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Hinesburg Crosswalk Scoping Study
Hinesburg, Vermont

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) and the Town of Hinesburg retained Hoyle,
Tanner & Associates, Inc. (Hoyle Tanner) to prepare this Crosswalk Scoping Study to investigate potential
crosswalk improvements at three locations along the Vermont Route 116 corridor in Hinesburg. The
purpose of this study was to review two existing crosswalks and evaluate a potential new crosswalk at a
third location. The three crosswalk locations include:

1. Mid-block crosswalk near United Church of Hinesburg
2. Mid-block crosswalk near Hinesburg Community School
3. Buck Hill Road intersection

The first two locations have existing mid-block crosswalks. There is currently no pedestrian crosswalk at
the Buck Hill Road intersection, but it has been brought forward for assessment based on public input.

1.1 United Church of Hinesburg

The east side of the United Church of Hinesburg crosswalk suffers from poor drainage that results in
ponding and icing. These conditions are a fall hazard for pedestrians and force pedestrians to walk in the
road. Northbound visibility to existing signage is poor because the sign is more than 12 feet from the
travel lane and hidden amongst utility poles and trees. The proposed Alternative 1 is a simple upgrade
from existing warning signs to rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs). Alternative 2 addresses the
drainage issues and brings the eastern RRFB closer to the travel lane and the drivers’ line of sight. The
Cathedral Square received a 2022 AARP Community Challenge Grant for a RRFB at this location. Older
adults living at the Kelly’s Field development use this crosswalk to access services and outreach programs
at the church. Because the grant is time sensitive, Hoyle Tanner recommends installing the RRFB as
described in Alternative 1 as an interim step until the implementation of Alternative 2, which would
address the drainage issues and improve visibility to the RRFB. The cost of Alternative 2 is estimated to
be $93,750. Construction estimates in this report do not include preliminary engineering design costs.

1.2 Hinesburg Community School

The crosswalk in front of Hinesburg Community School is used by the most vulnerable road users, namely
children. The school crosswalk is heavily used during school hours when traffic around the school is busy
as well as outside of school hours. At the Hinesburg Community School crosswalk, Alternative 1 is an
upgrade to RRFB. Alternative 2 is an upgrade to RRFB, improvements to the landing pad on north side of
the crosswalk, and an extension of the curb along the north side of Route 116 to visually narrow the road.
Hoyle Tanner recommends Alternative 2 at a cost of $70,000.

1.3 Buck Hill Road Intersection

The new Meadow Mist development has increased pedestrian activity at the intersection of Buck Hill Road
and Route 116. Pedestrians cross Route 116 to access the Russell family trails or to go for walks on Buck
Hill Road. When the new sidewalk from Meadow Mist into the village is complete, it is anticipated that
pedestrian demand to cross at this location will increase. There are currently no pedestrian facilities at
the Buck Hill Road intersection. While visibility is good at the intersection, speeds can be high as drivers
speed out of town or have failed to slow down as they enter town. At the Buck Hill Road intersection,
the alternatives include Alternative 1 (Single, Large Gateway Median South of Buck Hill Road), Alternative
2 (Split, Large Medians at Buck Hill Road), Alternative 3 (Single, Narrow Gateway Median South of Buck
Hill Road), and Alternative 4 (Split, Narrow Medians at Buck Hill Road). Descriptions of all the alternatives
can be found in Section 5 of this study. Hoyle Tanner recommends the split median alternatives because
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they will help deter southbound drivers from overtaking vehicles slowing down to turn left into Buck Hill
Road. Alternative 4 with the four-foot median has an estimated cost of $87,500 and the larger eight foot
median in Alternative 2 has an estimated cost of $110,000.

The main purpose of this project is to improve the safety conditions for pedestrians crossing at these three
locations, outline alternatives and recommendations for each study area, and prepare cost estimates for
budgetary purposes. Complete descriptions of the alternatives and the factors involved in determining
the preferred alternatives are included in the body of the report.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.4 Overview

This Scoping Study for the Town of Hinesburg, Vermont, has been completed by Hoyle, Tanner and
Associates, Inc. (Hoyle Tanner). The purpose of this study was to collect information on the existing
pedestrian facilities at three locations along the Route 116 corridor in Hinesburg. Additionally, the
purpose of this study was to solicit public feedback, develop proposed pedestrian facility alternatives that
best meet the project purpose and need, and assist the municipality in the selection of the preferred
alternative to advance into design and eventual construction.

This study presents the findings of Hoyle Tanner’s review of existing conditions, recommended pedestrian
improvements to the existing midblock pedestrian crosswalks at the United Church of Hinesburg and
Hinesburg Community School, and details of the four proposed alternatives at the Buck Hill Road
intersection with Vermont Route 116.

1.5 Study Area

The study area is comprised of three locations along the Route 116 corridor in the Town of Hinesburg (see
Figure 1). The existing mid-block crosswalks are located outside the United Church of Hinesburg (between
MM 4.6 and 4.7) and the second in front of the Hinesburg Community School (between MM 4.3 and 4.4).
The third location in the study area is at the intersection of Route 116 and Buck Hill Road, just south of
the town center (between MM 3.9 and 4.0).

FIGURE 1 - LOCATION MAP
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2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement for this project included a Local Concerns Meeting combined with an Alternatives
Presentation Meeting which was held on January 9, 2023, in Hinesburg. A copy of the meeting minutes
and copies of written comments are included in Appendix G. The meeting included town officials, staff,
residents, and Hoyle Tanner personnel and was held in-person with online participation using Zoom. The
purpose of the meeting was to provide a general overview of the project and to gather input and concerns
from residents and project stakeholders. The meeting also included a presentation of pedestrian facility
alternatives. Topics of discussion or concern included the following:

Overall:

e Study definition and schedule.

e Need for improvements. Incremental improvements would be better than waiting years to
implement grand/complicated plans. Incremental improvements should be implemented with
the design of future project in mind.

e The Town could consider using American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds to help speed up
implementation.

e Town ownership of Route 116 would give flexibility to install crosswalks where needed, to
determine speed limits and to implement traffic calming measures to provide safer and more
pedestrian/bicycle friendly streets.

United Church of Hinesburg Crosswalk:
e Poor drainage at east side of United Church of Hinesburg crosswalk extends from the crosswalk
area north to Kelly’s Field Road.
e Longstanding drainage issues merit a comprehensive solution.
e Pedestrians walk in the road to avoid the puddle/ice at the crosswalk.

Hinesburg Community School Crosswalk:

e Heavy traffic at school and at the Silver Street intersection, especially during the morning peak.

e Add an advance flashing beacon/sign north of the Silver Street intersection that comes on when
the Hinesburg Community School crosswalk RRFB is activated to warn drivers in advance as they
come around the corner toward the crosswalk.

e Concern with high travel speeds through this area, especially southbound vehicles taking the
corner at the Silver Street intersection.

e Issues at the Silver Street intersection effect the school crosswalk. Consider re-evaluating the
intersection in the future, including realigning or removing the southbound right turn lane to
slow vehicles, narrowing the intersection to reduce speeds, and building out the south side of
Route 116 between Silver Street and the school to reduce the apparent width of the road.

e Young students often cross unaccompanied.

e An RRFB may give false sense of security. Help educate students on how to use the crosswalk.

e Crosswalk used for school related sport activities in the field behind Lantman’s Market.

Buck Hill Road Intersection:
e High travel speeds through Buck Hill Road intersection.
e Dangerous overtaking of vehicles turning left into Buck Hill Road despite no passing zone.
e 30mph speed limit should be extended farther south to just south of the Buck Hill Road
intersection.
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The number of pedestrians crossing at this location may increase with the construction of the
public sidewalk from the Meadow Mist intersection into the village.

Split median design preferred because it helps slow traffic in both north and south directions.
Median must be designed to allow for truck/trailer/bus access in and out of Buck Hill Road.

If a raised median, consider using a mountable design for large vehicles and reptile/amphibian
passage.

Recognize limitations of steep Route 116 side slopes on the width of the median. Narrow 4 foot
wide median more feasible than wider 8-foot median options.

In addition to the medians, include gateway features would serve as a visual cue to help slow
speeds — e.g., streetlight on Buck Hill Road side of intersection, fencing (like Danville example),
larger Hinesburg Village sign, additional landscaping, public art, etc. (even if outside the State
highway ROW).

Soft engineering such as street trees, attractive fencing, decorative fencing, public art, etc. from
the Buck Hill Road intersection north toward Friendship Lane may help reduce the wide-open
appearance of this road segment.

Address persistent pothole in the northeast corner of the Buck Hill Road intersection and
consider a slightly wider apron to facilitate turning right out of Buck Hill Road.

Aware of potential issues with VTrans regarding medians and other gateway features in clear
zones.

Highway Department currently does not have enough staff to maintain Route 116.

3 PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT

3.1 Purpose

The purpose of the Hinesburg Crosswalk Scoping Study along Vermont Route 116 is to improve safety for
pedestrians using existing mid-block crosswalks outside the Hinesburg Community School and the United
Church of Hinesburg. Another purpose of this study is to address safety and traffic speed concerns at the
southern gateway to the village area near the intersection of Route 116 and Buck Hill Road and to assess
the need for potential new pedestrian facilities.

3.2 Need

1.1.1 United Church of Hinesburg

Significant ponding on the east side of the crosswalk.

Existing pedestrian warning sign outside the line of sight and obscured by trees.
Crosswalk used by the vulnerable pedestrians crossing to the church.

VT 116 in this area is a high crash location.

Queuing traffic blocks visibility to pedestrians crossing between stationary vehicles.

1.1.2 Hinesburg Community School

Critical crosswalk used by vulnerable pedestrians.
Existing pedestrian warning sign outside the line of sight and obscured.
Busy Silver Street intersection in close proximity to crosswalk.
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1.1.3 Buck Hill Road Intersection

e No crosswalk present.

e Provide village area residents with safe access across VT 116 to enable the use of the public trails

and rural roads on the east side of VT 116. These include Russell Family Trails, Passing the Buck

Trail, Sullivan Trail, Buck Hill Road and Lavigne Hill Road.

e Provide residents in the Buck Hill Road and Lavigne Hill Road neighborhoods with safe pedestrian

access across VT 116 to the village area sidewalk system.

e Vehicles speed an issue, as this location is a transition between lower town speeds and 50 mph

rural road.

e Provide a southern gateway to the village area along this straight section of VT 116 to provide

sufficient visual cues to help slow traffic speeds.

4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 Vermont Route 116

Crosswalk at the United Church of
Hinesburg

Vermont Route 116 is a state-owned, two-lane,
undivided highway maintained by VTrans. North of
the intersection between Route 116 and Silver Street,
Route 116 is a principal arterial, while south and east
of the Silver Street intersection, Route 116 is classified
as a minor arterial. Route 116 runs south to north and
bisects the center of the Town. Residential housing,
retail locations, light industry buildings, houses of
worship, and the Hinesburg police and fire
departments are located along Route 116 within the
study area. Route 116 has a slight crest at the
Charlotte Road signalized intersection, and the
horizontal alignment is slightly rolling throughout the
study area. Route 116 has 90-degree curve with a
radius of approximately 180 feet at its intersection

with Silver Street. A second curve is approximately at a 140-degree angle with a radius of 550 ft with the
center of the curve located at Friendship Lane. The posted speed limit within the study area is 30 mph
from just north of Commerce Street south to the intersection of Friendship Lane where the speed limit
increases to 40 mph. The speed limit increases again to 50 mph about 800 feet south of Buck Hill Road.

By the United Church of Hinesburg, the Route 116 roadway consists of two 11.5-foot travel lanes and a
three-foot western shoulder. The eastern shoulder width varies along this section of Route 116, but is 52
inches at the crosswalk. A utility pole is located in the eastern shoulder, adjacent to the sidewalk. At the
crosswalk in front of the Hinesburg Community school, the Route 116 roadway has two travel lanes just
over eleven feet each, with a 5.5-foot shoulder on the north side of the street and a three-foot shoulder
on the south side of the street. By Buck Hill Road, Route 116 has 11.5-foot travel lanes and three-foot

shoulders.
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1.1.4 Traffic Count Data for Vermont Route 116

VTrans calculates estimated traffic volumes based on statewide average growth rates for the appropriate
class of road as well as growth rates of the neighboring road network. The estimated traffic volumes for
Hinesburg have not reached pre-COVID-19 levels, so this study used the 2019 Annual Average Daily Traffic
(AADT) volumes available from VTrans. The traffic volumes vary along the study area. A significant
amount of traffic uses Silver Street to travel to and from destinations south of Hinesburg. The most recent
turning movement data for the intersection of Route 116 and Silver Street are from June 2014. According
to that turning movement count, in the afternoon 41% of traffic traveling on Route 116 north of Silver
Street also turned to or from Silver Street. This turning movement count was only from 12:00-6:00 pm
and did not include the morning peak period.

The 2019 AADT traffic volumes provided by the online VTrans Transportation Data Management System
for Route 116 by the existing crosswalk by the United Church of Hinesburg are as follows:

Route 116 between Charlotte and Commerce: Total = 11,145 vehicles per day (vpd) (5,613 vpd NB and
5,533 vpd SB)

The nearest count location for the crosswalk outside the Hinesburg Community School and the Buck Hill
Road intersection is located between Silver Street and North Road. The 2019 traffic counts are as follows:

Route 116 between Silver Street and North Road: Total = 3,794 vpd (1917 vpd NB and 1877 vpd SB)

With the school and other businesses on the east-west section of Route 116, the AADT is assumed to be
somewhere between 3,794 vpd and 11,145 vpd. Pedestrian counts were not available and were not
completed during the study.

1.1.5 Crash Data

Vermont Route 116 is a identified by VTrans as a High Crash Location section from just north of the United
Church of Hinesburg through the intersection with Silver Street. Details on this classification can be found
in Appendix E. The high numbers of crashes along this section of Route 116 are an additional safety risk
for pedestrians.

Ten years of crash data between July 2012 and July 2022 was accessed through the VTrans Public Crash
Data Query Tool. According to the tool, there were five crashes near the United Church of Hinesburg
Crosswalk. Two of those appear to be in parking lots. The remaining three crashes were rear end type
crashes on dry pavement. One crash resulted in injuries. During the same ten-year period, there were
five crashes reported near the Hinesburg Community School. One of those appear to be in a parking lot.
Two crashes appear to be near the crosswalk. One of those was a rear end type crash, and the other
involved a single vehicle crash in a driveway. Two crashes occurred closer to Silver Street with one
broadside type crash just east of the intersection and the other a single vehicle crash at the intersection
with Silver Street. There was one reported crash at the intersection of Buck Hill Road. That crash involved
a single vehicle driving in freezing precipitation at night.

