whitcomb was the low bidder at $254,000 for both 546 
roads. Wayne asked if Adam would recommend going with Whitcomb. Adam said that because 547 
the bids were lower than he expected he was consulting with Tyler about expanding the area of 548 
sub-base repair further up Barber Farm Rd past Hemlock Circle. Tyler recommended they ask 549 
Whitcomb. Whitcomb said they would do the work but honor their bid price. Adam said he would 550 
recommend expanding the sub-base repair area. He said that Governor Peck is pretty cut and 551 
dry, but there is one area where they will do a rebuild and put up delineator posts to keep cars 552 
off the property owner’s lawn.  553 

Catherine said that because they try to cover the paving season with two fiscal years, they can 554 
get a better unit price because you’re asking for more asphalt. Adams said that asking the 555 
contractor to do the two roads rather than having two separate bid meetings helps too. Having 556 
both projects together gave them a better price. Erik asked if the one contractor would be doing 557 
the two roads at separate times. Adams said they would do Barber Farm first and move to 558 
Governor Peck after July. Erik said he didn’t understand why the road was so bad at the bottom 559 
of Barber Farm Road. Adam said the issue was with the sub-base and water. He said tractor 560 
trailer trucks and logging trucks are heavy for the road. If they do the repairs right, it should hold 561 
up for years to come.  562 

Erik asked if the National Guard ever offers to help with road repair, since they use the roads 563 
with their heavy trucks and equipment. Wayne said they don’t, and the Town is lucky if they get 564 
a cordial meeting.  Erik asked if they couldn’t just send them a bill. Wayne said it crossed his 565 
mind because of the big steel i beams being brought down Lee River for their massive 566 
construction project.  567 
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Paula said that because Whitcomb’s bid came in so low, they have enough in the next fiscal 568 
year’s budget to extend the paving of Barber Farm Rd up a little further. She suggested they 569 
approve the $254,000 bid from Whitcomb, but also approve up to $300,000 for the whole paving 570 
project cost. They have $200,000 in this fiscal year and they have $255,000 for paving in the 571 
next fiscal year. Catherine said sometimes they do that if it’s done on the unit cost. She said 572 
they could amend the motion to read as follows: to accept Whitcomb’s bid of $254,720 for the 573 
project as shown (including Barber Farm up to Hemlock Circle, and Governor Peck Rd) plus 574 
approve the additional funding for a total project cost of $300,000+/- to cover the unit price per 575 
ton of asphalt as stated in the bid price for the expanded project scope (including Barber Farm 576 
up to Hilltop Dr.). 577 

Wayne made the motion as stated. Erik seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 578 

Erik asked how far it was from Hemlock Circle to Hilltop Drive. Adam said he wasn’t sure, but it 579 
wasn’t more than 1,000 ft.  580 

7. Jericho Community Development Corporation discussion -including membership. 581 

Catherine said that all of the terms have technically expired, but the Corporation has been re-582 
filed in time to remain active and liability Insurance has been paid up. The problem is that the 583 
Selectboard has never reappointed any of the committee members, they just continued to roll 584 
over. Catherine said that Susan [Harritt] and Don [Foote] started in 2014 with two year terms 585 
that would take them to 2016. Wayne said that he recalled someone stepped away. Catherine 586 
said that it was Curt Carter who was the chair, so there is a vacancy there.  Catherine said that 587 
if Susan and Don were assigned three year terms after 2016, that would take them to 2019, and 588 
another three years would bring it to 2022. So they are technically still valid. Catherine said that 589 
Bob Mulcahy started in 2014 with a three year term which ended in 2017, and another 3 years 590 
gets him to 2020, so if they just roll his term over that would take him to 2023. Catherine said 591 
that this would be an opportunity to decide if they want to put new people in because Tim Nulty 592 
is no longer there, and a Selectboard member needs to be a member of that committee.  593 

Wayne suggested that they discuss it at a different meeting. He is convinced there may be 594 
some utility in keeping the group going at least until the Rivers property is dealt with. Catherine 595 
said that it might also be useful in some creative thinking for the Affordable Housing Committee 596 
which was always Tim’s goal for the Jericho Community Development Corporation (JCDC). She 597 
suggested Tim could still be a community member of the committee replacing Curt, but she said 598 
the Selectboard needs to follow up with the current committee members to see if they are 599 
interested in continuing. Wayne asked who should do that. Catherine suggested Don could do 600 
that. She asked Don if he had anything to add. 601 

Don thanked the Selectboard for thinking of it because he thinks the JCDC has been locked in a 602 
box in the closet for so long. He said he understands the opportunity of the Rivers property, but 603 
there are other opportunities. He thinks that he and his fellow committee members would like to 604 
meet with the Selectboard and discuss what role JCDC could act in and how it could be a tool 605 
for the Town to move forward with some of their other goals such as affordable housing. He said 606 
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the Selectboard needs to clarify what the JCDC can do and what the Selectboard needs from 607 
the JCDC. Catherine agreed. She said she would contact the committee members and have 608 
them come to a future meeting and go over the ideas and the bylaws for the JCDC.  609 

8. Approve updated Job Description for Town Administrator and consider approving 610 
VLCT Assistance with Town Administrator recruitment.  611 

Catherine said they don’t need to approve the VLCT Assistance proposal because the VLCT 612 
have fallen behind and just got their town manager consultant on board. Catherine and Paula 613 
met with VLCT on Monday. VLCT interviewed Todd on Wednesday, so they are working on a 614 
proposal. They will come to a Selectboard meeting with a presentation. Catherine said that 615 
because the position won’t even be advertised until after they engage VLCT, they probably 616 
won’t have a Town Administrator in place until September at the earliest. Wayne asked what the 617 
VLCT said about providing support to Paula. Catherine said that whenever she had a question 618 
she could ask them. Wayne asked if that included regular meetings. Catherine said they weren’t 619 
clear on that, but answering questions is part of the VLCT’s service to its members.  620 

Catherine said it would be good if they had the updated Town Administrator job description 621 
approved. Catherine added that Underhill just started advertising for a town administrator, too.  622 

Wayne motioned to accept the revised Town Administrator job description.  623 

Catherine said she had some edits from Todd’s feedback as follows: 624 

● Characteristics: Authority “..Administrator operates solely under the direction and 625 
advisement of the Selectboard.” Todd had said that using the word “solely” sounds like 626 
the Selectboard might be micromanaging which they are not. Catherine suggests they 627 
remove the word “soley”. 628 

● Finance: “...acts as the Town’s purchasing agent working with the treasurer...” Todd had 629 
said that the work is done with the Financial Coordinator, not the treasurer. Wayne said 630 
they should just substitute that word. Catherine agreed.  631 

● Experience: Todd suggested they should ask for a minimum of four years experience 632 
rather than just two. Catherine said that Underhill is asking for 5-10 years of experience 633 
in a multi-faceted organization with a bachelors degree preferred.  634 

● Catherine found some minor proof-reading edits and added more about open meetings.  635 

Wayne asked what Erik thought. He said he was good with it.  636 

Wayne motioned to approve the revised Town Administrator job description with edits as stated. 637 
Erik seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 638 

9. Selectboard Updates 639 

- Green Up Day Update. 640 
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Wayne said there wasn’t much to discuss except to say that Green Up Day was going to 641 
happen this year. The Highway Department is going to be staffed so people can drop off big 642 
pieces and their green bags. The only difference is that there isn’t going to be anything 643 
happening at the Community Center. Catherine asked if Rene would need coordination help. 644 
Wayne said he thought Jessica [Alexander] had posted on Front Porch Forum, but he would do 645 
that, too.  646 

- Update on Implicit Bias. 647 

Erik said that he spoke with Edye and she said the ideal number of participants for an implicit 648 
bias training session is 12, so he’s suggested 12 participants, plus or minus 2. He had wanted 649 
to name the committee chairs but hadn’t gotten to that yet. The session would be a two hour 650 
session with one hour of work to be done ahead of time and then meet for one hour. The rate 651 
they discussed was $750 per session. Catherine said it seemed reasonable. Wayne agreed. 652 
Erik said that Tuesdays and Thursdays work best for Edye, so she could send out a poll with 653 
various possible dates and times and see which one works best for the most people. Erik said 654 
that the key to making the one hour session work was if everyone does the pre-session work 655 
first. Edye suggested they have conversations with each participant to encourage them to do 656 
the work. If people don’t do the pre-work, it won’t work for the group. The other point Erik said is 657 
that this training just gives you some of the tools to start talking about some of the important 658 
issues. 659 

Erik suggested that they might want to add a Selectboard Meeting since it’s three weeks until 660 
their next meeting and they seem to have a lot on their plate. Catherine said that the meetings 661 
aren’t usually this packed, but April has been huge.  662 

Catherine suggested that they forego the Executive Session since it’s so late.  663 

10. Approve Warrants of 4/9/21. 664 

Wayne motioned to approve the warrants of 4/9/21 as presented. Erik seconded the motion. 665 
The motion passed 3-0. 666 

11. Approve Minutes of 4/1/21. 667 

Catherine had the following edits: 668 

CCRCP should be CCRPC on the third page. 669 

2nd to the last page: Roger Miller should be Roger Putzel. 670 

Erik said that in Section 4, Edie should be spelled Edye. 671 

Catherine suggested they put off the Executive Session. Wayne and Erik agreed. 672 
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Erik motioned to approve the minutes with the noted corrections. Wayne seconded the motion. 673 
The motion passed 3-0. 674 

Catherine said that perhaps for the next meeting they would have an update about the lighting 675 
in Jericho Center and they might have the VLCT proposal to consider as well.  676 

Wayne said they should schedule Gravelle Rd sometime in May as well. Catherine and Erik 677 
agreed. Catherine said she has to answer an email from Claudine but she thinks the lawyers 678 
and Adam and the engineer should be in attendance as well as one Selectboard member to 679 
look at the road. If more than one Selectboard member attends, they don’t have to warn it as 680 
long as they don’t talk to the residents about the road and instead treat it like a DRB site visit. 681 
Catherine said they will have to think about how they want to structure the meeting. Wayne said 682 
that Adam will need to be prepped. Catherine agreed.  683 

Erik said he wants to make sure the other Selectboard members are sharing the load. Catherine 684 
said she spoke to the CCRPC about having someone come in to do a tutorial about what a 685 
scoping study is and how the grants work. 686 

Erik motioned to adjourn at 9:37PM. Wayne seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 687 
 688 
The Selectboard adjourned at 9:37PM. 689 
 690 
Respectfully submitted, 691 
 692 
Anna B. Jordan 693 
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the community, then the project can become eligible for funding, and then be designed and 
constructed.  
 
Mr. Alling said they started the scoping phase in October. They had a public meeting in 
December and received a lot of public feedback at that point. That feedback was used to create 
the alternatives which were developed from January through March and brought to the 
Selectboard on April 15th. The final report will be completed this month.  
 
Mr. Alling demonstrated the project area and described the two alternatives. The proposed 
sidewalk is on the east side of VT Route 15 in Riverside. The first alternative includes a five foot 
grass strip between the road and the sidewalk. The second alternative puts the sidewalk up 
against the road with a curb instead of a five foot grass strip. The second alternative moves it 
further away from the adjacent properties.  
 
Mr. Alling reviewed the chart comparing the differences between the two alternatives including 
the “No Build” alternative. He said the second alternative has a substantially higher construction 
cost because it would require some underground stormwater drainage to be installed. The other 
important difference is that the five foot grass strip provides a good place to put winter snow and 
the second alternative doesn’t provide that space. He asked if there were any questions from 
the Selectboard or the public. 
 
Catherine asked Mr. Alling if he had been able to look at the new sidewalk that was going in on 
the Underhill side. Mr. Alling said he didn’t see the plans for that sidewalk but said that based on 
the price it had to have been a grass strip and sidewalk because there was no way they could 
have done a curbed sidewalk for that price. Catherine said she wanted to make sure the 
connectivity was a reasonable connectivity. 
 
Matt Champlin said he knew for a fact that the sidewalk in Underhill was with a five foot grass 
strip. The Fire Station had to provide an easement for it’s construction, so he had seen the 
plans.  
 
Wayne explained that he also lives where the bottom step to his front porch is only 15 ft to the 
fog line on Lee River Rd, so he is aware of the challenges of living close to the roadway. 
However, he is concerned about safety. A five foot strip of grass is good to have in the winter to 
store snow plowed off Rte 15, and he also feels its safer for kids on bicycles if there is a five foot 
grass strip between them on the sidewalk and the road. Because of those safety concerns and 
taking into account the comments from the Listeniks and Peter Mitchell, he is leaning towards 
the five foot grass strip. 
 
Catherine asked Erik Johnson if he had a chance to review the notes from the December 
meeting. Erik said he hadn’t but he’d had time to think about it and he is in agreement with 
Wayne - favoring the five foot grass strip. He feels for the people who don’t have much room 
between their front steps and the road, but putting the safety impacts first and cost comparison 
second, he doesn’t see why the Selectboard who do anything other than option 1.  
 
Catherine asked if there were any comments from the public.  
 
Tom Baribault asked if the engineers had some safety records from their experiences with other 
towns that compare the curbed sidewalk to the grass strip. Mr. Alling said that it has to do with 
the volume and speed of traffic. The guidance from VTrans is that the five foot is a minimum for 
pedestrian safety, and in lieu of that, a 7 inch curb does make some difference. He said that 
from a safety standpoint, the five foot grass strip provides that extra level of safety.  
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Hank Listenik said that the five foot grass strip puts the sidewalk 10 ft from his porch. He feels 
that would be an invasion of privacy. Cyndi Listenik asked why they needed a sidewalk on that 
side of the street when there was a sidewalk on the other side of the street. Hank said that there 
are no businesses, only residences on that side of the street from Park Street to the Market. If 
they want to go to the store, they walk through their backyard. He said he understands the 
safety issues, but doesn’t think a sidewalk with a grass strip is going to do anything to slow 
down the commuter traffic going through there at 50 mph. He didn’t see how a sidewalk would 
be safer and suggested it was safer to have a sidewalk on just one side of the street, not both 
sides.  
 
Catherine said they understand his concerns, but there are many people who feel a sidewalk on 
both sides of the road would be safer. She added that looking at old photos of New England 
towns, you see that people built their houses right up against the road on purpose because they 
didn’t want to have that much of a driveway to deal with. She said the form-based codes that 
Greg Tatro is working with for his development are more village centric. Since Underhill is also 
building a sidewalk on that side, this will provide connectivity and safety for pedestrians all the 
way from Poker Hill to Underhill. Catherine said the State is also working towards “Complete 
Streets” with sidewalks on both sides and connectivity among communities. It’s really about 
looking at the full public good in the area. 
 
Hank asked if the homeowners would be given a tax break because they now have a sidewalk 
to maintain. He said the sidewalk on the other side of the street only gets plowed once in the 
morning and hasn’t been salted or sanded as promised. Catherine said that will change when 
the Jericho Highway Department takes over maintenance. Hank said that Tatro was going to be 
building a lot of infrastructure in the Old Mill area. He asked if they could just use that area for 
sidewalks. Catherine said she didn’t think he wanted people cutting through his back yard to get 
to the other sidewalks. 
 
Catherine asked if there were any other public comments. Peter Mitchell tried to speak, but his 
audio was malfunctioning. Catherine offered to read Peter’s written comments submitted earlier. 
They were as follows:  
“My wife, Kathleen and I support sidewalks on the east side of Route 15. We feel ourselves and 
other residents are “trapped” because of no sidewalks. We are also concerned about pedestrian 
safety and the speed of traffic. At this point we prefer Alternative 1.  
Would you have answers to the following questions? 

1. Is anything being done in this project to slow traffic speeds along this stretch of Route 
15? As I recall the Stantec engineer said he had some ideas. [Katherine’s answer: “Yes 
we can add some traffic calming measures that can work with either of the alternatives. 
That has been the intention but they were inadvertently left off the alternative sketches.”] 