In April of 2015, an impaired driver exceeding the speed limit lost control on the curve just east of
Friendship Lane and struck a cyclist who was riding in the shoulder. Both were traveling southbound and
both men were killed. This crash was a tragedy for the community for Hinesburg, and it also highlights
the problem of drivers increasing speed as they exit that curve as they leave the center of town.
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4.2 United Church of Hinesburg Crosswalk

1.1.6 Existing Pedestrian
Facilities

The existing crosswalk on Route 116 outside the
United Church of Hinesburg has vyellow-green
pedestrian crossing signs and arrows. The
crosswalk is used by parishioners of the church and
local residents, including older adults living at the
Kelley’s Field development. Sidewalks are present
on both sides of Route 116. On the west side of
Route 116, the existing five-foot sidewalk is
separated from the travel lane by a curb and a
grassy strip. A 54-inch sidewalk perpendicular to the Existing Crosswalk outside the United
roadway and grassy strip connects the sidewalk to Church of Hinesburg, Looking South

the existing crosswalk. The sidewalk is made of

concrete and in good condition. On the east side, the bituminous concrete sidewalk is set back from the
road and has a layer of grit and sand in the lower spots surrounding the crosswalk connection to the
sidewalk. Existing detectable warning surfaces for blind and partially sighted pedestrians are present on
both sides of the crosswalk and in meet current standards.

1.1.7 Sight Distance

The southbound visibility to the crosswalk is good and exceeds the minimum 200 feet for the 30-mph
posted speed. There is no parking on either side of the street near the crosswalk. While northbound
visibility meets the minimum sight distance required for a crosswalk at 30-mph, the existing crosswalk
sign is somewhat obscured by the utility poles and
vegetation. Because of the shoulder and sidewalk, the
existing pedestrian crossing sign is more than 12 feet
from the fog line further removing it from the line of
sight. In addition, southbound traffic queuing for the
Charlotte Road signalized intersection can sometimes
extend North toward the Hinesburg United Church
crosswalk and may result in pedestrians crossing
eastbound between stationary traffic, which would be
difficult for northbound traffic to see.

1.1.8 Roadway Drainage

Northbound Approach to the United
Church of Hinesburg Crosswalk

The west side of Route 116 in the area of the crosswalk
has a curb and a closed drainage system. A drain is
located approximately 40 feet north of the crosswalk. The east side of Route 116 does not have a curb
and the crosswalk appears to be located near a low point. A layer of grit and sand were noted across the
entire sidewalk area near the crosswalk. This indicates that there is often standing water or ice on this
side of the road. An icy sidewalk is a potential safety issue. It is understood that the drainage along this
section of Route 116 has been a longstanding issue.
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1.1.9 Lighting

Existing LED cobra-head lighting is provided on utility poles along this section of Route 116. The light on
the utility pole immediately at the existing crosswalk provides illumination at the crosswalk.

4.3 Hinesburg Community School Crosswalk

1.1.10 Existing Pedestrian Facilities

An existing midblock crosswalk is located at the west end of the Hinesburg Community School driveway
entrance. The crosswalk has yellow-green school crossing
signs and arrows and detectable warning surfaces on both
pedestrian approaches. The school is located on the south
side of the street. An existing five-foot sidewalk runs along
the west side of Route 116 with a crosswalk on Silver
Street. The sidewalk continues to the school and runs
between the school driveway and the school building,
terminating at the eastern end of the school. A connecting
sidewalk leads from this sidewalk to the crosswalk at the
west end of the school driveway. This sidewalk is 83 inches
wide at the south end of the crosswalk.

Looking West to Hinesburg Community
School Crosswalk

The crosswalk is at a slight skew to the west as it crosses
to the north side of Route 116. An existing five-foot
sidewalk along the north side of Route 116 provides
pedestrian access from Lyman Meadow Road to Memorial Park and further north on VT Route.

1.1.11 Sight Distance

The sight distance to the existing crosswalk meets the 200-foot minimum on both approaches. Visibility
to the sign on the north side of the crosswalk is limited by foliage of an adjacent tree. Traffic entering and
existing the school driveway may affect visibility to crossing pedestrians during school drop-off and pick-
up time periods.

1.1.12 Roadway Drainage
VT 116 east of the Hinesburg Community School has curbs with a closed drainage system. A drain is

located 40 feet east of the school driveway. To the east, Route 116 does not have a curb, and water drains
from the road into the grassy strip between the road and the sidewalk.

1.1.13 Lighting
Street lighting on utility poles provides lighting along this section of Route 116. An existing cobra light

fixture on the utility pole adjacent to the crosswalk on the north side of the street provides illumination
on the crosswalk.
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4.4 Buck Hill Road Intersection

1.1.14 Existing Pedestrian
Facilities

There are limited pedestrian facilities currently provided
at the Buck Hill Road intersection. There is a five-foot
sidewalk from the new Meadow Mist development to
the intersection. Pedestrians using Buck Hill Road for
walking or to reach the Russell family trails walk along
the side of Buck Hill Road. A planned sidewalk project
will connect the Meadow Mist development and the
town center. The sidewalk will originate at the
Hinesburg Community School and continue along Route
116 until approximately 650 ft north of Buck Hill Road,
where the sidewalk will branch off Route 116 and
connect to Redbud Lane. There will be a public
easement for this path so that it will be available to Meadow Mist residents as well as those living in the
Buck Hill neighborhood.

Looking North to Buck Hill Road
Intersection

1.1.15 Sight Distance to Intersection

This section of VT 116 is flat and straight, and therefore the visibility is very good, exceeding 325 feet from
the intersection. There is no vegetation blocking visibility.

1.1.16 Roadway Drainage

There is no existing closed drainage system along this section of Route 116, and stormwater generally
sheet flows off the roadway.

1.1.17 Lighting
No streetlighting is provided along this section of Route 116. A lamppost provides light for pedestrians
using the development’s sidewalk.

5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Alternatives were considered and evaluated for each location as part of this study. See Appendix A for
plans of each alternative.

10
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5.1 United Church of Hinesburg Crosswalk

1.1.18 Alternative 1 — Upgrade Signage to Rectangular Rapid

Flashing Beacon (RRFB)

Alternative 1 proposes an upgrade of the existing
crossing to a crossing with Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons. This would involve replacement of the existing
crosswalk signs with double sided, pole mounted
pedestrian warning signs with solar powered flashing
LED light bar activated with a pedestrian push button.
The RRFB would alert drivers to pedestrians who are
crossing Route 116 and may be masked by stationary
southbound traffic. This alternative does not address
the ponding and icing problems on the east side of the
crossing. This alternative may also be considered as an
interim step with the drainage addressed as part of a
future project.

1.1.19 Alternative 2 — Rectangular
Rapid Flashing Beacon
(RRFB) and Drainage
Improvements

Example of RRFB with push button
activated flashing beacon powered by solar
panel.

Alternative 2 includes the installation of RRFBs and drainage improvements to address the ponding and
icing issues on the east side of the crosswalk. This alternative proposes providing approximately 55-foot
of curbing along the east side of Route 116, between the two residential driveways. Two new drainage
structures, one on either side of the crosswalk and would remove water from the crosswalk area. The new
curb would create formal grassy strip between the curb and sidewalk where grass is currently growing
and would be 3’5” at its widest point. The sidewalk would remain in the same location but be raised a

few inches to be level with the top of the proposed curb.

This alternative would address ponding and icing at the
crosswalk, but the improvements may create new,
unintended drainage issues at the edges of the project. It
is recommended that new curbs and a closed drainage
system be considered from Kelley’s Field Road to where
the sidewalk turns away from Route 116 just north of
Charlotte Road. It is understood that the drainage issues
on this section of sidewalk have been hindering
pedestrians for some time, and the safety issues
associated with ponding and icing should not be
overlooked.

As in Alternative 1, this alternative includes upgrading the
existing crossing signs with double-sided, pole mounted
pedestrian warning signs and pedestrian activated solar

Evidence of ponding on the eastern side of
the crosswalk.

powered flashing LED light bar. Unlike Alternative 1, the east side RRFB post would be relocated to the
proposed grassy strip so that it would be more visible to approaching drivers. The utility pole would block
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visibility to the pedestrian warning sign. If amenable with the utility company who owns the utility pole,
the pedestrian warning sign for southbound drivers could be mounted to the utility pole or mounted on
a separate post adjacent to the utility pole.

5.2 Hinesburg Community School Crosswalk

1.1.20 Alternative 1 — Upgrade Signage to Rectangular Rapid
Flashing Beacon (RRFB)

Alternative 1 proposes replacement of the existing pedestrian crosswalk signs with Rectangular Rapid
Flashing Beacons (RRFB). This would involve replacement of the existing crosswalk signs with double
sided, pole mounted pedestrian warning signs with solar powered flashing LED light bar activated with a
pedestrian push button. The RRFB would alert drivers to pedestrians crossing to or from the school and
playground. The existing utility pole may block visibility to the pedestrian warning sign for eastbound
drivers. The pedestrian warning sign could be placed on the utility pole if amenable by the utility
company. If that is not possible, the sign could be installed on a post immediately west of the pole.
Because the crosswalk is located after a curve and busy intersection, an advanced RRFB should be located
approximately 125 feet prior to the crosswalk. The border of the warning sign would flash when the RRFB
is flashing and alert drivers to pedestrians in the upcoming crosswalk.

1.1.21 Alternative 2 — Upgrade to Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacon and Sidewalk Improvements

Alternative 2 includes the upgrade to Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) as outlined in
Alternative 1 as well as some improvements to the north side of the crossing area. The landing pad on
the north side of the crossing would be widened by several inches. As a traffic calming feature, a new
curb along the north side of Route 116 would visually narrow the roadway and provide better protection
for waiting pedestrians. As in Alternative 1, advanced RRFB’s would be provided.

5.3 Buck Hill Road Intersection

There are currently no pedestrian crosswalk facilities at the Buck Hill Road intersection with Route 116.
Pedestrians cross at Buck Hill Road to go for walks in the Buck Hill Road and Lavigne Hill Road
neighborhoods or to access the trail network on the Russell family property. However, this location is
unlikely to reach the 20 pedestrians per peak hour crosswalk warrant minimum required by VTrans.
Pedestrian volumes may increase when the public sidewalk from the Meadow Mist development is
constructed, but the criteria is unlikely to be met. Stopping sight distance at the Buck Hill Road
intersection is good, but vehicle speeds can be high. Vehicles leaving town speed up after rounding the
curve by Friendship Lane anticipating the increased speed limit ahead. Vehicles coming into town are
traveling at speeds of 50 mph shortly before the Buck Hill Road intersection. These high vehicle speeds
pose a danger to crossing pedestrians.

The proposed alternatives address the issues of speeding along this section of Route 116 as well as define
the southern gateway to the village center. The proposed medians would work in conjunction with
decorative streetlighting, signage, attractive fencing, tree plantings, artwork or other features to indicate
to drivers that they are entering the town and need to slow down. US 2 in Danville Vermont has built
gateways with medians, lighting and fencing and is a local example of gateway features on a state-
maintained road.
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A raised median would have the maximum traffic
calming effect, and the median could be planted
with low level perennials or other plants to create an
attractive gateway feature. It is understood that a
raised median may not be amenable to VTrans due
to maintenance and plowing concerns, so the
median could alternatively be flush with granite
pavers or stamped concrete. The median could also
be a simple painted surface. The three options for
median installation provide varying levels of traffic
calming, cost of installation, and maintenance.
Centerline rumble strips along median edge lines are
recommended for all alternatives.

Extending the 30-mph speed limit to just south of the
gateway would also help improve safety for
pedestrians crossing Route 116 as well as those using
the shoulders.

Regardless of how potential improvements at the
Buck Hill Road location move forward, Hoyle Tanner
recommends two near-term improvements to

address safety concerns. Centerline rumble strips Flush median with contrasting stamped
from Friendship Lane through Buck Hill Road are concrete and granite edging on US 2 in
recommended to discourage dangerous overtaking Danville, Vermont

of along this section of Route 116, especially of
southbound vehicles slowing down to turn left into Buck Hill Road. Pedestrian warning signs should also
be provided on the approaches to the Buck Hill Road intersection.

1.1.22 Alternative 1 — Single, Large Gateway Median South of
Buck Hill Road

Alternative 1 proposes the construction of a single median south of Buck Hill Road to act as a gateway
feature to indicate to drivers entering the town that they are entering a more built-up area and need to
slow down to the posted speed limit of 40-mph. The median could be constructed with curbs, and the
eight-foot width and is large enough to allow for attractive plantings in the center of the island. The
median could also be flush with contrasting pavement or simply painted. The median would be eight-feet
wide and 36-feet long.

1.1.23 Alternative 2 — Split, Large Medians at Buck Hill Road

Alternative 2 proposes the construction of a median split on the north and south approaches to Buck Hill
Road. Each median would be eight-feet wide 36 feet long. As in Alternative 1, the median could be
constructed with a raised curb with either grass or low-level perennial plants, a flush median with
contrasting pavement, or simply painted. Because of the eight-foot median width, this alternative has the
potential to be converted into a pedestrian refuge island in the future.
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1.1.24 Alternative 3 — Single, Narrow Gateway Median South of
Buck Hill Road

Alternative 3 proposes the construction of a single median south of Buck Hill Road to act as a gateway
feature to indicate to drivers entering the town that they are entering a more built-up area and need to
slow down to the posted speed limit of 40 mph. The median would be four-feet wide and 36-feet long.
The narrower median presents a lower cost option with less construction impacts, but has a smaller traffic
calming effect. For maximum traffic calming effect, the median would have a raised curb and could still
be planted with low level perennials or grasses. Alternatively, the median could be flush with the
surrounding pavement and constructed with granite pavers or stamped concrete. The median could also
be a simple, painted hatched lines.

1.1.25 Alternative 4 — Split, Narrow Medians at Buck Hill Road

Alternative 4 proposes the construction of a narrow split on the north and south approaches to Buck Hill
Road. Each median would be four feet wide, and each median would be 36 feet long. As in Alternative 1,
the median could be constructed with a raised curb with either grass or low-level perennial plants, a flush
median with contrasting pavement, or simply painted.

6 PREFERED ALTERNATIVES

For each of the three locations, the project team identified preferred alternatives based on the
evaluation of the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists, existing roadway and traffic conditions, design
implications, and input received from the community.

6.1 United Church of Hinesburg

The crosswalk in front of the United Church of Hinesburg is a popular with neighborhood residents,
including seniors living at the soon-to-be expanded Kelly’s Field community. The east side of the
crosswalk suffers from long standing drainage issues that result in significant ponding and icing.
Visibility to the existing pedestrian warning sign on the east side of the crosswalk is masked by
vegetation and outside the line of sight. A grant from the AARP has provided funding for a Rectangular
Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB). It is recommended that the Town of Hinesburg takes advantage of the
funding for the RRFB and installs the RRFB and described in Alternative 1 as an interim measure. As
Alternative 1 does not address the drainage issues or visibility to the east side warning sign, Hoyle
Tanner recommends Alternative 2. This alternative addresses the drainage issue and bring the RRFB
closer to the road and the driver’s line of sight.
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Figure 2 — Alternative 2 at the United Church of Hinesburg
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6.2 Hinesburg Community School

The crosswalk outside Hinesburg Community School is used by students traveling to and from school
and to afterschool sports activities. The community also uses this crosswalk outside of school hours.
Traffic at the Silver Street intersection and in front of the school can be busy, especially during the
morning peak hour. The current pedestrian warning sign on the north side of Route 116 is hidden
behind a tree. Hoyle Tanner recommends Alternative 2, which would enlarge the north side landing
pad, install RRFB’s within the driver’s line of sight, and visually narrow the road by the school. An
advanced RRFB warning sign, which would flash when the RRFB at the crosswalk is activated, is
recommended on the eastbound approach. This will help raise awareness of the crosswalk for drivers
who are coming around the corner or have turned right from Silver Street. An in-street pedestrian
warning sign is also recommended.
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Figure 3 — Alternative 2 and the Hinesburg Community School

6.3 Buck Hill Road Intersection

The intersection of Route 116 and Buck Hill Road is at the southern edge of the village center. With the
Meadow Mist development and existing homes in the Buck Hill Road neighborhood, the nature of the
road changes from a rural road to a residential road. Although residents cross Route 116 at this location
to access trails in and around the Buck Hill Road neighborhood, the pedestrian volumes do not meet
VTrans warrant criteria for a crosswalk. Even through a crosswalk does not meet warrant criteria, it is
recommended that traffic calming measures be implemented to improve the safety for pedestrians
currently crossing at this location.