2. Are pedestrian flashing light crossings included in this project? Will there be one at Park 
Street (in front of Green Thumb)? [Katherine’s answer: “A rectangular rapid flashing 
beacon could be added near the intersection with Park Street to enhance the existing 
crosswalk.”] 

3. Will this project include “antique” type street lights and Christmas/Holiday decorations as 
along sidewalk stretches in the other parts of Jericho? [Katherine’s answer: Lighting is 
not included in the scope of this project.”][Catherine added that the Town can add 
lighting to the project during construction and they would consider doing that because it 
ties the various parts of Jericho in together when they use the same style of street 
lights.] 

Sidewalks for safety, sidewalks for health, sidewalks for community. 
Thank you,  
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Peter Mitchell 
PS.: Are drawings available to show the actual design? [Katherine’s answer: “The design at this 
point is just the alternative sketches. Morse detailed design will occur after the ground survey is 
performed.”] 
 
Wayne said that traffic calming measures are more than aesthetics. Those visual cues function 
to alert drivers that they are in a village and should slow down. Christine agreed. Mr. Alling said 
they can actually predict mph of slow down depending on the elements used. He said he could 
include that in the report with some suggestions of traffic calming measures that would fit in this 
area and the corresponding reduction of speed. Wayne said that would be good to have in the 
report. Catherine agreed. 
 
Catherine said the Selectboard needed to choose a preferred alternative tonight.  
 
Wayne motioned to approve Alternative 1. Erik seconded the motion . The motion passed 3-0. 
 
Mr. Alling said that having the Selectboard’s endorsement will strengthen a grant application for 
design and construction funding for the project. He said the next step is for Stantec to finalize 
the report and enter it into the record. He said there is a round of VTrans Bike & Ped grants 
underway currently - the applications are due on June 4th. If the Town wanted to go forward and 
apply for that grant, it would still be a 3-5 yr process before shovels go into the ground.  
 
Catherine said that in his response to the Listerniks’ letter, Mr. Alling had said they could 
“design out”. She asked for clarification. Mr. Alling said that once they get a detailed ground 
survey, the designer will be able to look at ways to mitigate impacts to properties. Cyndi and 
Hank asked what they meant. Catherine said they meant it’s possible to design it so the grassy 
slope doesn’t go as far into their yard. Hank said the telephone pole will be in the buffer strip, 
but asked how his sloped driveway - which is right up against his foundation - would be 
impacted. Catherine said that it shouldn’t affect his foundation at all. Hank said they will have to 
look at the driveways of property owners along the strip. He said it would be good to avoid any 
steeper slopes to the driveways. Mr. Alling said that as a general rule in designing driveways, 
they should not make them worse, but are likely able to improve them. He added that the 
sidewalk will only be a 2% slope, so between that and the grass strip it should provide a flat 
area next to the road way.  
 
Catherine and Wayne thanked Mr. Alling, Christine and Marshall for being there.  
 
[Tree Nursery & planting of Trees – Tom Baribault, Pete Davis & Don Tobi. 
 
Tom Baribault was having issues with his audio. Pete Davis and Don Tobi were not present. 
The Selectboard and Paula attempted to troubleshoot ways to get Tom some audio. In the 
meantime, they moved on to the next item.] 
 
2. Discuss Starbird Pump House removal of debris.  
 
Steve Schwarz was attending the meeting from the Town Forest. He was therefore able to show 
live footage of the Pump House debris. Wayne summarized the issue. He said the Town Forest 
was the location of the old village wellheads. They were capped off when the village decided to 
sign up for the Champlain Water District. This pump house had fallen into disrepair. Steve 
Schwartz and the Trails Committee had been out there doing some work on the trails and 
demolished the pump house, but Wayne had asked them to leave the pump itself intact until he 
could have Spafford and Sons look at it. Wayne said it’s time to decide whether to have Adam 
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and Highway Crew help the Trails crew clear out the debris and to decide what to do with the 
cyclone fence.  
 
Steve showed the debris and the fence. He said underneath the debris is an 8-10 ft hole filled 
with more debris. The question is what to do about the fence and the hole once the debris is 
removed. He said the lock on the fence has been compromised in the past. He said there has 
been a couch found at the bottom of the hole. Steve said that in his opinion, leaving the hole 
and the fence would be a risk and a potential hazard. He said there is barbed wire around the 
top of the fence, but it would be easy enough for someone to dig under the fence to get in.  
 
Erik asked where the wellheads were located. Steve said he was not an expert, but there were 
several wellheads in the area and a valve body at the bottom of the pit, but he doesn’t know 
beyond that. Catherine said that if there is something down there, they can’t just fill in the hole 
with dirt. Steve said it depends on if there is anything useful down there. Wayne said he would 
like to clear out the debris and then have an expert look at what’s down there and then maybe 
they could put a cowl on it and then cover it in dirt. He said he agrees with Steve that it’s a risk 
to the Town to leave it as is or cleaned up but unfilled. Steve demonstrated with his camera how 
close the dense developments were to the pump house and mentioned that those trails get 
used a lot. Wayne asked if Steve agreed that the next step was to have the Highway 
Department clear out the debris, and then have Spafford and Sons look at what’s in the hole 
before filling it up. Steve said that sounded reasonable. He said it wasn’t a Trail Committee 
issue, but a Town issue.  
 
Wayne suggested that he or someone else on the Selectboard should contact Spafford & Sons 
to have them come out and look at the pump house.  
 
Catherine noted that Tom Baribault had commented in the chat as follows: “Alan Quackenbush 
from ANR told us 15 years ago that our first action would have to be to remove the sheet pile 
dam and have the impoundment checked for toxic sludge.”  
 
Steve said the last time he looked, there was nothing at the bottom of the hole except the valve 
head, a couch and concrete. Wayne said if there was anything else there at one point it was 
likely a pump. Steve said there are associated electricity and wires, but he’s sure all that is dead 
now. Wayne said that perhaps he and Steve should go and look at it before they clean it up. 
Erik asked if they needed to get rid of the debris before Spafford and Sons comes to look. Steve 
said they would need to get to the bottom of the debris pile to see what’s down there.  
 
Wayne asked if he had authorization and funding to pay Spafford and Sons to give an expert 
opinion about the pump house. Catherine said there was probably still some funding for this 
since it is a safety issue. It could come out of the Consultants Fund. Erik said they should clean 
it up first. Wayne said they should have the Highway Department remove the material. 
Catherine said that should be the first step. Paula said she would let Adam know. Wayne asked 
her to let Adam know he should do it gingerly. Paula said she would.  
 
3. Tree Nursery & planting of Trees – Tom Baribault. 
Tom apologized that Don Tobi was not present tonight, but said he would be available to further 
corroborate the need for a nursery. Tom said the Conservation Commission met with the Mobbs 
Committee last week to discuss options for installing a small nursery somewhere on the Mobbs 
property. Tom and Don did a site visit to explore an area suggested by Todd Odit that was near 
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the kiosk at the Browns Trace parking area. They didn’t think that site was ideal but would rather 
use the site of the old Comcast building because it is enclosed with a chain link fence which 
would protect the young trees from the local deer population. Tom said he and Don looked at 
the soil and the sun exposure and presented their proposal to the Mobbs Committee but were 
informed that the area enclosed by the chain link fence was under the Highway Department’s 
jurisdiction. The Conservation Committee would have to speak with Adam at the Highway 
Department and the Selectboard to determine if there was going to be any room for a tree 
nursery there.  
 
Erik shared a Google Satellite image of the area. Tom gave an overview of the characteristics of 
the area. Tom said that anything that goes in the area would have to not interfere with the Road 
Crew’s work. Erik asked how much area the nursery would take up. Tom said they had 25 trees 
that were gifted to Jericho and they are temporarily in Tom’s garden. They would only need 25 ft 
x 40 ft of area for the nursery. Tom said that was well within space between the block house 
and the tall pines. Paula clarified that a lot of the equipment they see in the satellite image isn’t 
there anymore.  
 