The engineering recommendations in the proposed alternatives can be combined with other measures
to create a gateway at the southern entrance to the village. Village gateways are popular in Europe and
they use a combination of visual cue to indicate to drivers that they are leaving a rural highway and
entering a built up village. The Town of Danville Vermont recently installed gateway features on US
Route 2. Gateway features can include:

e Attractive fencing like a split rail fence
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e Attractive plantings (the new trees
planted along the west side of Route 116
will be a wonderful gateway feature as
they mature)

e Ambient streetlights, some of which can
have brackets to hang banners or flags

e Artwork relative to the Town of Hinesburg

e larger Welcome to Hinesburg sign

Gateway feature on US 2 in Danville, Vermont

These features would need to be outside VTrans with median, split rail fencing, decorate lighting
clear zones and likely outside of the right of way and a prominent sign. .Raused |:ned|an is five feet
as long as the road is owned and maintained by at its widest point.

VTrans. If Route 116 was owned and maintained by the town, there would be more flexibility with
gateway treatments, raised medians and speed limit changes along this section of Route 116 as well as
in town.

The proposed alternatives fall into two categories — a single median sound of the Buck Hill Road
intersection or two separate medians, one on either side of Buck Hill Road. The single median
alternatives do not address the issues with southbound vehicles overtaking vehicles slowing down to
turn left into Buck Hill Road. Hoyle Tanner recommends the split median alternatives, either Alternative
2 or Alternative 4. The median on the north side of Buck Hill Road would deter southbound drivers from
overtaking vehicles slowing down to turn left. The median on the north side of Buck Hill Road could also
act as an informal refuge for pedestrians. The wider, eight-foot median in Alternative 2 has the
potential to be a future formal pedestrian refuge island, and if raised, gives more opportunity for
attractive gateway plantings. The four-foot-wide median in Alternative 4 reduces impacts outside of
the right of way.

Figure 4 — Alternative 4 with Four-foot, Split Medians
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A raised median would have the greatest traffic calming effect and provide the most protection for
crossing pedestrians. However, it is understood that raised medians may receive resistance from
VTrans, who own and maintain Route 116 through Hinesburg. If raised medians are not feasible at this
time, then medians with a textured and contrasting surface would be preferred. The median can have a
slight lip that is easily plowed over but would deter drivers from traversing over them. The flush
stamped concrete medians with granite edging on US 2 in Danville are a good example of this. Rumble
strips along the centerline and along the road markings around the median would also deter drivers
from crossing the median. Centerline rumble strips and advanced pedestrian warning signs are
recommended for all alternatives. It is also recommended that the 30-mph speed limit be extended
through the gateway area. A speed study could be performed after the gateway features are installed
since the 85™ percentile speed is often a factor in determining the speed limit. Some of the gateway
features such as attractive plantings, artwork and new welcome signs could be installed outside of the
right of way at any time. If this section of Route 116 was owned and maintained by the town, there
would be more flexibility for gateway features, raised medians and speed reductions.

This Study has been completed utilizing information available as of March 2023. Design criteria,
permitting requirements, field data obtained by Hoyle Tanner and reports, or survey information
prepared by others, are subject to change. The condition of an existing roadway can change rapidly, or it
can be damaged through manmade or natural events that could alter the conclusions reached herein.
Therefore, the conceptual design, estimate of construction cost, and conclusions reached in this Study
should not be relied upon for an extended period.

18



APPENDIX A

Alternatives Conceptual Plans



"Jauue] ‘s|AoH Jo uoissiwiad ¢coe Lsnonvy
uspM 8y} 1noyym ‘yo8foud 3lva

siy) ueyy asodind Jaypo Auel gy | nmoHs sy
Jo} ‘Ajjeajuosiosie Bulpnioullgayosmo 3v0S
‘Jouuew Aue ul paJiajsuel)

Jo pajeulwsassip ‘paonpoida. com_ﬁmm.m_m%n_ m m Z z<-—- — SHIVMSSOHO 911 414 1A

basn aq jou few LNU¥090002112 ¢
H touuey oifopJo iodoud| sl " e LNOWY3IA ‘©4NdSaANIH
90IAJISS JO Juswnlisul ue se VIN
vohmawk_ur S| JuUBsWNoO0p SIY | "ON 3918 SNVYLA muW_ mem NIH 4 O Z>>O|_.

uolneoso 1098loid

PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
FIGURE 1 OF 9

PROJECT AREA 3.
BUCK HILL ROAD

C BT

—
fars
1y -
!.......\l!.n

UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG

ubp*LNuF090002Z LL2\AAVD-2\IapIO MseL sylemssol) BingssulH-#0 900021 LZ\LA-DdHID\SLOArodd L\:A
NV 81:€G:6
NAVALALA




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

3/9/2023
3:07:57 PM

permission of Hoyle, Tanner.

AUGUST 2022

= &
88 ; 3gwsEs
S5 £ TWexSE
OO g & ggags
025 e 58 2EQ2
SIGN SUMMARY =85588 5583
NOT TO SCALE ES05 T s
do=S_02 o053
O.EmtO:LC_C*_r
-OC-UC)GJC-S‘%"E'BO
(2] > =
/h\ Ewgggggéég
FoooccrsSmca
2 |z 12
Zrlzix v
PUSH . BEEERE
BUTTON TO §<2; =T )
o o HH e
WARNING g %§§§§§
LIGHTS © FEfeP;
N s/ S8
SALVAGE AND RESET (X2) NEW  (X2)
NEW (X2)
g b
NEW  (X2) SALVAGE AND RESET —ly 4
(X2) sz
L =

SOLAR PANEL [INSTALLED/ANGLED
PER MANUFACTURERS
RECOMMENDAT ION

AND SALVAGE
ING PEDESTRIAN
ING S IGN

ISTING CROSSWALK

[e]e]

SOLAR BATTERY AUXIL IARY CONTROL BOX

Wil-2, 30"x30"
BACK TO BACK S IGNS
(BLACK ON YELLOW-
GREEN FLUORESCENT)
7"x3" LED ARRAY (TYPX2) BACK TO BACK
\\A// é\\//:;//' W/ PEDESTRIAN SIDE INDICATION LIGHT
// SEE S \\
WiG-7p (L) , 24"x12" AASSRIAS ol
Wi6-7p (R) , 24"x 2" P
BACK TO BACK SIGNS > o =12l &
GREEN FLUORESCENT) s SOOI T
~ = m = E% ks
2 T ¥ D@2 5
Ve = PEDESTRIAN PUSH BUTTON = > &J =
| 3 T n I
PROJECT AREA, UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG - ALTERNATIVE | o o g\\\\znomymuﬁosmmm:yonmT LLE?@ g
10 0 10 20 AN C2IE| 3
e ey : 2" SOUARE SIGN POST SLEEVE Z Blu| Z
e =
SCALE IN FEET —H— FE| O
, , A >| o
NOTES R J Slies (v
|. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. o ;;ﬁf\\\\\,RRFB FOUNDAT ION ANCHOR AND SLEEVE o
2. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST ) —\y
VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL 2" SQUARE SIGN POST SLEEVE
DEVICES (MUTCD). % NOTES
BUTTON AND RI10-25 SIGNS WILL BE MOUNTED PARALLEL 2. THE ANCHOR SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 48" LONG.
TO THE CROSSWALK. - 3. THE PUSHBUTTON SHALL BE MOUNTED NO MORE THAN 48
4, PAVEMENT MARK INGS SHALL BE IN WATERBORNE PAINT INCHES AND NO LESS THAN 42 INCHES FROM THE TOP OF
IN ACCORDANCE WITH VTRANS 2018 STANDARD THE SIDEWALK
SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION CROSSWALK DETA | L PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
NOT TO SCALE RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON (RRFB) DETAIL FIGURE

NOT TO SCALE 2

FIGURE 2 OF 3




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

3/9/2023
3:07:58 PM

permission of Hoyle, Tanner.

AUGUST 2022

= &5
8% 5 3udss
58,5 S5285
oty 8oEgL
SIGN SUMMARY =85588 5583
NOT TO SCALE £2 0% gF T oAt
8E8253522.;
Ucﬁgcgﬁﬁgﬁ
/r_‘\ go2oFakseo
FocoEPLSETa
D |z I8
Zrlzix v
PUSH s [2RESEF
BUTTON TO = EEPSE
g S : w
TURN ON ex| Elen| 2|
e 22 EEl3|°
WARNING : FElzES
\ LIGHTS ) = FEle| 2
U B
-]
SALVAGE AND RESET (X2) NEW (X2)
NEW (X2)
Ly
NEW  (X2) SALVAGE AND RESET —ly 4
(X2) iE;:::
L -

SOLAR PANEL [INSTALLED/ANGLED
PER MANUFACTURERS
RECOMMENDAT I ON

S

VE AND SALVAGE
ING PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

SOLAR BATTERY AUXIL IARY CONTROL BOX

T
[o]
0

Wit-2, 30"x30"

BACK TO BACK SIGNS
(BLACK ON YELLOW-
GREEN FLUORESCENT)

' 7"x3" LED ARRAY (TYPX2) BACK TO BACK

~— W/ PEDESTRIAN SIDE INDICATION LIGHT

g %
o, S
35 %
- = [\\

\\/

WIG-Tp (L), 24"xI2"
WIG-Tp (R) , 24" xI2"

(@)
| -
2
BACK TO BACK sioNs L= o 0| o
GREEN FLUORESCENT) =2 % ol T
~ = == 5
' E. | ] n 5 % c
f L = : PEDESTRIAN PUSH BUTTON USiol 8
| \! - 8\ < -l 2
PROJECT AREA, UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG - ALTERNATIVE 2 ol o 2" GALVANIZED SQUARE SIGN POST E &) 8 O
© M § O D |+ ©
10 0 10 20 3 2" SQUARE SIGN POST SLEEVE - [ 2
E;!_-E—— g o W c
e SLlE| 2
SCALE IN FEET Cz|¥ %
> &
NOTES R s
|. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. N RRFS FOUNDATION ANCHOR AND SLEEVE o
2. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST 5% SQUARE SIGN POST SLEEVE A
VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL NOTES
DEVICES (MUTCD). E——
3. THE TOWN OF HINESBURG MUST COORDINATE WITH THE - [RE SLEEVE SHALL BE A MITIMUM OF 16" LONG.
2. THE ANCHOR SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 48" LONG.
OF STGNS ON THE EXISITNG POLE THAN 48 INCHES AND NO LESS THAN 42 INCHES
4. ON BOTH THE EAST AND WEST RRFBS, THE PUSH FROM THE TOP OF THE S IDEWALK
BUTTON AND R10-25 SIGNS WILL BE MOUNTED PARALLEL
TO THE CROSSWALK PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON (RRFB) DETAIL FIGURE

NOT TO SCALE 3

FIGURE 3 OF 3




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:23 AM

[0 : 5 PR 6
8 5 FESsSE
Qa3 £ gg;%-‘én—
S IGN SUMMARY 252 ELECsS
2eclgaeE2E
NOT TO SCALE CRRoes 883y
ESCs e ogote
(s N\ SE5o2820538
S CHh o8G5 E 0L
Q >
.Q‘U'co%’g_g—>;%§
CwnCo mgchm
PUSH FscsoEPESEmSa
2 .0
BUTTON TO , EEEzke
TURN ON R (= G S RN
8 - X N
WARNING =S|, 2le 2| 2|56
LIGHTS 2 kg8 slkg|" 3
: > b 4 N HE s
s o
SALVAGE AND RESET (X2) NEW  (X2) S
NEW (X2)
NEW (X2) SALVAGE AND RESET (X2)

HOYLE
TANNER

C U FAD
NARN | iul‘
i

SOLAR PANEL INSTALLED/ANGLED

PER MANUFACTURERS
RECOMMENDAT I ON

SOLAR BATTERY AUXILIARY CONTROL BOX
/

SI-1, 36"x36" BACK
TO BACK SIGNS
(BLACK ON YELLOW-
GREEN FLUORESCENT)

7"x3" LED ARRAY (TYPX2) BACK TO BACK
.~ W/ PEDESTRIAN SIDE INDICATION LIGHT

A\ //| |\\ //

WIG-Tp (L), 24"x12"
Wi6-7p (R) , 24"xI2"
BACK TO BACK SIGNS

TOWN OF HINESBURG
HINESBURG, VERMONT

VT RTE 116 CROSSWALKS
Crosswalk at Hinesburg Community School

PROJECT AREA, HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL - ALTERNATIVE | (BLACK ON YELLOW- I"xl2" SIGN R10-25 MODULAR PUSH BUTTON STATION
GREEN FLUORESCENT)
10 0 10 20 R ta
o I
= PEDESTRIAN PUSH BUTTON
SCALE IN FEET -
NOTES 5 o \ 4% 0.D. TUBULAR ALUMINUM POLE AND SQUARE PEDESTAL BASE
NUITES o
;- iifpg:EESSQSﬁELTgEC?EViECéggiEgEO%\T&I atesr THE TOTAL WEIGHT OF THE RRFB SHALL BE LESS THAN 600
. . LBS. THE RRFB SHALL BE MOUNTED ON A BREAKAWAY
XES?(':E'; O(:AUIEEE)) MANUAL ON UNTFORM TRAFFI1C CONTROL DEVICE HOUSED IN AN ALUMINUM PEDESTRAL SHROUD
3. THE TOWN OF HINESBURG MUST COORDINATE WITH THE J (\J
ELECTRIC UTILITY TO ARRANGE FOR THE INSTALLATION RRFB FOUNDATION SHALL BE 2° DIA. x 4° IN DEPTH (MIN.)
OF SIGNS ON THE EXISITNG POLE 5 -0" (MIN. WITH CURB)
4. ON BOTH THE NORTH AND SOUTH RRFBS, THE PUSH 8 -0" MIN. TO 10°0" MAX.
BUTTON AND RI10-25 SIGNS WILL BE MOUNTED PARALLEL (FROM EDGE OF SHOULDER, WITHOUT CURB)
PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
TO THE CROSSWALK FIGURE

RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON (RRFB) DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE 4

FIGURE 4 OF 9




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:23 AM

= & s

88 . gssEsE

> LeTEE

3% £ gc_ig-‘a‘—"

2208 EEBSZg

Ox= . = =
ercdegpsiss

2 0® =0 =535

S 1GN SUMMARY 5EEZ3°c5585

D o= 0 o) =

NOT TO SCALE 35=0288 5530

. ? SEcE3I5EE R
T-FACING RRFB, ., {a 25o8FaEs ot
ITY POLE r‘ l—mctrsao.E&’:.DEmo.o.

. A EX A
. PUSH s [BRESEE|
BUTTON TO 5 =] §
= >S5 ! L
TURN ON
WARNING : Egl22lze| &
LIGHTS S FEESPe| ¢
N Z N\ s/ S8
SALVAGE AND RESET (X2) NEW  (X2) K
NEW (X2)
NEW (X2) SALVAGE AND RESET (X2)

HOYLE
TANNER

SOLAR PANEL INSTALLED/ANGLED

PER MANUFACTURERS
RECOMMENDAT I ON

SOLAR BATTERY AUXILIARY CONTROL BOX
/

SI-1, 36"x36" BACK
TO BACK SIGNS

(BLACK ON YELLOW-
GREEN FLUORESCENT)

7"x3" LED ARRAY (TYPX2) BACK TO BACK
\\//II\\//,///’ W/ PEDESTRIAN SIDE INDICATION LIGHT

| |
- oo >~
/ N\

WIG-Tp (L), 24"x12"
Wi6-7p (R) , 24"xI2"
BACK TO BACK SIGNS

TOWN OF HINESBURG
HINESBURG, VERMONT

VT RTE 116 CROSSWALKS
Crosswalk at Hinesburg Community School

PROJECT AREA, HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL - ALTERNATIVE 2 (BLACK ON YELLOW- 9"xle” SIGN R10-25 MODULAR PUSH BUTTON STATION
GREEN FLUORESCENT)
10 0 10 20 R ta
o I
= PEDESTRIAN PUSH BUTTON
SCALE IN FEET -
NOTES 5 o \ 4% 0.D. TUBULAR ALUMINUM POLE AND SQUARE PEDESTAL BASE
NOUITES o
;- iifpg:EESSQSﬁELTgEC?EViECéggiEgEO%\T&I atesr THE TOTAL WEIGHT OF THE RRFB SHALL BE LESS THAN 600
. . LBS. THE RRFB SHALL BE MOUNTED ON A BREAKAWAY
XES?(':E'; O(:AUIEEE)) MANUAL ON UNTFORM TRAFFI1C CONTROL DEVICE HOUSED IN AN ALUMINUM PEDESTRAL SHROUD
3. THE TOWN OF HINESBURG MUST COORDINATE WITH THE J (\J
ELECTRIC UTILITY TO ARRANGE FOR THE INSTALLATION RRFB FOUNDATION SHALL BE 2° DIA. x 4° IN DEPTH (MIN.)
OF SIGNS ON THE EXISITNG POLE 5 -0" (MIN. WITH CURB)
4. ON BOTH THE NORTH AND SOUTH RRFBS, THE PUSH 8 -0" MIN. TO 10°0" MAX.
BUTTON AND RI10-25 SIGNS WILL BE MOUNTED PARALLEL (FROM EDGE OF SHOULDER, WITHOUT CURB)
PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
TO THE CROSSWALK FIGURE

RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON (RRFB) DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE 5

FIGURE 5 OF 9




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:24 AM

R
. 22o® EEFSSS
i 3’ PROPOSED |’ PROPOSED 8 PROPOSED |1’ PROPOSED : 22edgfzs8cd
| SIGN SUMMARY SHOULDER 3" PROPOSED 2083885535
| TRAVELWAY MED | AN TRAVELWAY GEE£29c858%
il NOT TO SCALE — i SHOULDER %@%Efq’jg@&;?é
T | Schac385552
| ' H INESBURG | TH Y
& . VILLAGE | V0.5 REVEAL e
: [T | - [E2E=2
EXIS B 1762 | A A <Al
> IDEWALK ; F CUSTOM SIGN, READING: ! HEHRH
CLINTON ST. i RA-T "HINESBURG VILLAGE ¢ FslEERe| S
r I | 24“X3O“ |762|| E §§ (Lé;é 88 <
Al - (WHITE AND BLACK) N S el
NEW (X2)
" SALVAGE XD CONCRETE RAISED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION
P
A 3’ PROPOSED ||’ PROPOSED 8’ PROPOSED I’ PROPOSED / L
y AHEAD SHOULDER TRAVELWAY MED | AN TRAVELWAY 3 o st u..E
_—— == == = —
:: W16-9P . >-z
/ 1211X24" i o<
!’ NEW (X2) | Il-
' Wii-2 EXISTING —!V EXISTING
30ux30" . \2" DEEP RECESSED MED AN (_”)

RECESSED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

A/

7

. 3° PROPOSED |1 PROPOSED 8’ PROPOSED |1’ PROPOSED '

| :: SHOULDER TRAVELWAY MED | AN TRAVELWAY 3 SHPORUOLPDOESRED
! V e e e >

|
[}
|
[}
|
[}
I
[}
|
"y |
[}
!

EXISTING
PAVEMENT

PAINTED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

PROJECT AREA. BUCK HILL ROAD - ALTERNATIVE |

20 0 20 40

e ™ ey —
SCALE IN FEET

TOWN OF HINESBURG
HINESBURG, VERMONT

NOTES

. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THREE ALTERNATIVE VERSIONS
OF THE GATEWAY MEDIANS ARE AS FOLLOWS:
A. RAISED CONCRETE MEDIAN (6" REVEAL)
B. RECESSED/TEXTURED MEDIAN
C. PAINTED MEDIAN
2. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. LAYOUT RECESSED/PAINTED MEDIAN DETAIL
3. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST
VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL

VT RTE 116 CROSSWALKS
Intersection between VT RTE 116 and Buck Hill Rd

DEVICES (MUTCD) . PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04

FIGURE

6

FIGURE 6 OF 9




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:25 AM

O ” 4 © .ECU=_<CU§ -
R R=ind gE.Szwg
SIGN SUMMARY 3’ PROPOSED ||’ PROPOSED 8’ PROPOSED 1|1’ PROPOSED 3 PROPOSED L R
NOT TO SCALE SHOULDER TRAVELWAY MED I AN TRAVELWAY SHOULDER EE23°c5585
= =] >l = 3§%g§§§§§§§
' HINESBURG >‘< | Scaac89558E
VILLAGE | C458EPEE5E8
! ! 2 .6
— - _¥0.5" REVEAL “Ealisl s

CUSTOM SIGN, READ ING: | I P Est.d
R4-T “HINESBURG VILLAGE i sSlLE[¢T| 2|58
24"X30" o = Eclazlal 2
(WHITE AND BLACK) S~ S EERIPe|

NEW (X2) SALVAGE (X1 il -

CONCRETE RAISED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

AHEAD 3’ PROPOSED ||” PROPOSED 8’ PROPOSED |1’ PROPOSED : o

SHOULDER TRAVELWAY MED | AN TRAVELWAY 3 SHPORUOLPDOESRED -

W16-9P el Sl Sl e 2

12mX24" |
NEW (X2) | E
| =

Wil-2
30" X30" EX1STING —T EXISTING
NEW (X6) ' \2" DEEP RECESSED MEDIAN

L, HOYLE
=/

RECESSED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

3" PROPOSED || PROPOSED 8’ PROPOSED 1|1’ PROPOSED 3’ PROPOSED

SHOULDER TRAVELWAY MED | AN TRAVELWAY
N e i __ _SHOULDER

|
1
|
1
|
1
1
1
|
1
|
1
|

- | g N | - 8
A N L o B 1=

|
—= W

—

PROJECT AREA, BUCK HILL ROAD - ALTERNATIVE 2

20 0 20 40

e o ey
SCALE IN FEET

TOWN OF HINESBURG
HINESBURG, VERMONT

NOTES

.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THREE ALTERNATIVE VERSIONS
OF THE GATEWAY MEDIANS ARE AS FOLLOWS:
A. RAISED CONCRETE MEDIAN (6" REVEAL)
B. RECESSED/TEXTURED MED I'AN
C. PAINTED MEDIAN
2. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. LAYOUT
3. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST

VT RTE 116 CROSSWALKS
Intersection between VT RTE 116 and Buck Hill Rd

é PAINTED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
DEVICES (MUTCD). FIGURE
RECESSED/PAINTED MEDIAN DETAIL 7

FIGURE 7 OF 9




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:26 AM

; 4 PROPOSED 0
| LG SLMARS 3'_PROPOSED ||’ PROPOSED MEDIAN |1’ PROPOSED 3 pROPOSED sEEsEenEis]
| SHOULDER TRAVELWAY TRAVELWAY SHOULDER 285 8Fgoate
i e e e  — $ET2555 22 7
! ' H INESBURG | 2558 ~22308F
VILLAGE ; 855255558
” ﬂ — |y 0.5 REVEAL Tekef]
Sl e TN J ‘6 CUSTOM SIGN, READING: : I A Emn:
CLINTON ST. RA- T "HINESBURG VILLAGE : H B
24" X30" Teon s ESlezRa| 2
_ (WHITE AND BLACK) 5 x4 - FERE[ 2
; NEW (X2) SALVAGE (X1) i =
‘ CONCRETE RAISED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION
J
o
/
:: AREAD 3" PROPOSED D e Ep I.I.Iﬁ
.;‘ 1" PROPOSED MEDIAN 1" PROPOSED /
i 16-9P SHOULDER ’ SHOULDER =<
| |21 X240 = =l SR SR = >'z
| NEW (X2) | O<
| Wii-2 : L=
N 30"X30" |
S - NEW  (X6) EXISTING | EXISTING (_”)
| |
ﬁ | 2" DEEP RECESSED MEDIAN
-
T
] RECESSED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION
I 3" PROPOSED D VERIAN T PROPOSED
' | I* PROPOSED MEDIAN [ 1° 3’ PROPOSED
At | SHOULDER TRAVELWAY TRAVELWAY SHOULDER
R.O.W. L , e < ==
' | 5e
| | o
| ! =
I X
{) i S
| | =
i o5 2
" 22F| S
i PAINTED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION E’ﬁ o
z > Q1 E
=
PROJECT AREA, BUCK HILL ROAD - ALTERNATIVE 3 L 2 o] &
O DO+~
20 0 20 40 z3|L| o
S SwiEl 2
Ooz|xl £
SCALE IN FEET =T 5| o
-
NOTES =
|. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THREE ALTERNATIVE VERSIONS &
OF THE GATEWAY MEDIANS ARE AS FOLLOWS: 3
A. RAISED CONCRETE MEDIAN (6" REVEAL) =
B. RECESSED/TEXTURED MEDIAN
C. PAINTED MEDIAN
2. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. LAYOUT
3. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST RECESSED/PAINTED MEDIAN DETAIL
VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVICES (MUTCD). PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
FIGURE
FIGURE 8 OF 9




g Crosswalks Task Order\2-CADD\2112000604nu1.dgn

V:\1_PROJECTS\CCRPC-VT\21_120006_04-Hinesbur

2/2/2023
9:53:27 AM

g

-

\'r

R.O.W. LIMITS
CLINTON ST.

| i
PROJECT AREA, BUCK HILL ROAD - ALTERNATIVE 4

20 0 20 40

e o ey
SCALE IN FEET

NOTES

.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THREE ALTERNATIVE VERSIONS
OF THE GATEWAY MEDIANS ARE AS FOLLOWS:
A. RAISED CONCRETE MEDIAN (6" REVEAL)
B. RECESSED/TEXTURED MED I AN
C. PAINTED MEDIAN
2. GRAPHICS SHOWN TO CONVEY INTENT ONLY. LAYOUT
3. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST
VERSION OF THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVICES (MUTCD) .

SIGN SUMMARY

NOT TO SCALE

HINESBURG
VILLAGE

1 762
CUSTOM SIGN, READING:

RA-T7 "HINESBURG VILLAGE
24" X30" 762"
(WHITE AND BLACK) 5 x4
NEW (X2) SALVAGE (X1)

Wi6-9P
12%24"
NEW  (X2)
Wii-2
30" X30"
NEW  (X6)

RECESSED/PAINTED MEDIAN DETAIL

PROPOSED PROPOSE%/ EDIAN T PROPOSED

|1 MEDIAN | | /

SHOULDER TRAVELWAY TRAVELWAY 3 SHPORUOLPDOESRED
_—— == == S

. |y 0.5 REVEAL

| A

CONCRETE RAISED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

PROPOSED PROPOSEg EDIAN T PROPOSED

K MED AN |1 :

< T ROPOS! 3’ PROPOSED
_—— == == S

EXTSTING

i EXTSTING
2" DEEP RECESSED MEDIAN

RECESSED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

PROPOSED PROPOSEg e AN T PROPOSED

| ]’ MEDIAN ||’ ' PROP

SHOULDER TRAVELWAY TRAVELWAY 3 gHOUOLDOESRED
B L >t >t e

PAINTED GATEWAY MEDIAN CROSS SECTION

property of Hoyle, Tanner. It

This document is prepared
may not be used,

as an instrument of service

reproduced, disseminated or
transferred in any manner,

ZAR

IDES|GNED and Sha” remaln the
DRAWN

N/A

FILENAME
2112000604nu1

VTRANS BRIDGE NO.
MODEL NAME

Buck Hill Rd - Alt4] ZAR

TANNER

L, HOYLE
S,

©

Y

T

X

o

-

N af)]

HIX| ©

C)z ] c

o ~—

0N x|D

L L 0N LL

Zz >0 =

L OO —

C)a = -

0wl 9

E: L | =

O Z|x Z

F T~ &

> c

O

O

()

i

Q

=

PROJECT NO. 21.120006.04
FIGURE

9

FIGURE 9 OF 9

CHECKEDlincluding electronically, for
TAS lany other purpose than this
project, without the written
permission of Hoyle, Tanner.