Wayne asked Tom if he had spoken with Adam yet. Tom said he hadn’t. He said that when he 
visited the site, there was a 500 gallon water tank on a trailer on a concrete pad that is not in the 
satellite image. Tom said he and Don were thinking that the area between the gate and the 
concrete pad would be ideal to store bulky highway maintenance items. The trees they are 
proposing would be small enough to go in 20 gallon barrels and would need to be planted until 
they had grown to a size that would allow them to survive in an urban planting, maybe 3-5years. 
The only equipment needed would be wheelbarrows and people.   
 
Wayne asked how big the area Tom was talking about was. Tom said it was about 40 ft by 100 
ft. Catherine asked if he’s only talking about using the area between the block building and the 
tall stand of pines. Tom said that 25 ft by 40 ft would only take up a quarter of that open space. 
Catherine agreed that bulkie things could be stored straight through the gate and to the east of 
the building and it would be difficult for the Road Crew to get in and out of the area proposed for 
the Tree Nursery. Wayne noted that there were gates for security.  
 
Catherine said they should talk to Adam and find out if the area proposed for the Tree Nursery 
will work with the Road Crew’s use of the area. She said it is a good idea to have a Tree 
Nursery because if they want more green strips, it would be good to have road trees to plant in 
them. Wayne and Erik agreed and said it was a good idea to have the nursery fenced in. Wayne 
said they would want to make sure the gate was closed at night and that might be a 
complication for the road crew.  
 
Paula said she could talk to Adam and report back to the Selectboard. Catherine and Wayne 
agreed that she should do it. Tom agreed as well.  
 
Wayne asked Tom about Don’s plan to do an Ash Tree inventory in Underhill. He wanted to 
know if Tom was at all involved in that. Tom said that Jericho is just now getting ready to 
embrace the help from the State programs to start an Ash Tree inventory.  The bucket trucks 
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and the safety precautions involved in removing dead ash trees would cost the Town in the tens 
of thousands on a yearly basis if they don’t proceed wisely. He said the Conservation 
Commission will be working on coming up with a plan for getting an inventory of the Ash trees 
along the Town roads in the coming months.  
 
Tom asked what side of the new pedestrian path from the Rivers property down to the Lee River 
was town land and what side was Fire Department land. He said it’s crying out for a couple of 
street trees. He didn’t know if it was something he should negotiate with Mat Champlin or if it 
was the Town’s jurisdiction. Mat said he couldn’t see the Fire Department objecting to trees 
being planted between Browns Trace and the multi-use path. He asked if that was where he 
was proposing them to be. Tom said they would be native shade trees for the path - no more 
than six trees. Tom said the trees would not be large enough for planting for another 4 years or 
so. Mat said that as long as the trees were planted where they wouldn’t impede mowing of the 
field, the Fire Department would be fine with it.  
 
4. CCRPC Appointments/Reappointments of Board of Directors, TAC, CWAC & PAC. 
Paula said that Jericho’s representative for the Board of Directors of the Chittenden County 
Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) would be Catherine McMains, and the alternate would 
be Wayne Howe.  
For the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC), the representative would be Wayne Howe, 
and the alternate would be Katherine Sonnick. 
For the Clean Water Advisory Committee (CWAC) Adam Magee said he would be the 
representative and Katherine Sonnick would be the alternate.  
For the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Katherine Sonnick would be the representative and 
Wayne would be the alternate. 
 
Erik motioned to accept the appointments as stated. Wayne seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 3-0. 
 
5. Approve Request to Cater - Shane Hospitality LLC - event at Mills Riverside Park. 
Wayne motioned to approve the application by Shane Hospitality to cater an event with malt, 
vinous or spirited liquors. Erik seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 
 
6. Selectboard Updates: 

● Richmond Rescue -Quarterly Report for Towns.  
Catherine said the report had a lot of good information which the Selectboard members 
could read individually. She said the highlights are usually posted on Front Porch Forum. 
She said that during Covid, the Selectboard didn’t have a meeting with the head of 
Richmond Rescue, so this report serves to update their budget. 
 
Mat shared that from the UJFD’s count, RIchmond came to 17 calls in Jericho in the first 
quarter of 2021. The UJFD provided first response coverage for 100% of those calls. 
They finished their first year with about 93% coverage. He said they have to expand their 
membership, but the EMS classes are opening up and they are getting more community 
members trained so that they can participate. Catherine asked if Covid slowed that 
down. Mat said they had a lot of people that wanted to get involved during Covid, but 
they couldn’t get them into an EMS class. Now that the classes are opening up, they can 
start to get them into training. He added that there is a lot of work and time commitment 
to become an EMT.  
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Wayne asked if Richmond’s numbers match what Mat had predicted. Mat said that all of 
the rescue agencies are getting busier. He said the system is that everybody covers 
everybody. If you dial 911 you will always get an ambulance. He said that is the reason it 
is very beneficial to have a First Response team in town because they can be there to 
start the care and the assessment before the ambulance arrives. Mat said that last week 
they started the process of being able to get the UVM helicopter to come if needed.  
 
Catherine said there was a meeting sponsored by the CCRPC talking about sharing 
resources throughout the region and EMS services is one of the resources they were 
talking about sharing. Mat said that call volumes are up by at least 10-15% and they 
have a good coverage ratio. He extended kudos to the First Response team. The 
Selectboard members added their praise as well. 
 

● Greens Committee.  
Catherine said the Greens Committee met last week and hopes to meet next week. 
They’ve made progress on a policy and they are working on a permitting process that 
should match the policy and it won’t be long before they have a policy and process to 
bring before the Selectboard.  
 

● Catherine said the [CCRPC] executive committee was talking about the ARPA funds 
coming through the County and how to help municipalities through the ARPA process. 
One of the things that came up was broadband. It was discovered that the State is 
concentrating on giving money to communication union districts (CUDs). Richmond has 
recently reached out to the CCRPC for help in joining a CUD. Based on what the 
governor was saying, most of the funding for broadband would be going to CUDs. She 
suggested that Jericho may need to form or join a CUD. Wayne asked if they needed to 
do that. Erik said that Joel had done a lot of the background work. He had proposed the 
join Bolton. Erik said he’s not sure if it matters which one they choose but that they do 
have to pick one. Joel had proposed forming a committee of townspeople to dive into 
how to make the decision. Erik said he would reach out to Joel to talk about next steps. 
Wayne said it sounds like they need to decide whether to join Underhill or Bolton. 
Catherine suggested they reach out to people with pertinent skill sets to join the 
committee.  
 
 

7. Update on ARPA funds. 
Catherine said that currently, it looks like the first tranche of the ARPA money will come to the 
State in mid-May, and the second tranche would come a year later. The money would be 
parsed out to the municipalities and come to the towns in June. In the last meeting she had 
today, the advice was to be creative and find something that is an investment rather than 
consumptive. They also said not to commit any money until they have the rules which are due 
out in mid-May but it may be longer than that.  
 
Catherine said the first step is to have committees brainstorm about what would best serve the 
community good. Wayne suggested they should use the word “strategic” rather than “creative”. 
He suggested that Katherine Sonnick and some people on the Planning Commission might 
have some ideas about what would best serve the community good. He’d heard Peter Welch 
say that communities should think about sewer, water and broadband. Catherine agreed that 
those were the main targets. In addition, they are advised to fill in holes for government services 
without income coming in and consider giving bonuses for front-line workers. The State is 
pushing for broadband, but the towns should consider partnering with the State to be able to do 
a bigger project. Catherine said that she would like to wait until they see the actual rules. She 
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said some people are suggesting that they displace their regular budget items with the ARPA 
funds, but that logic seemed a little shaky to her.  
 
Catherine said they should talk to their committees to see what their priorities were and then go 
to the community to see what their issues were.  
 
7. Other Business. 
Catherine said that she and Katherine were contacted yesterday regarding a deal related to 
wastewater. It's a fully State funded scoping study for wastewater for towns. Dubois & King had 
brought this to Catherine and Katherine’s attention and said it is a first come, first served deal 
that is funded through the Clean Water State revolving fund. It includes 100% funding for village 
wastewater planning and a proposal to spend 35 million dollars over the three years to fund 
construction. It’s for village waste water, which would apply to Riverside. Catherine said that if 
they can fund the planning and construction with other money, that would make annual costs 
more affordable for the residents and help create more affordable housing.  
 