DATE
AUGUST 2022

SCALE
AS SHOWN




APPENDIX B

Conceptual Construction Cost Estimates



SHEET 1 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022

TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:

¢, HOYI.E 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QrTYy UNIT COST COST
646.311 CROSSWALK MARKING, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 35 S 10.00 S 350.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 2 S 25.00 $ 50.00
900.650 SPECIAL PROVISION (RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON) LU 1 S 18,000.00 S 18,000.00

MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 2,760.00
SUBTOTALA S 21,160.00

SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 50 S 40.00 S 2,000.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 S 2,000.00 S 2,000.00

SUBTOTAL B $ 25,160.00

SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% S 2,516.00
SUBTOTAL C S 27,676.00

SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)

ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 28,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 7,000.00

HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 35,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_Church_Alt1Concept-Estimate Printed: 2/8/2023




SHEET 2 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC

TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By:

¢, HOYI.E 4th Floor Chck. By: | TAS

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By:

Date: 10/14/2022
Date: 10/14/2022
Date:
Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES
EASEMENTS

ROW TOTAL

SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
AMENDMENT NO.1
FINAL DESIGN
BID

PE TOTAL

PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE)

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$35,000.00

This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been
based on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that
changes in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_Church_Alt1Concept-Estimate

Printed: 2/8/2023




SHEET 1 OF 2

f:) HOYLE  |uth Foor

125 College Street

TANNER [Burtington, vT 05401

(802) 860-1331

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS

ITEM NO.
203.15
203.30
204.20
301.26
406.38

601.0815

601.6815
604.18
616.21
618.10
618.30
646.311
651.15
651.18
651.20
651.35
675.50
900.650

DESCRIPTION
COMMON EXCAVATION
EARTH BORROW
TRENCH EXCAVATION OF EARTH
SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED
HAND-PLACED BITUMINOUS CONCRETE MATERIAL, DRIVES
18" RCP CLASS IlI
18" RCPES CLASS Il
PRECAST REINFORCED CONCRETE DROP INLET WITH CAST IRON GRATE
VERTICAL GRANITE CURB
PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH
DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE
CROSSWALK MARKING, WATERBORNE PAINT
SEED
FERTILIZER
AGRICULTURAL LIMESTONE
TOPSOIL
REMOVING SIGNS
SPECIAL PROVISION (RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON)
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY

SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL

ITEM NO.
630.15
641.10

DESCRIPTION
FLAGGERS
TRAFFIC CONTROL

SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES

ROADWAY MOBILIZATION

SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)

HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING

Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
Chck. By: Date:
Chck. By: Date:
UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
cy 6 S 30.00 $ 180.00
cy 3 S 30.00 $ 90.00
cy 40 S 30.00 $ 1,200.00
cy 8 S 60.00 S 480.00
SY 8 S 100.00 $ 800.00
LF 40 S 200.00 $ 8,000.00
EACH 1 S 1,000.00 S 1,000.00
EACH 2 S 8,000.00 $ 16,000.00
SF 50 S 100.00 S 5,000.00
SY 40 S 100.00 S 4,000.00
SF 8 S 50.00 S 400.00
LF 35 S 10.00 $ 350.00
LB 0.5 S 15.00 $ 7.50
LB 2 S 5.00 $ 10.00
TON 0.5 S 800.00 S 400.00
cy 2 S 50.00 S 100.00
LF 2 S 2500 S 50.00
LU 1 S 18,000.00 $ 18,000.00
15% OF ABOVE TOTAL  $ 2,837.63
SUBTOTAL A $ 58,905.13
UNIT QrTy UNIT COST COST
HR 80 S 50.00 $ 4,000.00
LS 1 $ 5,000.00 S 5,000.00
SUBTOTAL B S 67,905.13
10% S 6,790.51
SUBTOTAL C S 74,695.64
ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 75,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 18,750.00
0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 93,750.00

21.120006.04_EST_Church_Alt2Concept-Estimate

Printed: 2/8/2023



125 College Street Calc. By: NLC

$’ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By:| TAS

TANNER [Burlington, vros401 [ chek.By:

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By:

Date: 10/14/2022
Date: 10/14/2022
Date:
Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

UNITED CHURCH OF HINESBURG, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES
EASEMENTS
ROW TOTAL

SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
AMENDMENT NO.1
FINAL DESIGN
BID
PE TOTAL

PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE)

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

| $93,750.00

This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been
based on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that
changes in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_Church_Alt2Concept-Estimate

SHEET 2 OF 2

Printed: 2/8/2023



SHEET 1 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022

TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:

¢, HOYI.E 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
646.311 CROSSWALK MARKING, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 35 S 10.00 S 350.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 2 S 25.00 $ 50.00
900.650 SPECIAL PROVISION (RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON) LU 1 S 24,000.00 S 24,000.00
900.651 SPECIAL PROVISION (ADVANCED RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON) LU 1 S 5,000.00 S 5,000.00
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 3,660.00
SUBTOTALA S 33,060.00

SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 50 S 50.00 S 2,500.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 S 2,000.00 S 2,000.00

SUBTOTAL B $ 37,560.00

SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% S 3,756.00
SUBTOTALC S 41,316.00

SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)

ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 42,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 10,500.00

HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 52,500.00

21.120006.04_EST_School_Alt1.xlsmConcept-Estimate Printed: 1/20/2023




SHEET 2 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC

TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By:

¢, HOYI.E 4th Floor Chck. By: | TAS

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By:

Date: 10/14/2022
Date: 10/14/2022
Date:
Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES
EASEMENTS

ROW TOTAL

SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
AMENDMENT NO.1
FINAL DESIGN
BID

PE TOTAL

PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE)

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$52,500.00

This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been
based on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that
changes in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_School_Alt1.xlsmConcept-Estimate

Printed: 1/20/2023




SHEET 1 OF 2

125 College Street

HOYI..E 4th Floor
TANNER [suriington, vT 05401

(802) 860-1331

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order

Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs

Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION
203.30 EARTH BORROW
301.26  SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED
406.38 HAND-PLACED BITUMINOUS CONCRETE MATERIAL, DRIVES
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH
618.30 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE
646.311 CROSSWALK MARKING, WATERBORNE PAINT
651.15 SEED
651.18 FERTILIZER
651.20 AGRICULTURAL LIMESTONE
651.35 TOPSOIL
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS
900.650 SPECIAL PROVISION (RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON)
900.651  SPECIAL PROVISION (ADVANCED RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACON)

MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY

SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION
630.15 FLAGGERS
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL

SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES

ROADWAY MOBILIZATION

SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)

HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING

Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
Chck. By: Date:
Chck. By: Date:
UNIT QrTy UNIT COST COST
cYy 12 S 30.00 S 360.00
cYy 6 S 30.00 S 180.00
cYy 1 S 60.00 S 60.00
SY 10 S 100.00 $ 1,000.00
SF 60 S 100.00 $ 6,000.00
SY 5 S 100.00 S 500.00
SF 8 S 50.00 S 400.00
LF 35 S 10.00 $ 350.00
LB 1 S 15.00 S 15.00
LB 4 S 5.00 § 20.00
TON 0.5 S 800.00 $ 400.00
cYy 4 S 50.00 S 200.00
LF 2 S 25.00 $ 50.00
LU 1 S 24,000.00 $ 24,000.00
LU 1 $ 5,000.00 S 5,000.00
15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 3,755.25
SUBTOTALA S 42,290.25
UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
HR 80 S 40.00 $ 3,200.00
LS 1 $ 5,000.00 S 5,000.00
SUBTOTALB S 50,490.25
10% S 5,049.03
SUBTOTAL C S 55,539.28
ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 56,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 14,000.00
0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 70,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_School_Alt2.xlsmConcept-Estimate

Printed: 1/20/2023



SHEET 2 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC

HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS

TANNER [suriington, vr 05401 [ chek-By:

(802) 860-1331 Chck. By:

Date: 10/14/2022
Date: 10/14/2022
Date:
Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

HINESBURG COMMUNITY SCHOOL, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES
EASEMENTS

ROW TOTAL

SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
AMENDMENT NO.1
FINAL DESIGN
BID

PE TOTAL

PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE)

This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been
based on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that
changes in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

| $70,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_School_Alt2.xlsmConcept-Estimate

Printed: 1/20/2023



SHEET 1 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION cY 80 S 30.00 S 2,400.00
210.10 COARSE-MILLING, BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT SY 470 S 3.00 S 1,410.00
301.25 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, COARSE GRADED cY 60 S 40.00 S 2,400.00
301.26 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED cy 6 S 60.00 S 360.00
406.25 MARSHALL BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT TON 85 S 200.00 $ 17,000.00
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB SF 90 S 100.00 S 9,000.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY 35 S 100.00 $ 3,500.00
646.231 8 INCH YELLOW LINE, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 90 $ 0.50 $ 45.00
675.20 TRAFFICSIGN, TYPE A SF 22.5 S 20.00 S 450.00
675.341 SQUARE TUBE SIGN POST AND ANCHOR LF 40 S 15.00 $ 600.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 1 S 25.00 $ 25.00
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 112.00
SUBTOTALA S 37,302.00
SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 160 S 50.00 S 8,000.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
SUBTOTAL B $ 50,302.00
SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% S 5,030.20
SUBTOTAL C $ 55,332.20
SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)
ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 56,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 14,000.00
HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 70,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt1Concept-Estimate Printed: 1/25/2023



SHEET 2 OF 2

125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 1: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES $0.00
EASEMENTS $0.00
ROW TOTAL $0.00
SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY $0.00
PRELIMINARY DESIGN $0.00
AMENDMENT NO.1 $0.00
FINAL DESIGN $0.00
BID $0.00
PE TOTAL $0.00
PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE) $70,000.00
This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been based
on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that changes
in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt1Concept-Estimate

Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022

¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
) TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:

Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04

BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE

SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION Ccy 160 S 30.00 $ 4,800.00
210.10 COARSE-MILLING, BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT SY 750 S 3.00 S 2,250.00
301.25 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, COARSE GRADED Ccy 110 S 40.00 S 4,400.00
301.26  SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED cY 12 S 60.00 $ 720.00
406.25 MARSHALL BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT TON 140 S 200.00 $ 28,000.00
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB SF 180 S 100.00 S 18,000.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY 70 S 100.00 $ 7,000.00
646.231 8 INCH YELLOW LINE, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 90 S 050 S 45.00
675.20 TRAFFICSIGN, TYPE A SF 285 S 20.00 S 570.00
675.341 SQUARE TUBE SIGN POST AND ANCHOR LF 40 S 15.00 $ 600.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 1 S 25.00 S 25.00
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 186.00
SUBTOTALA S 66,596.00

SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT Qry UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 160 S 50.00 S 8,000.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 $ 5,000.00 S 5,000.00

SUBTOTAL B S 79,596.00

SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% S 7,959.60
SUBTOTALC S 87,555.60

SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)

ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 88,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 22,000.00

HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 110,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt2Concept-Estimate Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 2: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES $0.00
EASEMENTS $0.00
ROW TOTAL $0.00
SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY $0.00
PRELIMINARY DESIGN $0.00
AMENDMENT NO.1 $0.00
FINAL DESIGN $0.00
BID $0.00
PE TOTAL $0.00
PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE) $110,000.00
This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been based
on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that changes
in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt2Concept-Estimate

Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 3: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION cY 37.7 S 30.00 S 1,131.00
210.10 COARSE-MILLING, BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT SY 420 S 3.00 S 1,260.00
301.25 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, COARSE GRADED cY 30 S 40.00 S 1,200.00
301.26 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED cY 4 S 60.00 S 240.00
406.25 MARSHALL BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT TON 60 S 200.00 $ 12,000.00
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB SF 80 S 100.00 S 8,000.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY 18 S 100.00 $ 1,800.00
646.231 8 INCH YELLOW LINE, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 45 $ 0.50 $ 22.50
675.20 TRAFFICSIGN, TYPE A SF 22.5 S 20.00 S 450.00
675.341 SQUARE TUBE SIGN POST AND ANCHOR LF 40 S 15.00 $ 600.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 1 S 25.00 $ 25.00
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 164.63
SUBTOTALA S 26,893.13
SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 160 S 50.00 S 8,000.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
SUBTOTAL B $ 39,893.13
SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% S 3,989.31
SUBTOTAL C $ 43,882.44
SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)
ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: $ 44,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 11,000.00
HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 55,000.00

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt3Concept-Estimate Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 3: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES $0.00
EASEMENTS $0.00
ROW TOTAL $0.00
SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY $0.00
PRELIMINARY DESIGN $0.00
AMENDMENT NO.1 $0.00
FINAL DESIGN $0.00
BID $0.00
PE TOTAL $0.00
PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE) $55,000.00
This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been based
on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that changes
in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt3Concept-Estimate

Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 4: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION A - MAJOR ITEMS
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
203.15 COMMON EXCAVATION cY 80 S 30.00 S 2,400.00
210.10 COARSE-MILLING, BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT SY 750 S 3.00 S 2,250.00
301.25 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, COARSE GRADED cY 60 S 40.00 S 2,400.00
301.26 SUBBASE OF CRUSHED GRAVEL, FINE GRADED cY 7 S 60.00 S 420.00
406.25 MARSHALL BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT TON 115 S 200.00 $ 23,000.00
616.21 VERTICAL GRANITE CURB SF 160 S 100.00 S 16,000.00
618.10 PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 5 INCH SY 35 S 100.00 $ 3,500.00
646.231 8 INCH YELLOW LINE, WATERBORNE PAINT LF 45 $ 0.50 $ 22.50
675.20 TRAFFICSIGN, TYPE A SF 28.5 S 20.00 S 570.00
675.341 SQUARE TUBE SIGN POST AND ANCHOR LF 40 S 15.00 $ 600.00
675.50 REMOVING SIGNS LF 1 S 25.00 $ 25.00
MISCELLANEOUS ROADWAY 15% OF ABOVE TOTAL S 182.63
SUBTOTALA S 51,370.13
SECTION B - TRAFFIC CONTROL
ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT QTy UNIT COST COST
630.15 FLAGGERS HR 160 S 40.00 $ 6,400.00
641.10 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
SUBTOTAL B $ 62,770.13
SECTION C - MOBILIZATION AND CONTINGENCIES
ROADWAY MOBILIZATION 10% $ 6,277.01
SUBTOTAL C $ 69,047.14
SECTION D - CONSTRUCTION (CON)
ROUNDED CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: S 70,000.00
CONTINGENCY 25% S 17,500.00
HOYLE TANNER CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 0
CON TOTAL FOR PLANNING S 87,500.00

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt4Concept-Estimate Printed: 1/25/2023
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125 College Street Calc. By: NLC Date: 10/14/2022
¢ HOYLE 4th Floor Chck. By: TAS Date: 10/14/2022
, TAN N E R Burlington, VT 05401 Chck. By: Date:
(802) 860-1331 Chck. By: Date:
Hinesburg Crosswalks Task Order
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
Hoyle Tanner Project No. 21.120006.04
BUCK HILL ROAD, ALT 4: CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE
SECTION E - RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)
TAKES $0.00
EASEMENTS $0.00
ROW TOTAL $0.00
SECTION F - PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING (PE)
ENGINEERING STUDY $0.00
PRELIMINARY DESIGN $0.00
AMENDMENT NO.1 $0.00
FINAL DESIGN $0.00
BID $0.00
PE TOTAL $0.00
PROJECT TOTAL COST (CON, ROW, PE) $87,500.00
This Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Costs is based on the anticipated scope of work, as well as HoylE
Tanner's experience with similar projects and understanding of current industry trends. The estimate has not been based
on a final design for this project, and as such, it is intended to be preliminary in nature. It should be noted that changes
in material or labor costs in the construction industry could impact the project cost in either direction.

21.120006.04_EST_BuckHill_Alt4Concept-Estimate

Printed: 1/25/2023



APPENDIX C

VTrans Right of Way
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APPENDIX D

Site Imagery



Photo 1. Southbound view on VT Route 116, taken north of the United Church of Hinesburg on the west side of the
street, looking south.

Photo 2. Northbound view on VT Route 116 by United Church of Hinesburg, taken south of the Church crosswalk on the
east side of the street, looking north. Existing pedestrian warning sign partially obscured by tree and outside of drivers’
field of view.



Photo 4. Existing drainage inlet southeast of the United Church crosswalk, in poor condition, overgrown.



Photo 5. Westbound view of VT Route 116 taken stopping sight distance in front of Hinesburg Community school. Note
that pedestrian crossing warning sign obstructed by tree foliage.

Photo 6. Eastbound view of VT Route 116 taken on the south side of the road in front of Hinesburg Nursery School.
Crosswalk is well used outside of school hours.



Photo 7. Southbound view on VT Route 116, taken North of Buck Hill Road on the West side of the road.

Photo 8. Westbound photo taken on Buck Hill Road, just east of its intersection with VT Route 116.



Photo 10. Eastbound photo taken on Clinton St. (newly developed road to housing), just east of its intersection with VT
Route 116 showing the newly installed sidewalk connecting the housing development to VT Route 116.



APPENDIX E

High Crash Location Map and Report



Map of VTrans High Crash Locations in Hinesburg, Vermont

u High Crash Locations 2012-2016 Interactive Map
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Vermont Agency of Transportation

Years: 2012 - 2016

Formal Statewide Sections - Route Log Order /2 - Statewide

08/01/2017

Severity
H.C.L PDO Critical Actual Ratio Index
No. /3. Route System Town Mileage AADT Years Crashes Fatalities Injuries Crashes Rate Rate Actual/Critical ~ ($/Crash/1.)

67 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 1.000 - 1.300 8,200 5 21 0 3 19 1.933 4.678 2420 $22,867

730 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 1.500 - 1.800 8,200 5 9 0 0 9 1.933 2.005 1.037 $11,300

31 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 1.800 - 2.100 7,691 5 25 0 1 24 1.963 5.937 3.025 $14,388

336 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 3.200 - 3.500 6,800 5) 11 0 2 9 2.023 2.955 1.461 $25,336

426 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 4.400-4.700 6,800 5 10 0 1 9 2.023 2.686 1.328 $19,020

427 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 4.900 - 5.200 6,800 5) 10 0 1 9 2.023 2.686 1.328 $19,020

510 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 5.900 - 6.200 3,800 5 6 0 1 5 2.343 2.884 1.231 $24,167

513 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 6.800 - 7.100 3,800 5) 6 0 0 6 2.343 2.884 1.231 $11,300

15 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Stowe 7.300 - 7.600 1,500 5 9 0 0 9 2.975 10.959 3.684 $11,300

129 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Cambridge 0.566 - 0.866 1,500 5 5 0 5 1 2.975 6.088 2.046 $90,760

126 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Cambridge 3.666 - 3.966 2,800 5 8 0 3 5 2.536 5.219 2.057 $40,250

599 VT-108 Major Collector (r) Cambridge 7.366 - 7.666 5,100 5 7 0 1 6 2.173 2.507 1.153 $22,329

155 VT-108 Minor Arterial (r) Cambridge 9.466 - 9.766 1,196 5 5 0 3 3 4.023 7.636 1.898 $59,880

112 VT-110 Major Collector (r) Tunbridge 4.480 - 4.780 1,433 5) 5 0 3 4 3.009 6.373 2118 $62,140

44 VT-112 Minor Arterial (r) Halifax 2.500 - 2.800 1,200 5 7 0 6 4 4.020 10.654 2.651 $82,314

755 VT-114 Major Collector (r) Lyndon 0.600 - 0.900 3,850 5) 5 0 3 4 2.335 2.372 1.016 $62,140

271 VT-114 Major Collector (r) Burke 0.270-0.570 3,351 5 7 0 0 7 2.421 3.815 1.576 $11,300

174 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Middlebury 0.300 - 0.600 1,250 5) 5 0 1 4 3.979 7.306 1.836 $26,740

389 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Middlebury 4.000 - 4.300 2,352 5 6 0 1 5 3.380 4.659 1.378 $24,167

550 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Middlebury, Bristol 6.500 - 0.213 2,240 5 5 0 2 3 3.424 4.077 1.191 $42,180

201 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Bristol 2.113-2.413 2,500 5 8 0 2 7 3.327 5.845 1.757 $32,012

N h of 306 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Hinesburg 0.278 - 0.578 3,600 5 0 0 9 3.030 4.566 1.507 $11,300
Ugrttedo 598 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Hinesburg 2.278 -2.578 4,400 5 8 0 3 5 2.881 3.321 1.153 $40,250
Church of | 274 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Hinesburg 4.378-4.678 9,808 5) 20 0 3 18 2.384 3.724 1.562 $23,445
Hinesburg 76 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Hinesburg 4.878-5.178 8,600 5 27 0 2 25 2.456 5.734 2.335 $17,019
to Silver 441 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) Hinesburg 6.278 - 6.578 8,500 5) 15 0 3 12 2.462 3.223 1.309 $26,740
Street 137 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) St. George 0.240 - 0.540 6,154 5 18 0 7 13 2.654 5.342 2.013 $42,578
450 VT-116 Minor Arterial (r) St. George, 1.437 - 1.182 5,100 5) 10 0 10 4 2.778 3.581 1.289 $93,020

Shelburne

176 VT-117 Minor Arterial (r) Jericho 0.269 - 0.569 5,500 5 15 0 3 12 2.727 4.981 1.827 $26,740

133 VT-117 Minor Arterial (r) Richmond 0.276 - 0.576 5,200 5 16 0 4 13 2.765 5.620 2.033 $31,306

223 VT-118 Major Collector (r) Montgomery 5514 -5.814 1,926 5 5 0 0 5 2.794 4.742 1.697 $11,300

387 VT-122 Major Collector (r) Lyndon 0.500 - 0.800 2,541 5 5 0 0 5) 2.601 3.594 1.382 $11,300

237 VT-122 Major Collector (r) Lyndon 1.800 - 2.100 2,000 5 5 0 1 4 2.767 4.566 1.650 $26,740

45



Crash Date

United Church of Christ
September 27, 2012 at 4:50 PM
May 18, 2013 at 7:05 PM
January 11, 2013 at 4:10 PM
November 4, 2020 at 3:04 PM
June 6,2021 at 1:31 PM
Hinesburg Community School
June 13, 2014 at 1:00 PM
December 21, 2015 at 1:47 AM
September 17, 2017 at 4:30 PM
October 25, 2018 at 8:55 AM
April 6, 2021 at 7:48 AM

Buck Hill Road

February 7, 2014 at 6:40 PM

Address

10581 Vt Rt 116
VT-116 (10581 Vt Rt 116)
VT-116 (10600 Vt Rt 116)
10600 VT RT 116

10613 VT Route 116

VtRt 116

10888 Vt Rt 116
10851 VtRt 116
10888 VT ROUTE 116

Crashes from July 2012 to July 2022, Hinesburg Vermont

Crash Type

Property Damage Only
Property Damage Only
Property Damage Only
Injury

Property Damage Only

Property Damage Only
Property Damage Only
Property Damage Only
Property Damage Only

10888 VT ROUTE 116; HINESBURG ELEMENTAF Property Damage Only

VtRt 116

Property Damage Only

Collision Direction

Rear-to-rear
Rear End
Rear End
Rear End
Rear End

Single Vehicle Crash
Rear End

Other

Broadside

Single Vehicle Crash

Single Vehicle Crash

AOT

Actual
Road Group Milepoint
State System (State Highways and Class | TH links) 4.64
State System (State Highways and Class | TH links) 4.64
State System (State Highways and Class | TH links) 4.61
State Highway numbered route, State owned 4.619
State Highway numbered route, State owned 4.61
State System (State Highways and Class | TH links) 4.39
Other Public Roadway (Rest Areas, Shopping Center - 999.99
Other Public Roadway (Rest Areas, Shopping Center - 999.99
State Highway numbered route, State owned 4.32
State Highway numbered route, State owned 4.34
State System (State Highways and Class | TH links) 3.91

Time of

Intersection With

Charlotte Road
Charlotte Road
Charlotte Road

Silver Street
Hinesburg Community School
Parking Lot
Silver Street
Hinesburg Community School

Road Characteristics

Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Not at a Junction
Not at a Junction
Not at a Junction

T - Intersection
Parking Lot
Parking Lot

Not at a Junction
Driveway

Not at a Junction

Surface
Condition

Dry
Dry
Dry
Dry
Dry

Wet
Dry
Dry
Dry
Dry

Snow



APPENDIX F

Crosswalk Warrant Analysis
Buck Hill Road



Project: Hinesburg Crosswalk Scoping Study
$ HOYLE Project No. 21.120006.04
Location: Vermont Route 116 at Buck Hill Road
TAN N E R Town: Hinesburg, Vermont

Date: September 14, 2022

Crosswalk Warrant Analysis

Vermont Route 116 at Buck Hill Road

Traffic

Speed Limit of 40 mph or Less
Posted Speed: 40 mph
Vehicle Volume Exceeds 3000 vehicles per day (both directions combined)
AADT: 3,794 vpd

Sight Distance

Adequate sight distance from all vehicular approaches to both ends of the crossing

Posted Speed | Required Sight Distance
(mph) (feet)
25 155
30 200
35 250
40 305

Existing Facilities

No other crosswalk within 200 ft
No parking within 20 feet of crosswalk
Unless crosswalk is located mid-block with build-outs.

There is a sidewalk or adequate shoulder for use by pedestrians on both sides of crossing.

The determination of adequate shoulder should be based upon an assessment of traffic volumes, adjacent land
use patterns and other site-specific conditions. The shoulder shall be a minimum of three feet wide, and a
maximum of six feet wide (in order to minimize potential conflict with parking activities) Mid-block crossings

may also be considered where there is a pedestrian destination, such as a recreation field, where a low
potential for vehicles/pedestrian conflicts exists on both sides of the roadway.

Pedestrian Crossing Volume

The pedestrian crossing volumes exceed 20 per hour in the highest pedestrian hour of the day
Elementary aschool age (12 and under) and people over 60 count as 2 each.

Other Considerations

While there are no pedestrian facilities on Buck Hill Road, traffic volumes on Buck Hill Road are low and the

road is used for pedestrians as a place to go for a walk.

Conclusion

The number of pedestrians crossing Route 116 at Buck Hill Road does not meet warrant criteria for a formal
crosswalk.Geometric improvements such as traffic calming, median refuge islands, and curb extensions are

alternatives that can be considered.

Meets Warrant

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

No

No

No




APPENDIX G

Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
Minutes and Submitted Comments
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Attendees:

In Person:

Todd Sumner (Hoyle Tanner)
Zachary Roussel (Hoyle
Tanner)

Alex Weinhagen (Hinesburg)

Virtual:

Alyssa Smith (Hoyle Tanner)
Sam Lash

Carl Bohlen

Phil Pouech (State
Representative)

Catherine Goldsmith

Merrily Lovell (Select Board)
Beth Whitlock

Hinesburg Crosswalks Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting

Christine Ford (CCRPC)
Larry Munson

George Munson

Mark Pendergrass

Vicky Gilbert

Sally Reiss

Frank Twarog

Chuck Reiss

Bradley Friesen
Maggie Gordon (Select
Board)

Shawn Barth

Meeting Notes

January 9, 2023
7:00 PM
Virtual/In-Person

Jamie Cudney
Anne Sullivan
Tom Whitney
Keith Roberts

Carl Bohlen
Patty Whitney
Kristin Neibur
Nicandra Galper
Katharina Frazier

(Written comments — see attached) Michael Anthony, Bethanne Cellars, Jeff Cellars, Mitch Cypes, Scott
Johansen, Kate Kelly, Don Lagro, Jake Twarog, Tom Whitney,

There was significant amount of discussion during this 2 hour public presentation. The following meeting
minutes captures the general intent of several similar questions in relation to the Hinesburg Crosswalk
Assessment Study. If the contents of these meeting notes are incomplete or are not to your
understanding of the meeting, please contact the preparer at Hoyle Tanner as soon as possible.

Purpose:

The purpose of the meeting was present to the public the possible alternatives developed for improving
pedestrian infrastructure/safety and receive feedback and concerns at the following locations:

- The United Church of Hinesburg

- Hinesburg Community School
- Buck Hill Road (Intersection with VT Route 116)

Overview:

Alex Weinhagen gives a brief introduction on the projects and project locations. There will be three
intersections/crosswalks covered in this scoping study and 4 covered in the next phase. The existing
crosswalk at the Silver Street intersection is included in those covered next year.

Hoyle Tanner explains the draft purpose and need and inquires if any edits should be considered. Everyone
present seemed comfortable with the wording.



Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
January 9, 2023
Page 2 of 8

United Church of Hinesburg:

Overview and Alternatives

Alex Weinhagen explains the background story to Alternative 1 at the United Church crosswalk. Explaining
that the senior community on Kelly’s Field Road is being expanded by 24 units. Residents currently do not
feel safe crossing to reach the church, so they independently acquired an AARP grant to fund the
installation of a Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon (RRFB) which required a section-1111 permit from
VTrans for installation. This scoping study served as the design guidance for the approval and installation
of an RRFB at the church.

Hoyle Tanner presents Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 for the United Church crosswalk. Alternative 2 adds
a curb and green strip to the area to address drainage and safety concerns on the east side of the existing
crosswalk.

Existing Drainage Question
Tom Whitney (Hinesburg Resident): Are there any existing drainage structures by the church?

Alex Weinhagen: Not on the East side of the road. Water just sheet flows off into the grass.
There is a culvert just Northeast of the crosswalk.

Drainage Question
George (Hinesburg Resident): | would be delighted to see the flashing beacons installed. The
drainage issue at the church is terrible. Pedestrians often have to go off the sidewalk into the
road to avoid the mud/water/ice. Pedestrians also get splashed by the pooling water. It’s a
terrible situation that’s been an issue since 1980s. Is there a short-term solution to fix this issue?

Hoyle Tanner: With the curb presented in alternative 2, it is expected that the runoff causing
these issues will enter the proposed catch basins and be routed away from the area.

Discussion on Improvements and Alternative 2
Around the room a sentiment was shared that the residents are looking for any fix at this
location. They agreed that the current conditions were not ideal and that, especially Alternative
2, would fix many of the apparent issues.

More agreement throughout the room for Alternative 2.

Crossing through Queuing Traffic
Phil Pouech: It is difficult to cross in queuing traffic. A flashing beacon would help.

Visibility of RRFB

Community Member: The sign needs to be moved forward so it is not blocked by the trees.

<L, HOYLE
~—) TANNER



Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
January 9, 2023
Page 3 of 8

Hinesburg Community School:

Hoyle Tanner presents the existing conditions and the two proposed alternatives for the Hinesburg
Community School crosswalk.

Question on Advance Warning
Brad Friesen (Hinesburg Resident): The northbound traffic makes it difficult for people crossing
South across VT route 116 toward the school to be seen by Northbound traffic from Silver St.
turning right. Is there a way to alert drivers of pedestrians in advance of the crosswalk?

Hoyle Tanner: Yes, advanced warning lights, synced with the RRFBs can be used. There are
certainly possibilities for that.