Wayne asked if she was saying that this money could be used to plan the community septic that 
might serve parts of Riverside. Catherine said it would be designed to serve the Riverside 
community. They would have to put out an RFQ for engineers and then follow the State’s steps 
through the process to make sure it’s a vetted engineer. Then you have to be one of the first 
people in line. Katherine said they are working on it. She spoke with Greg Tatro today (he was 
enthusiastic) and then she reached out to the State to set up a meeting with Greg involved. The 
first step is planning, but then there is money spread out over time to help cover design and 
construction which would really help to make the project feasible.  
 
Catherine said they first have to fill out the form and put out the RFQ to qualified engineering 
firms; interview at least three engineering firms - if three firms respond; pick the most qualified; 
negotiate the scope and the fee; write an engineers agreement subject to the State’s approval; 
then go to the Clean Water Revolving fund to be approved.  
 
Mat said the UJFD would like the Town to consider getting a water source to the Jericho Center 
area and continue it down Rte 15 to what will be the Commercial District. Having sprinkler 
systems in those buildings would be extremely beneficial. Wayne asked Katherine what her take 
was on Mat’s request. Katherine said she is aware that water and wastewater have been issues 
for a long time. They are talking about two different programs. The one that they were talking 
about is ARPA money for a specific purpose through the State. There will be other ARPA 
money that will come to the Town that could be used for some of these issues. She suggested 
they could also try for more than one project with this wastewater opportunity. Regarding the 
Commercial District, they were waiting on zoning changes that would allow greater density for 
development there but those have been put on hold, so she doesn’t see that as an immediate 
need. Wayne wasn’t sure if providing higher pressure water supply to the Commercial District 
wouldn’t also benefit Riverside. Catherine said that Riverside uses Underhill water, and the 
Commercial District is on the Champlain Water District. Mat asked for clarification. Mat said the 
hydrants in that district are not pressurized and can’t be used by the Fire Department. The 
Jericho East water system was built off a well. The hydrants are fed from a storage tank up on 
the hill. If you open those hydrants you do get water but it's not pressurized enough. Catherine 
asked if that changed when they switched to Champlain water. Mat said it didn’t change 
anything. Erik asked if they would need a new system to support sprinkler systems in buildings. 
Mat said he’s not sure that the current system could do that, for example, JeriHill Hardware 
can’t install a sprinkler system because of the water system. Mat also suggested that the Fire 
Department would be more flexible with things like PUDs if the houses could have sprinklers.  
 



Draft Minutes 5-6-21  

Catherine asked if there was any other Other Business. Paula said there wasn’t. Wayne asked if 
they could add the adoption of the financial policies to the next meeting’s agenda. Catherine 
said she thought it was a good idea. 
 
Erik said he hasn’t yet received the full list of participants for the Implicit Bias training. He asked 
if he needed a motion to proceed with planning the training or if he could just proceed. Wayne 
asked if they had a motion to approve the funding. Catherine said they could do that at the next 
meeting.  
 
8. Approve Warrants of 4/23/21.  
Wayne motioned to approve the warrants as presented. Erik seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 3-0. 
 
9. Approve Minutes of 4/15/21 & 4/30/21.  
Catherine had the following edits to the 4/15/21 minutes: 
Line 217 & 218 - “She said that when there are 3 acre sites, the Town is responsible may also 
have responsibility.   for about ¼ which is why they are doing grants for Jericho East. For 
example, roads constitute about ¼ of the acreage for Jericho East which is why we are doing 
grants for Jericho East.” 
Line 307 - “Jericho Vermont has the highest emissions per capita.” 
Line 417 - should read: Update with the Jericho Highway Foreman Adam Magee - 
upcoming work & any issues.  
Line 652 - pole should be poll. 
 
Wayne motioned to approve the minutes of 4/15/21 with corrections as noted. Erik seconded 
the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 
 
Wayne motioned to approve the minutes of 4/30/21. Erik seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 3-0. 
 
Catherine noted that Brian Steven had left and that he wanted to be involved in the next item. It 
was decided that they would set up an agenda for a special meeting next week to request 
engineering services for a wastewater study for Riverside.  
 
10. Executive Session -Personnel - The executive session was postponed to another date. 
 
Erik motioned to adjourn. Wayne seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. The 
Selectboard adjourned at 9:03PM. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Anna B. Jordan 



                                                                                                                May 24, 2021 
 
Jericho Selectboard 
 
 
Hello, 
           This letter is in regard to the May 6th meeting and the vote on the Riverside sidewalks. 
First of all thank you for sending a letter about the zoom meeting to hear the public opinions on 
this project and vote. 
         I know that we got a little aggravated when trying to voice our concerns with the sidewalk 
crossing our front lawn and we don't think that you understand the whole picture with our 
property and how it will impact the physical structure of the house and the property value. 
        Yes in the late 1800’s there was a sidewalk, there was a train station and trains and there 
were businesses. But there was not a 2 lane highway, paved sidewalks and tractor trailer trucks. 
Maybe still a stage coach or a horse and wagon. And a lot less people. 
When our house was built around that time  Route 15  was smaller and a lot lower. About where 
you want to put the sidewalk in is about how much lower the road was.  
         This  is a large home built on a fragile stone foundation not used to vibrations from heavy 
construction vehicles. When the driveway side collapsed it was because of heavy equipment 
resetting the telephone pole that was sitting vibrating on that side. The heavy equipment owners 
denied they had anything to do with it. That with snow melting off the road and collecting as ice 
in the middle flat spot our insurance said it was an act of mother nature and did not cover the 
expense of having it fixed.  
         When they were paving the road 2 years ago I had direct contact with a woman in the 
transportation department who would let me know what was going on for how long. I sent them 
pictures of the front room of our house stone foundation and kept them updated if anything 
started to look suspicious.  
        I saw the heavy equipment you used to put in the airport landing ugly as anything sidewalk 
in Jericho and that really concerns us. Why does it have to be 5’, why can't it be like across the 
street?  
       Our house is zoned Commercial, Agriculture and 2 rental apartments. That front room is 
considered a bedroom. We can not imagine renting it out. Maybe the person that said he didn’t 
mind if people looked into his room or house (weird….) but we think renters would really mind.. 
That front room also has been used in the late 1800’s as a milliary (hat shop) and at one point  I 
had a small antique shop there. The only real parking is out front  and if you put a sidewalk 
there it will take that away. The same with Nellie Mays down the street. And please do not 
promote the whole Papaloosee thing with parking and trees on Route 15. Really not practical 
with MBI smelly garbage trucks racing through! 
       Then let's talk about curb appeal and aesthetics of putting this runway through the only 
large lawn on this side of the road. ( at the moment being replanted due to a septic system 
being put in) A yard with beautiful perennial  and  vegetable beds.. With a huge 100 year old 
apple tree. Ruin this for the safety of the few walkers that may use the sidewalk from Underhill? 
It seems unreal. For  many years I owned a flower garden landscaping company. I know about 
curb appeal. I worked and designed for many businesses and residential owners. Al's French 



Fries, Smugglers Notch, The Red Mill, etc.. This is going to devalue our home in so many ways. 
I don’t care how many daylilies or shrubs you put in the 5 foot strip it's not going to help. 
Especially because it's all made to look pretty right off  and then it is not maintained the next 
year and dies. 
And we don't want to feel like we have to put a fence up to maintain privacy so our 
grandchildren aren't  running  up to strangers and our dogs protecting what has always been 
part of their yard.  
       For the past 22 years I have been a high school educator and it boggles my mind that this 
$406,000 couldn't be used for maybe a rec center with a swimming pool for the young people in 
the area.  There really is nothing for the teenagers in this town.  
       Growing up in Williston and seeing farms being sold and destroyed for box stores and 
highways not being built all for growth has always left me depressed and upset. Not really sure 
how a sidewalk is going to impact growth when there is already one there that fits the landscape 
and does not invade one's atheistic privacy and still maintains the village charm. 
        It's so sad that we have a home where we raised 2 children that learned to live with the 
sidewalk across the road and restored an older home and yard  to have it ruined by a sidewalk 
just for convenience.  It has lost our faith in Jericho. We will be investigating how to stop this 
from happening just to ensure the structural and aesthetic value of our home,  
        Connecting it from Pete Mitchell's house could be a start to Park Street but it will stop in 
front of our house if we have our say. 
                                                         