Comment on Silver Street and General Traffic Calming
Keith Roberts (Hinesburg Resident): | am in favor of any improvements to this crosswalk. The
schoolboard encourages pedestrian traffic to school. The issue of traffic on Route 116 is all day,
not just when kids are coming into and leaving school. The Silver St. intersection has always
been an issue. Anything to warn drivers of pedestrians would be helpful. | would consider a
median here, similar to that proposed at Buck Hill Road that will physically break up the road so
people have to pay close attention when driving through this section. Since most users are
vulnerable (children), when a crossing guard is not present, better conditions would be helpful.

Question Regarding Driveway on Northside
Mark Pendergrass (Hinesburg Resident): Does the driveway being restricted on the North side of

the crosswalk pose any issues?

Hoyle Tanner: No, the observed existing conditions showed tire tracks in the sidewalk area,
southwest of the driveway, where the new detectable warning pads are being installed. The
proposed curb will discourage vehicles from entering the pedestrian zone and will make using
the sidewalk here safer. Space isn’t being taken from the driveway, a key distinction is just being
made between the driveway and sidewalk.

Comments on Need for Change
General agreement and support for changes to be made.

Comment on Crosswalk Use for Access to Sports Fields
Fields behind Lantman’s market used by school’s sports team.

Question on False Sense of Security with RRFB
Jamie Cudney (Hinesburg Resident): The RRFBs at the school may give a false sense of security

that is safe to cross when the lights are on, especially if children are using this crosswalk. Do you
have any recommendations for this.

Hoyle Tanner: Advanced warning signs could be utilized here to warn drivers before they round
the corner (Southbound on VT 116) that pedestrians are in the crosswalk.

TANNER
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Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
January 9, 2023
Page 4 of 8

CCRPC: The reality of the situation is, it is Vermont law to stop for pedestrians in a crosswalk. By
adding the RRFB, the conditions would only be improved.

Community Member: The main issue is that people need to be slowed down coming around the
corner. That would solve a lot of the issues here.

Question and Discussion on Moving Crosswalk Further East

Community Member: Why can’t we move the crosswalk further East? Connecting the school
area to the fields across the street. Many students use this area for sports practice and cross
here.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): There used to be a crosswalk here | think, not sure what
happened with that.

Keith Roberts (Hinesburg Resident): The main issue with that is that kids would have to cross the
bus lane to get to a crosswalk further East. Although this is a bus lane, it is often used by parents
dropping off and picking up students throughout the day.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): With the sidewalk being installed North from the
Meadow Mist complex, Southeast toward the school, this should not be an issue in the future.

Comment on Silver Street Intersection and Advanced Warning

Catherine Goldsmith (Hinesburg Resident): As someone who often drives South on Route 116, |
find that my eyes are usually on the Silver St. intersection, not necessarily the crosswalk before |
actually get there. | am interested in the advanced beacon to give drivers an advanced warning
of pedestrians.

Catherine recommends the placement of an advanced beacon further North than the existing
crosswalk warning sign.

Frank (Hinesburg Resident): Silver Street. has a deceptive visual line that makes people think
their further away from the curves. The intersection should be tightened up for less flow. Some
drivers exiting Silver St. are not sure if southbound vehicles are turning right or going through
the intersection. Some just pull out. Because of the current conditions, drivers are worried
about other vehicles mainly, not pedestrians.

Keith Roberts (Hinesburg Resident): Speed is also an issue here.

Comment on Incremental Change and Available Funding

S

Phil Pouech (Hinesburg Resident): It is important to recognize and support incremental change
here. An improvement to the crosswalk would be nice, but the main issue here is the Silver St.
intersection. Crosswalk improvements won’t fix the issue. If there are ideas to improve the
community, let the selectboard know. There is ARPA funding available.

HOYLE
TANNER



Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
January 9, 2023
Page 5 of 8

Buck Hill Road

Hoyle Tanner presents the existing conditions and the 4 proposed alternatives for the Buck Hill Road
intersection with VT Route 116.

Question of What is the Warrant Criteria for a Crosswalk
Community Member: What are the criteria for a crosswalk?

Hoyle Tanner: Explains the crosswalk warrant criteria.
(See the presentation slides or final scoping report for more details.)

Keith Roberts (Hinesburg Resident): Won’t building the sidewalk to the Meadow Mist
development bring people to cross Routel116?

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): Yes, that will probably happen. But, with current
conditions, a crosswalk is not warranted according to VTrans standard.

Discussion of Clearzones at the Danville Gateway
Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): How was Danville able to put the fence so close to the

road at their gateway with clear zones concepts in place?

Hoyle Tanner: There are a few factors than impact clear zones, the two biggest being vertical
barriers (curbing) and speed. The fence likely falls outside the clear zone given that the road is
curbed.

Discussion on Tight Turning Radius at Buck Hill Road
Tom Whitney (Hinesburg Resident): Currently, turning is very tight at Buck Hill Road. Even hard

for left turning school buses onto Buck Hill Road.

(General concerns with widening the road 4 ft on each side, especially grading it out. This also
raises concerns for the existing culvert below Buck Hill Road.)

Question on “Best” Median Option
Sam Lash (Hinesburg Resident): Are any of the alternatives at Buck Hill Road “the best one”?

Hoyle Tanner: Generally, the 8-ft medians are most favorable since they can accommodate
pedestrians. This gives protection to all users and provides vulnerable pedestrians a place to rest
if needed.

Comment on Alternatives
Keith Roberts (Hinesburg Resident): Something needs to be done here, the main problem is

speed. Long-term, people want a crosswalk here, but in the meantime, before warrant criteria
are met, speed issues need to be addressed. The town needs to take over ownership of Route
116. This provides a viable solution for all our issues. If speed is reduced, the road will be more
viable to cross for pedestrians. Of the four alternatives, the split median at 8-foot width is
preferred.

<L, HOYLE
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Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting

January 9, 2023

Page 6 of 8

Comment on Median
Mark Pendergrass (Hinesburg Resident): The spit median will mitigate speed in both directions.
The split medians are preferred for both widths. Recognize concerns leaving the ROW, if the 8-
foot width is not possible, the 4-foot width would also work. Prefer texture on medians rather
than just paint to reduce passing.

Discussion on Overtaking Vehicles
Hinesburg Resident: Drivers overtaking vehicles turning left into Buck Hill Road a danger.

More than one resident shared incidence of near misses with overtaking vehicles.

Discussion on Speed Limits
Larry (Hinesburg Resident): Speed limits entering town from each direction are different. People

entering and exiting town are speeding up at Meadow Mist, should be down to 30 mph in this
area.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): In the past, the selectboard advocated for 30mph south
of meadow mist, VTrans didn’t allow it.

Speed studies probably advocated for this; speed studies were done before Meadow Mist was
constructed.

We should talk to the selectboard about making this request again.

Comment on Gateway
Sam Lash (Hinesburg Resident): Gateway is compelling to show a clear visual distinction.

Comment on Speed Limit, Buck Hill Road Geometry and Gateway Lighting
Tom Whitney (Hinesburg Resident): Reduction of the speed limit to 30 mph, great idea.

As it stands, you can’t pull onto 116 quickly with fast moving vehicles. Would like to widen
entrance to Buck Hill, but there are drainage concerns with the existing culvert. Like the gateway
and welcome to Hinesburg sign, a lightpost could be installed on the Buck Hill Rd side of Route
116 to create a distinction that you are entering the village.

Comment on Crosswalk Location
Vicky Gilbert: The proposed crosswalk should be installed on the Bristol side of Buck Hill Road,

so that vehicles turning into town from Buck Hill Road or Meadow Mist don’t have to stop twice
(for traffic on Route 116 and crossing pedestrians).

Question on Gateway Feasibility
Maggie Gordon: The whole idea behind the gateways is to slow down northbound traffic. We

need to slow people coming in. Is VTrans going to put up a fight for all of the alternatives? Do
any have a better chance?

Hoyle Tanner: It likely, they don’t want to make changes. Painting, textured, stamped, colored
pavement would be preferred by VTrans, raised medians would be a fight. District gave that
indication in a previous informal discussion. As a town, Hinesburg can still do things outside the

TANNER
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Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting
January 9, 2023
Page 7 of 8

ROW. There’s a line of trees along the Meadow Mist property that contribute to the gateway
feature. More additional features are possible to restrict the road that do not have to be in the
Highway ROW. Some soft engineering may be more helpful in cases like this.

Question of a Traffic Light

Chuck Reiss (Hinesburg Resident): Is there any potential for a traffic light?
Hoyle Tanner: This location would not meet requirements for a traffic light.

Chuck Reiss (Hinesburg Resident): We’ve had two deaths on this road. This is a safety issue.
Something painted on the road is not going to stop this safety issue. A traffic light would
certainly stop people. Another thing about non-raised medians, with snow, that wouldn’t be
visible. Both fatalities were leaving town and going south, the issue isn’t all about vehicles
entering town.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): Hoyle Tanner comments on soft engineering may help
more than a traffic light could here.

Question about Taking over Maintenance of Route 116

Sally Reiss (Hinesburg Resident): What's the process for taking over the road?

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): Back in 2014, a scoping study was performed on all of the
Route 116 corridor. VTrans has been encouraging Hinesburg to take over any part of the road.
The study estimated a $10,000 per year cost for ownership of the road. Since 2014 study,
selectboard has not moved forward.

The highway department is not in agreement with this. Understaffed department, difficult sell
for it to become the town’s duty to maintain.

Sally Reiss (Hinesburg Resident): Creating a sense of gateway for the community would help
people traveling south have a visual sense of still being in the community. In support of making a
community feel.

Question of a Roundabout

S

Catherine Goldsmith: Speed signs don’t stop people from speeding, feelings of danger slow
people down. Lowering speed doesn’t slow people down. Was a roundabout considered?

Hoyle Tanner: This is not an appropriate location for a roundabout. Roundabouts should have
balanced traffic volumes on each approach. They are also not great for pedestrians crossing
without a crosswalk. Roundabouts are expensive. They have been used as part of gateway and
traffic features elsewhere. T.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): A roundabout is not an option with VTrans in control.
Would need to be town owned and would still be difficult to get approved and installed.

HOYLE
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Hinesburg Crosswalk Study — Local Concerns/Alternatives Meeting

January 9, 2023

Page 8 of 8

Question about Repeating Speed Study.
Meadow Mist resident: A speed sign was moved about a year ago, but cars are still speeding. |
know they did a speed test before the sigh was moved, can they do another test to see how
speeds are impacted by changing the speed limit.

Alex Weinhagen (Town of Hinesburg): Yes, we can talk to CCRPC.

Comment on Incremental Change
Keith Roberts: | would like to echo Phil’s comment about incremental change. Community

members are in agreement, anything is better.

Prepared by:
Zachery Roussel, EIT
Hoyle Tanner

<L, HOYLE
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From: Michael Anthony -

Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2022 12:50 PM

To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

Subject: RE: Route 116, Buck Hill Rd Intersection - ideas & Jan 9 meeting
Alex,

My preference would be Alternative 4 but with Alternative 3 design . Just to make it easier for trucks and trailers turning
on and off Buck Hill Rd

Michael Anthony
Hinesburg Road Foreman

From: Alex Weinhagen

Sent: Thursday, December 22, 2022 12:13 PM

To: Michael Anthony

Cc: Todd Odit

Subject: Route 116, Buck Hill Rd Intersection - ideas & Jan 9 meeting

Mike,

With the help of the CCRPC, we have a transportation consultant (Hoyle Tanner) studying improvement options for the
Route 116, Buck Hill Road West intersection. They are also putting plans together for RRFBs at two existing Route 116
crosswalks — near the United Church and near the Hinesburg Community School. We are having a public meeting on
January 9, 2023 at 7pm to show proposed alternatives and get community feedback.

There’s information about the alternatives and the meeting on the Town website.

| wanted to give you a heads up,_as | just got the draft presentation from the consultant (see attached), and I’'m going to
start advertising for the public meeting next week. Let me know if you have comments or ideas.

Not sure that VTrans would allow a raised median in the middle of Route 116 (similar to Route 2 in Danville), but | want to
make sure that it doesn’t interfere with your ability to get Town trucks/plows on and off Buck Hill Road.

FYI — Thanks to a grant from AARP, the RRFB for the United Church crosswalk should be installed by contractors in May.

Alex Weinhagen

Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg
aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-4209

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461

Motice — Under Vermont Open Records law, e-mail and attachments received or prepared
for use in matters concerning Town business, or relating to Town business, are likely to be

Tha
m 1‘ regarded as public records which may be inspected by any person upon reguest, unless

otherwise made confidential by law,

Hinesburg


https://www.google.com/maps/search/10632+Rt.+%23+116+Hinesburg+VT.+(802?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/10632+Rt.+%23+116+Hinesburg+VT.+(802?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:hinesburghighway@gmavt.net
mailto:aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
mailto:hinesburghighway@gmavt.net
mailto:todit@hinesburg.org
https://www.hinesburg.org/planning-zoning/pages/village-crosswalk-improvements
mailto:hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net
http://www.hinesburg.org/

From: Bethanne Cellars«  __
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2022 7:54 PM

To: aweinhagen
Subject: Fully support crossing beacons
Hi Alex

we fully support the crossing beacons at United Church and HCS. Will there be a solution for Silver Street?
Thanks and regards
Bethanne and Jeff Cellars



From: mcypes@|

Sent: Monday, January 9, 2023 4:27 PM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Intersection comments

Buck Hill Road: | believe that Alternatives 1 & 3 are poor ideas. Drivers will be more focused on the turn and less
attentive to anyone crossing 116. Alternatives 2 & 4 will allow the desired pedestrian refuge. Alternate 2 with the wider
medium will slow down traffic more and provide more refuge. Choice — Alternative 2.

Hinesburg Community School: Often in these studies is an Alternative 0, which is to do nothing. That said, an RRFB is
appropriate for that location. There should be signage warning of the crosswalk. | do not believe the new curbs, which
would be far from view would reduce traffic velocities. Choice — Alternative 1.

United Church of Hinesburg: As said in HCS, Alternative 1 is better than Alternative 0. Having an RRFB is beneficial. The
description on page 5 of 8 showing a layer of sand and grit, | believe is on the east side, not the west. The question is
‘would adding the drainage be helpful?’ | question if two catch basins are needed. The flow arrow on the existing
drainage outlet structure is facing the wrong way. That said connecting the drainage to the structure should drain the
area. If there is as much sediment deposited on the east side, then adding drainage would appear to be warranted.
Choice — Alternative 2.

Mitchel Cypes, P.E.
Hinesburg Development Review Coordinator


mailto:mcypes@hinesburg.org

From: Scott Johansen <

Sent: Sunday, January 8, 2023 10:49 PM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Buck Hill Intersection

Alex,

I’'m not able to attend the meeting Monday night but | would like to pass along one consideration for the group.

Given the width of buck hill road, the angle at which it intersects Rt116 and the pot hole that has been at the north east
corner of the intersection as long as | can remember, it is impossible to pull out of Buck Hill heading north with any kind
of trailer in tow without waiting for traffic to clear in both directions and using the entire roadway. Setback for this should
be considered if placing curbs, signs or islands in the center of the roadway.

Sincerely,

Scott

Sent from my iPad



From: Kate Kelly <=~ : >

. - o

Sent: Sunday, January 1, 2023 11:52 AM

To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Re: Intersection/Crosswalk Improvement Meeting

Alex, see some responses below in blue.