                                                   Cyndi and Hank Listenik 
                                                     388 Vt. Route 15 
                                            
                                              
                                                   
           
                   
          



 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: JERICHO SELECTBOARD 

SUBJECT: RIVERSIDE VILLAGE SIDEWALK SCOPING STUDY 

DATE: 5/13/2021 

 

On April 15 and May 6, 2021, the Selectboard received and heard a presentation of the  Riverside 
Village Sidewalk Scoping Study. The scoping study investigated 3 alternatives: Alternative 1: a 5- 
foot sidewalk with a 5-foot grass strip; Alternative 2: a 5-foot sidewalk with curb and adjacent to the 
roadway, and 3) a no build alternative. Both build alternatives considered the addition of traffic 
calming and pedestrian safety components. The study includes cost estimates for the conceptual 
alignments. 

The Jericho Selectboard endorses Alternative 1: the 5-foot sidewalk with a 5-foot grass strip as the 
long term preferred alternative. Minutes from the May 6th meeting showing the Selectboard motion 
to approve are included. 
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Initials Date
Calc'd By: KJR 2/23/2021
Checked By: CJW 3/1/2021
Revised By:

Checked By:

Item No. Unit Unit Price Quantity Item Total
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION CY $24.00 405 $9,720.00
203.16 SOLID ROCK EXCAVATION CY $186.00 25 $4,650.00
301.26 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED CY $55.00 285 $15,675.00
406.38 HAND-PLACED BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT, DRIVES SY $25.00 500 $12,500.00
601.2615 18" CPEP(SL) LF $85.00 25 $2,125.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY $106.00 805 $85,330.00
618.11 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 8 INCH SY $155.00 50 $7,750.00
618.30 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE SF $44.00 20 $880.00
630.15 FLAGGERS HR $40.00 1000 $40,000.00
635.11 MOBILIZATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS $30,954.80 1 $30,954.80
641.11 TRAFFIC CONTROL, ALL-INCLUSIVE LS $10,000.00 1 $10,000.00
651.15 SEED LB $11.00 60 $660.00
651.18 FERTILIZER LB $5.00 150 $750.00
651.20 AGRICULTURAL LIMESTONE TON $670.00 1 $335.00
651.35 TOPSOIL CY $50.00 150 $7,500.00
653.10 HAY MULCH TON $780.00 1 $780.00
679.46 STREET LIGHT ASSEMBLY EACH $9,000.00 22 $198,000.00
900.620 SPECIAL PROVISION (TRAFFIC CALMING) EACH $10,000.00 1 $10,000.00

Sub Total $437,609.80
Contengencies ( 20%) $87,521.96

$530,000.00

$110,000.00

$30,000.00

$80,000.00

$750,000.00

Municipal Project Management/Admin (5% of construction costs)

Construction Inspection (15% of construction costs)

Total Opinion of Probable Project Cost (Rounded)

Total Opinion of Probable Construction Cost (Rounded)

Quantity Summary

Jericho Riverside Village 
Scoping

179450297

Engineering (20% of construction costs)

Item Description

55 Green Mountain Drive
South Burlington, VT 05403
Tel: (802) 864-0223

Alternative 1: 5-foot sidewalk 
with 5-foot grass strip

V:\1794\active\179450297\transportation\estimate\Jericho.xlsm



Initials Date
Calc'd By: KJR 2/25/2021
Checked By: CJW 3/1/2021
Revised By:

Checked By:

Item No. Unit Unit Price Quantity Item Total
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION CY $24.00 945 $22,680.00
203.16 SOLID ROCK EXCAVATION CY $186.00 50 $9,300.00
204.20 TRENCH EXCAVATION OF EARTH CY $20.00 1200 $24,000.00
301.35 SUBBASE OF DENSE GRADED CRUSHED STONE CY $38.00 685 $26,030.00
406.35 SUPERPAVE BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT TON $125.00 300 $37,481.94
601.2615 18" CPEP(SL) LF $85.00 1500 $127,500.00
604.18 PRECAST REINFORCED CONCRETE DROP INLET WITH CAST IRON GRATEEACH $5,000.00 11 $55,000.00
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB LF $50.00 1490 $74,500.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY $106.00 810 $85,860.00
618.11 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 8 INCH SY $152.00 50 $7,600.00
618.30 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE SF $44.00 20 $880.00
630.15 FLAGGERS HR $40.00 1000 $40,000.00
635.11 MOBILIZATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS $39,627.96 1 $39,627.96
641.11 TRAFFIC CONTROL, ALL-INCLUSIVE LS $10,000.00 1 $10,000.00
651.15 SEED LB $11.00 40 $440.00
651.18 FERTILIZER LB $5.00 100 $500.00
651.20 AGRICULTURAL LIMESTONE TON $670.00 0 $167.50
651.35 TOPSOIL CY $50.00 100 $5,000.00
653.10 HAY MULCH TON $780.00 1 $390.00

Sub Total $561,567.40
Contengencies ( 20%) $112,313.48

$675,000.00

$140,000.00

$35,000.00

$105,000.00

$955,000.00

Municipal Project Management/Admin

Construction Inspection

Total Opinion of Probable Project Cost (Rounded)

Total Opinion of Probable Construction Cost (Rounded)

Quantity Summary

Jericho

179450297

Engineering

Item Description

55 Green Mountain Drive
South Burlington, VT 05403
Tel: (802) 864-0223

Path - Alt #2

V:\1794\active\179450297\transportation\estimate\Jericho2.xlsm
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SHPO Project Review Number:  
Involved State and Federal Agencies: Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) 
Phase of Survey: Archeological Resource Assessment 

Municipality: Town of Jericho 
County: Chittenden County, Vermont 

Length: 1,490 feet (454 m) 
Width: 20 feet (6 m) 
Area: 0.68 acre (0.28 ha) 

Precontact Archeological sites within one mile: None 
Historic Archeological sites within one mile: None 
NR/NRE districts in or adjacent: None 
Precontact Sensitivity: Low archeological sensitivity from previous disturbance along the project alignment.   
Historic Sensitivity: Low  

Archeological potential is low within the project area of potential effects (APE) because of previous 
disturbance from road and driveway construction, utility installation and landscaping.  No further 
archaeological study is recommended for the project.   
 
  
  
 
 
Report Authors: Elise Manning-Sterling  
 
Date of Report: May 2021 
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Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc. was retained by Stantec to conduct an archeological resource 
assessment (ARA) for the proposed Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study, located along the east side of 
Route 15 for a distance of approximately 1,490 feet (454 m) in the Town of Jericho, Chittenden County, 
Vermont (Map 1).  The project has involvement from the Vermont Agency of Transportation and is subject 
to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act.  The cultural resources 
investigation will be reviewed by the VTrans archeology officer.   
 
The project contains the following components:   
 

• The project entails construction of a new sidewalk along the east side of Route 15 between Park Street 
Extension and the entrance to the Jericho Market, a distance of approximately 1,490 feet (454 m). 

• Assuming a width of 20 feet (6 m), the area of potential effects (APE) measures approximately 0.68 acres 
(0.28 ha) (Map 2). 

Environmental characteristics of an area are significant for determining the sensitivity for archeological 
resources. Precontact and historic groups often favored level, well-drained locations near wetlands and 
waterways.  Therefore, topography, proximity to wetlands, and soils are examined to determine if there are 
landforms in the project area that are more likely to contain archeological resources Soil conditions can 
provide a clue to past climatic conditions, as well as changes in local hydrology. 

The project area is located at approximately 700 feet above mean sea level (amsl) on a level terrace in a 
relatively wide river valley, with The Creek located approximately 500 feet to the north, and the Browns 
River, approximately 1,500 feet to the south.  The APE is surrounded to the northwest, northeast and 
southeast by large mountains, ranging in height from approximately 1,100 feet to 1,500 feet, the mountains 
separated by The Creek, flowing from the north to the southwest, and the Browns River, flowing from west 
to east.  There are a number of small unnamed drainages in the project vicinity which flow into the Winooski, 
located approximately 5 miles to the southwest, and eventually into Lake Champlain, located approximately 
19 miles to the west.  There is one dominant soil type present within the project area, which is characterized 
as Stetson gravely fine sand loam, 0-5% slopes.  These soil types are found on terrace landforms and are 
derived from sandy and gravelly glaciolacustrine deposits.   

An examination of the VDHP archeological site files indicated that there are no historic archeological sites 
located within or adjacent to the project APE.  There are no National Register Sites located within or adjacent 
to the project area.  There are no cemeteries located within or adjacent to the project area (Hyde and Hyde 
1991). 

There are two structures located within/adjacent to the project alignment on the east side of Route 15.  These 
include the ca. 1857 Calvary Episcopal Church which is described as built in the “Carpenter Gothic” style, the 
only one of its kind in the Town of Jericho.  The ca. 1933 Waters Memorial Library, built in the Colonial 
Revival style, is located in the central portion of the alignment.  The Underhill Flats Historic District is 
located outside of the project area to the north.   



Area of Potential Effects (APE)

Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study, Town of  Jericho, Chittenden County, Vermont
Archeological Resource Assessment
E

:\
5

5
9

9
\G

IS
\D

o
c

u
m

e
n

ts
\H

A
A

_
5

5
9

9
-1

1
_

A
R

A
_

M
a

p
1

.m
xd

, 
3

/8
/2

0
2

1
 1

0
:3

8
:5

1
 A

M

1,000 0 1,000 2,000

Feet

Note: Contour interval is 20 feet.q Map 1

Project Location

GIS Services Accessed 3/8/2021:

Environmental Systems Research

Institute, Inc., World Street Map;

USGS The National Map

Current View

300 0 300 600

Meters



T h e C r e e k

Depot St

Gar Place

C
re

e
k

s
id

e
R

d

River Rd

Racew
ay Rd

P
a

lm
e

r 
L

n

D
ickenson St

P
ar

k 
S

t

Grand Army of the Republic Hwy

¬«15

Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study, Town of  Jericho, Chittenden County, Vermont
Archeological Resource Assessment
E

:\
5

5
9

9
\G

IS
\D

o
c

u
m

e
n

ts
\H

A
A

_
5

5
9

9
-1

1
_

A
R

A
_

M
a

p
2

.m
xd

, 
3

/8
/2

0
2

1
 1

0
:3

4
:5

0
 A

M

q

Map 2

Project Map

Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc.,

World Imagery Accessed 3/8/2021

75 0 75 150

Feet

21 0 21 42

Meters

Legend

Area of Potential Effects (APE)



Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study  
Town of Jericho, Chittenden County, VT  
Archeological Resource Assessment 5599.11 
 

 5 

A review of historic maps of the project area was conducted to attain an overview of the changing historical 
and environmental landscape within the project area.  This review includes the study of historic structures 
that may be or may no longer be extant, alterations to road and rail systems, and changes in stream and river 
courses.   

 
Two 19th century maps, the 1857 Walling map and 1869 Beers map depict approximately the same 
house/structure configuration on the east side of Route 15, also known as the Grand Army of the Republic 
Highway (Map 3).  These early maps show a Methodist Church located to the north, outside the project area, 
two residences and a blacksmith shop in the central portion of the APE, and the Episcopal Church to the 
south.   
 
Early to mid-20th century USGS maps, dating to 1927 and 1948 show increased residential development along 
the east side of Route 15.   The 1927 USGS map depicts the Central Vermont Railroad located to the south 
of the project area, which was not shown on 19th century maps.  The 1948 USGS shows only a dashed line 
along the railroad alignment, indicating that it had been dismantled or fallen into disuse by the mid-20th 
century. 
  
The map research indicates that the historic development in the project area primarily consisted of residential 
structures, one small business (blacksmith shop), and two churches along or near the project alignment.  The 
project alignment is located adjacent to the roadway, in the front yards of these structures.  However, historic 
archeological features and deposits in front yards are often absent, or are not considered potentially 
significant (Borstel 2005).  Therefore, the overall historic archeological sensitivity of the project area is 
considered to be low. 

 

Examination of VDHP site files indicates that within several miles of the project area, that there are hundreds 
of sites, representing all precontact time periods and site types, including a quarry which produces Monkton 
quartzite, located several miles to the west.  The majority of sites are located on the shores of Lake 
Champlain, Shelburne Pond, within the Winooski Intervale, and along the Winooski and Lamoille Rivers and 
their many associated small tributaries, such as Allen Brook, Indian Brook, Mud Brook and Bartlett Brook.  

There are no precontact sites located within one mile of the project area.  In fact, there are no identified 
precontact or historic sites located within the river valley in which the project area is located.  This is more 
likely a result of limited archaeological investigation rather than an absence of sites.  It is interesting to note 
that west of the project area, there are numerous precontact sites nearer Lake Champlain, as noted above.  To 
the east of the project area, there are approximately 100 historic sites located in the hills and slopes of the 
Green Mountains.  The historic sites include a large number of house and farm foundations and small 
industrial sites.     

The VDHP Environmental Predictive Model was completed for the project area which produced an overall 
rating of 30 (Appendix 1), with a rating of 32 or above indicating precontact sensitivity.  The project area 
received points based on its location in proximity to a stream, situated near the Champlain Sea/Shore line 
within a travel corridor.   Because of the presence of previous disturbance from road and driveway 
construction, utility installation and historic development, the project area’s rating was decreased by 32 points 
for a final rating of 30 points.   

The project alignment is located along the east side of Route 15 which is characterized as areas of residential 
grass lawns interspersed with gravel driveways (Photo 1).  The project area is characterized as a late 19th to 
early 20th-century residential street that contains several houses, the Waters Memorial Library, the Cavalry
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Photo 1.  Photo shows the northern end of the project alignment which begins in 

front of the gray house in the background.  There is an existing sidewalk in the 
front of the (former) Methodist Church on the left.  View is to the southeast. 

 
 
Episcopal Church and a modern bank at the southern end of the APE (Photos 2-4).  The historic structures 
are situated at different differences from Route 15, varying between approximately 15 to 75 feet from the 
road.   Electric power poles and mailboxes are located adjacent to the roadway.   
 
Archeological potential is considered to be low within the area of potential effects because of previous 
disturbance from road and driveway construction, utility installation and landscaping.  No further 
archaeological study is recommended for the Riverside Village Sidewalk Scoping Study.   This ARA report 
should be submitted to VTrans archaeology officers for review and concurrence.   
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Photo 2.   Photo shows the streetscape in the central portion of the project 

alignment.  View is to the southeast. 

 

 
Photo 3.   Photo shows the streetscape at the southern end of the project 

alignment.  View is to the southeast. 
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Photo 4.    Photo shows the southernmost end of the project alignment, with the 
Cavalry Episcopal Church, to the right of which is a modern bank. View is to the 

southeast. 

 

 

 

 

. 
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APPENDIX I: VDHP Environmental Predictive Model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



VERMONT DIVISION FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Environmental Predictive Model for Locating Pre-contact Archaeological Sites 
 

 
Project Name  County                                   Town 

DHP No.     Map No.                  Staff Init. Date
 

   Additional Information 

 Environmental Variable Proximity Value Assigned Score 
A. RIVERS and STREAMS (EXISTING or 

RELICT): 
1)   Distance to River or 

Permanent Stream (measured from top of bank) 
 
2)   Distance to Intermittent Stream 

 

 
 
3)   Confluence of River/River or River/Stream 

 

 
 
4) Confluence of Intermittent Streams 

 

 
 
5)   Falls or Rapids 

 

 
 
6)   Head of Draw 

 

 
 
7)   Major Floodplain/Alluvial Terrace 

 
8)   Knoll or swamp island 

 
9)  Stable Riverine Island 

 

 
 

0- 90 m 
90- 180 m 

 
0- 90 m 

90-180 m 
 

0-90 m 
90 –180 m 

 
0 – 90 m 

90 – 180 m 
 

0 – 90 m 
90 – 180 m 

 
0 – 90 m 

90 – 180 m 

 

 
 

12 
6 

 
8 
4 

 
12 
6 

 
8 
4 

 
8 
4 

 
8 
4 

 
32 

 
32 

 
32 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

B. LAKES and PONDS (EXISTING or 
RELICT): 

10) Distance to Pond or Lake 
 

 
 
11) Confluence of River or Stream 

 

 
 
12) Lake Cove/Peninsula/Head of Bay 

 

 
 

0- 90 m 
90 -180 m 

 
0-90 m 

90 –180 m 

 

 
 

12 
6 

 
12 
6 

 
12 

 

 
 
 
 

C. WETLANDS: 
13) Distance to Wetland 
(wetland > one acre in size) 

 
14) Knoll or swamp island 

 
0- 90 m 

90 -180 m 

 
12 
6 

 
32 

 
 

D. VALLEY EDGE and GLACIAL 

LAND FORMS: 
15) High elevated landform such as Knoll 

Top/Ridge Crest/ Promontory 
 
16) Valley edge features such as Kame/Outwash 

Terrace** 

 
 

 
 

12 
 

 
 

12 

 

 
 
 

 

         



 

17) Marine/Lake Delta Complex** 
 
18) Champlain Sea or Glacial Lake Shore Line** 

 12 
 

32 

 

E. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: 
19) Caves /Rockshelters 

 
20) [  ] Natural Travel Corridor 

[   ] Sole or important access to another 
drainage 

[   ] Drainage divide 
 
21) Existing or Relict Spring 

 

 
 
22) Potential or Apparent Prehistoric Quarry for 

stone procurement 
 
23) ) Special Environmental or Natural Area, such 

as Milton acquifer, mountain top, etc. (these 
may be historic or prehistoric sacred or 
traditional site locations and prehistoric site 
types as well) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 – 90 m 
90 – 180 m 

 

 
 

0 – 180 m 

 
32 

 
 
 
 
 

12 
 

8 
4 

 

 
 

32 
 
 
 
 
 

32 

 

F. OTHER HIGH SENSITIVITY FACTORS: 
24) High Likelihood of Burials 

 
25) High Recorded Site Density 

 
26) High likelihood of containing significant site 
based on recorded or archival data or oral tradition 

  
32 

 
32 

 
32 

 

G. NEGATIVE FACTORS: 
27) Excessive Slope (>15%) or 
Steep Erosional Slope (>20) 

 
28) Previously disturbed land as evaluated by a 

qualified archeological professional or engineer 
based on coring, earlier as-built plans, or 
obvious surface evidence (such as a gravel pit) 

 
 

 
 

- 32 
 

- 32 

 

** refer to 1970 Surficial Geological Map of Vermont 
 

Total Score: 
Other Comments : 

0- 31 = Archeologically Non- Sensitive 
32+  = Archeologically Sensitive 

 
 
 
 
 

April 8, 2015 
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  Memo 
 

 

  

To: Erik Alling, Stantec From: Polly Harris, Stantec 
 South Burlington VT Office  South Burlington VT Office 
File: 179450297 Date: March 3, 2021 

 

REFERENCE:  Natural Resource Review for Riverside Village Sidewalk, Jericho 

RIVERSIDE VILLAGE SIDEWALK, JERICHO  
 
The core of Riverside Village Center in Jericho, Vermont is a triangle bounded by Route 15 to the west, Park 
Street to the east and River Road to the south. Sidewalks exist on the west side of Route 15, the west side of 
Park Street and the north side of River Road. The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission and the 
Town of Jericho are currently conducting a scoping project to identify a preferred alternative to complete a 
missing piece of this pedestrian network on the east side of Route 15. 
 
The Project Area begins on the east side of Route 15 at the Jericho Market driveway and opposite Raceway 
Road and extends northward approximately 1600 feet toward the Park Street intersection. This project will 
connect to existing sidewalks to the north and south. 
 
Stantec conducted a preliminary review of the natural resources present within the Riverside Village Sidewalk 
Project Area in Jericho, Vermont.  For the purposes of this review, the Project Area along the east side of 
Vermont Route 15 extends from the Jericho Market driveway north approximately 1600 feet to the existing 
sidewalk near the Park Street intersection. The Project Area extends 20 feet from the edge of pavement. 
Specifically, as part of this investigation, Stantec identified and characterized wetlands, streams and river 
corridors, rare, threatened, or endangered (RTE) species, flora/fauna and forest land, hazardous material sites, 
agricultural lands, and 4(f) and 6(f) public lands.  Historic and archeological resources will be evaluated by 
others. 
 
Desktop reviews were conducted for each of these features within the Project Area.  A field visit was not 
conducted due to snow cover, but Google Street View and site photographs were utilized to assess on-site 
conditions (see Appendix A -- Site Photographs). Following is a summary of the findings based on a review of 
existing resource information. 

GENERAL SITE DESCRIPTION 

The Riverside Village Sidewalk Project Area includes commercial and residential development with homes, 
maintained lawns, and landscaping adjacent to the existing road.  

NATURAL RESOURCE REVIEW SUMMARY 

Desktop Survey Results 
Stantec used the Vermont Natural Resources Atlas1 to identify known natural resources within the Project 
Area (see Appendix B – ANR Mapping).  
 
Wetlands, Streams, and Stormwater.  According to the Atlas, there are no mapped Vermont Significant 
Wetland Inventory or Advisory wetlands in the Project Area. No streams are mapped within the Project Area. 
The entire Project Area is within the mapped small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer system (MS4) area.  

 
 
1 https://anrmaps.vermont.gov/websites/anra5/ 

https://anrmaps.vermont.gov/websites/anra5/
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RTE Species.  No RTE species are mapped within the Project Area.  However, all of Vermont is considered 
critical habitat for the state- and federal listed northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). Trees and 
bridges provide potential habitat for this species.  Work proposed for this project may include minimal tree 
cutting.  If so, the project will comply with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Range-wide 
Programmatic Informal Consultation for Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bats.   

Flora/Fauna and Forest Land.  No priority habitat areas or deer wintering areas are mapped within the 
Project Area.  The undeveloped portions of the Project Area provide general habitat for various suburban 
species but are not considered critical habitat areas.  There is no significant forest land present. 

Hazardous Material Sites.  No Hazardous Sites are identified in the Project Area. The entire Project Area is 
mapped as Urban Soil Background Area.  

Agricultural Soils. The Project Area includes lands mapped as Prime Agricultural Soils, and lands identified 
with these soils can be subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). Typically, projects within a road 
right-of-way are not subject to the FPPA.  

Section 4(f) and 6(f) Lands.  There are no Section 4(f) publicly owned parks, recreation areas, or 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges, or 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Fund acquired properties in the Project Area. 

SUMMARY AND ATTACHMENTS 

In summary, based on the desktop review, there are no mapped wetlands or streams within the Riverside 
Village Sidewalk Project Area. The area includes potential RTE bat habitat. The entire Project Area is 
mapped as Urban Soil Background Area as well as Prime Agricultural Soils.  Please refer to attached ANR 
maps for additional information on resources in the Project Area.  

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.  
Polly Harris   
Project Manager 
 
Phone: 802 497 6407 
Polly.Harris@stantec.com 

Attachments: Appendix A – Site Photographs 

 Appendix B – ANR Mapping  
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Appendix A – Site Photographs 
 

 
Photo 1. View to south showing the proposed sidewalk location on the east side of Route 15 near the 

southern project limits. 
 

 
Photo 2. View to north showing the proposed sidewalk location on the east side of Route 15. 
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