On Thu, Dec 29, 2022 at 10:40 AM Alex Weinhagen <aweinhagen@hinesburg.org> wrote:

Kate,
Good suggestion about reaching out HCS. | communicated with them in September about the study, but hadn’t followed up
about the January 9 meeting. Thanks to your suggestion, | just did!

I'll forward your comments on to the project team. Some of the alternatives do include the installation of limited curbing or
raised median.

Buck Hill Road intersection:

Utilizing mountable curbing for any raised medians in Route 116 (at the Buck Hill Road intersection) makes sense to me — both
for amphibian/reptile passage and for traffic safety. It’s quite likely that VTrans will object to any raised median in this location
(i.e., almost any location), but in this case, | think we should be pushing for it as it is much more likely to affect driver behavior
and speeds than mere road striping and signage.

Great, and agreed.

HCS Crosswalk:

Alternative two includes a small amount of curbing on the north side of Route 116. Do you think mountable curbing in this
location will have any impact on wildlife passage? I’'m not sure it matters in this location — especially since it is just a short
section of 50 feet in front of the Martin house. In this location, | think pedestrian safety is paramount, and regular curbing is
advisable.

Probably not a big wildlife passage area, so agreed that this is not as critical as pedestrian safety.

United Church Crosswalk:

Alternative two includes some curbing to address the runoff issues on to the sidewalk in the vicinity of the crosswalk. This is
really a larger issue for the entire stretch of sidewalk on the east side of Route 116 from Kelley’s Field Road to the Waitsfield
Champlain Valley Telecom driveway. This whole section needs to be curbed so that the sidewalk isn’t under water or covered
in ice during and after rain/snow events. Given how developed this section of Route 116 is, and given the stream crossing,
shouldn’t we be planning for wildlife crossing via the culvert under Route 116? It seems like most of the wildlife would be in
the stream channel in this location anyway. However, | believe the culvert doesn’t allow for aquatic organism passage —e.g.,
perched discharge — see photo below. A M&M culvert study in 2012 assessed Route 116 culverts, including this one (#8 in the
study) — see attached excerpt. It said there wasn’t much connecting habitat, so AOP measures were not as important as
geomorphic considerations. Perhaps that AOP importance will change when the United Church wetland restoration happens.

Are mountable curbs not good at keeping water off the sidewalks? It seems like they would still do the trick to keep water off
the sidewalks and still allow wildlife passage. AOP may not be possible here currently due to the perched culvert. If the culvert
were replaced and expanded to include some land benches on the side of the stream/ditch, it might be a better wildlife passage
area, but I'm not sure that without wing walls/other ways to direct wildlife to the culvert, that it would be heavily used (nor do |
think that this a critical location to put in an expensive wildlife crossing structure). | do think there is potential for snakes to be
attempting to cross from the wetlands to the uplands (overwintering) behind Kelley's Field etc. 116 is a barrier to crossing (due
to mortality), and may not have much connectivity currently, but | feel like we should be trying to minimize mortality/maximize
connectivity by having mountable curbs wherever we can, especially if improvements are being made anyways.
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Alex Weinhagen

Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg
aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-4209

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461
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Hinesburg

From: Kate Kelly <

Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2022 10:53 PM

To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

Subject: Re: Intersection/Crosswalk Improvement Meeting

Alex, thanks for forwarding. There has been some concern about crosswalks by parents at HCS, and | think it would be
beneficial to ask Libby Koch or the principals if it would be ok to post this information in the school newsletter. As far as my
input, my only concerns surround the curbing on road edges and medians, which can impede or inhibit wildlife movement


mailto:hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net
http://www.hinesburg.org/
mailto:katekelly01@gmail.com
mailto:aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

across roads, leading to greater mortality. If at all possible, | would recommend minimizing curbing and/or installing
mountable/Cape Cod rolled curbs. In addition, I'd recommend considering stormwater treatment and/or pollinator habitat in
what are currently “grass” strips if this is feasible (would require additional engineering for stormwater treatment, and may
not be feasible in the road ROW or given the small size of the strips/large drainage area/other site constraints).

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Kelly

On Dec 28, 2022, at 17:09, Alex Weinhagen <aweinhagen@hinesburg.org> wrote:

Hinesburg Municipal Team,
Happy holidays to everyone! Fingers crossed for calmer weather this coming weekend — for New Year’s celebrations.

We are studying possible changes to the Route 116, Buck Hill Road intersection to slow down traffic and address safety
concerns. Our transportation consultants have proposed several alternatives. We are also planning for the installation of
flashing beacons (RRFB - Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons) at two existing Route 116 crosswalks - one near the United
Church and one near the Hinesburg Community School. Alternatives and more information available on the Town website —
https://www.hinesburg.org/planning-zoning/pages/village-crosswalk-improvements

We are holding a public meeting to gather community comments, concerns, and ideas.

January 9, 7pm, Town Office

Participate in person or from home via Zoom. Zoom connection info:

1. https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86575414524
2. Meeting ID: 865 7541 4524

3. Passcode: 123456

4. Dial in: 646-558-8656

Made a resolution to attend fewer meetings in 2023? No problem! Contact me with questions or comments, and | will
forward them to the project team.

Alex Weinhagen

Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg
aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-4209

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461
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Kate Kelly
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From: Don LaGro «

Sent: Monday, Janua;y 9,72023 12:27 PM
To: Alex Weinhagen
Subject: Village Crosswalk Improvements: HCS

| probably will not be able to attend today's meeting regarding crosswalk changes. | have some
suggestions. Mainly for the 2 crosswalks by HCS:

The speed limit near HCS should be reduced to 25MPH. On both Route 116 and Silver Street.
This should be a full-time reduction. Not just when HCS is in session.

The 25MPH speed limit signage should be more obvious.

For instance, the current 30MPH sign on Silver Street, when traveling north, is
somewhat obscured.

| would make the speed limit 25 MPH at least starting from Lantman's on 116

To help with the Church crosswalk, the 25MPH reduction should be extended even
urther north. | would suggest to at least Commerce Street

Crosswalk signage should be added on 116 for people traveling south on 116. Once
drivers turn the curve on 116 near Silver Street, they might not have enough notice
currently to be aware of the crosswalk.

In general, Hinesburg should have stricter enforcement of its speed limits. Along with traffic laws

in general. Too many people traveling through Hinesburg treat our roads like a race track. I've

seen too many reckless drivers not only ignore speed limits, but also pass other drivers.

Including near HCS. I've also seen people blatantly ignore stop signs and groups of children
aiting to cross at crosswalks.




From: Jake Twarog

Sent: Wednesday, January 4, 2023 2:37 PM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Buck Hill Rd Intersection Thoughts

Dear Alex Weinhagen,

As a Buck Hill Road resident, | am excited about the potential traffic calming measures at the intersection between Buck
Hill and Route 116. That intersection has long been far too unsafe for pedestrians, bikers, and motorists alike, and physical
infrastructure is far more effective than posted speed limits in preventing unsafe driving. | hope that one of the eight foot
wide median proposals is implemented, and would strongly suggest it be a raised curb with vegetation. Not only would it
be the most effective thanks to dramatic physical narrowing of the lanes, it would also visually look the best in my opinion
as well.

| am also in favor of the proposed infrastructure upgrades to each crosswalk. I'd love to see a more walkable Hinesburg
that considers everyone using our roads and sidewalks, and not just cars.

Best,
Jake Twarog



From: Tom Whitney <

Sent: Monday, January 9, 2023 6:45 PM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Rte 116 and Buck Hill Rd comments

Alan, thank you for the very welcome invite for tonight's meeting. | assume the ideas from the
consultant will come forth at the meeting ?

At this point, as a resident at Buck Hill Rd West for over 25 years, I've seen the traffic burden on our
road grow with the High Rock and Evanson Rd developments. I've been impacted by several close
calls, tail-gating on 116 south and a few serious events.

My comments are:

1. Extend the 30 mph speed zone south beyond Buck Hill West. The Passing Danger sign is
excellent.

2. Widen the apron of Buck Hill West onto 116. There are time when a school bus cannot make the
turn without crossing into the westbound side of BH Rd. Also, it's a pretty sharp turn to get onto 116
North. And we have a recurring hole at the same turn onto 116 north which can damage cars and
certainly disrupt the vehicle motion.

3. Add a streetlight to BH Rd at the stop line.

4. If not already one, this stretch of road should be planned for a sidewalk or other walk path to this
intersection. Buck Hill Rd is a fairly popular route for walkers and joggers going to the trails and up
the road.

5. There is no stop sign on the new road at the development.

Also, | was pleased to see traffic enforcement by the PD at the South Farm entrance. | hope this
continues and is effective.

Thanks Again.

Tom Whitney



19:23:04 From Sam Lash To Everyone:

Can everyone else mute please?!

19:28:24 From Catherine Goldsmith - Starksboro, VT To Alex Weinhagen(Privately):

no sidewalk between Giroux's and John Lyman's house. 1I've asked town staff
many times to put this gap on the work list.
19:39:41 From Carl Bohlen To Everyone:

We support having these improvements at United Church. Sooner the better.
Thanks
19:42:07 From Phil Pouech To Everyone:

The Selectboard does have ARPA funds available so if folks would like some
$$ focused on improving and making walkability along Rt116 more safe, let your board
know.

20:27:03 From Catherine Goldsmith - Village Steering Committee To Alex
Weinhagen(Privately):

Merrily has hand up
20:28:04 From Catherine Goldsmith - Village Steering Committee To Everyone:

Hinesburg needs to talk over part of 116. The studies have been done. Time
to take action - use some ARPA funds to kick-start the changes.

20:29:11 From Merrily Lovell To Everyone:

It is very frustrating that VTrans will not put a crosswalk at Buck
Hill/Meadow Mist without higher pedestrian traffic. Are people aware that a car
went off the road in front of Meadow Mist going south just a few days ago? If we
encourage pedestrians to cross there, are we encouraging accidents. This does seem
like a very car friendly/human unfriendly stance by VtTrans.

20:29:13 From Beth Whitlock (she/her) To Everyone:

I’m also a Meadow Mist resident and a car did actually come off 116 and land
on the grass that slopes down to the houses just last week. People speed there all
the time, so some kind of measures to slow traffic down there would be great
20:29:51 From Catherine Goldsmith - Village Steering Committee To Everyone:

Need to look at a roundabout.

20:30:14 From Sam Lash To Everyone:

~the tree stump stopped them likely from hitting the condos!
20:32:27 From Vicky To Everyone:

If a crosswalk is built for Buck Hill, I’d want it on the Bristol side of
the intersection so that I did it have to watch for both traffic and pedestrians
when turning toward the village.

20:36:51 From Sam Lash To Everyone:

The gateway treatment is really compelling- this is the limit of the
designated village center right?
20:47:08 From Sam Lash To Everyone:

They do!

20:52:52 From Sam Lash To Everyone:

Thanks for this! Looking forward to what’s to come (and especially the
planned sidewalk projects!)! I’m not sure if a bike/walk parade to school exists but
partnering with localmotion could be a great complementary action especially re the
school crosswalk. Have a great night all.

20:55:15 From Catherine Goldsmith - Village Steering Committee To Everyone:

TWO corridor studies in the last 25 years. Extra costs are minimal.
20:55:32 From Catherine Goldsmith - Village Steering Committee To Everyone:

We need street trees that are CLOSE to the road.



21:04:49 From Carl Bohlen To Everyone:
In the near term, consider a "no passing" sign, and/or flashing speed signs
like above CVU
21:05:19 From Carl Bohlen To Everyone:
and dangerous intersection sign
21:05:43 From Vicky To Everyone:
Thanks for the thoughtful presentation



From: Scott Johansen <

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2023 10:30 AM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org

Subject: Re: Buck Hill Intersection

Alex,

| was able to catch up on the recorded meeting on crosswalks on-line this morning.

| have just a couple comments and/or agreements of comments.

1. Keep fighting for a crosswalk on the NORTH side of the intersection to line up with the Meadow Mist sidewalk.

2. Extend the low speed limits South as Larry had mentioned.

3. Astreet light on the North East corner of the intersection, as mentioned by Tom, is a great idea that shouldn't bother
VTRAN.

4. Planting (Maple) trees along 116 in front of George Munson,s house and in between Meadow Mist and Wernhauf's on
the West side is a great idea. I'm not sure it will be super effective, but nice.

Medians:

1. Tom also referenced the difficulty in pulling out of Buck Hill to go North and the pothole. Crossing over into the
southbound lane to turn North out of Buck Hill road is a different safety concern but could be addressed without VTRANS
by widening the entrance to Buck Hill and eliminating the pothole.

2. Question for the consultants: What is the safety impact to cyclists when they are traveling through the narrowed
sections of road where medians are added?

3. Maybe we do what we can without medians and use them as an incremental solution if the other ideas don't work.

Thanks for hosting a good meeting,

Scott

From: Alex Weinhagen <aweinhagen@hinesburg.org>
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2023 4:52 PM

To: 'Scott Johansen'

Subject: RE: Buck Hill Intersection

Scott,
Comments received. I'll pass them along to the project team at tonight's meeting.

Thanks for the intel on the road orientation and the ever-present pot hole! Super helpful to get perspective from
someone who uses the intersection a lot - especially, someone who negotiates it with trailers.

Alex Weinhagen

Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg aweinhagen@hinesburg.org www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning
page

802-482-4209

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461

From: Scott Johansen <

Sent: Sunday, January 8, 2023 10:49 PM
To: aweinhagen@hinesburg.org
Subject: Buck Hill Intersection



Alex,

I’'m not able to attend the meeting Monday night but | would like to pass along one consideration for the group.

Given the width of buck hill road, the angle at which it intersects Rt116 and the pot hole that has been at the north east
corner of the intersection as long as | can remember, it is impossible to pull out of Buck Hill heading north with any kind
of trailer in tow without waiting for traffic to clear in both directions and using the entire roadway. Setback for this should
be considered if placing curbs, signs or islands in the center of the roadway.

Sincerely,

Scott

Sent from my iPad



APPENDIX H

Alternatives Evaluation Matrix



United Church of Hinesburg Crosswalk

Alternative 1:

Alternative 2:

. Upgrade Signage to
Categor U de S t
e SEHERLE SR RRFB and Improve
RRFB ,
Drainage
Cost Construction Cost $35,000 $93,750
Bike/Ped ' Signage . Instz‘alllatlon of RRFB Installation of RRFB
e Sidewalk (east side) Varies, less than 5' 5'
Facilities - .
Green Space None Varies, 4' at crossing
ROW Potential Permanent Permanent Likely
Temporary Likely Temporary Likely
Possibl f utilit
Overhead Utility None ossivie use.o I
pole for signage
Resource Temporary Temporary
Ag. Lands None None
Archaelogical None None
Historic Possible Possible
Impacts Hazardous Materials None Anticipated None Anticipated
Floodplains None
Fish & Wildlife None
Rare, Threatened'& None Anticipated
Endangered Species
Public Lands - Sect. 4(f) None
LWCP - Sect. 6(f) None
Noise None
Wetlands None
Act 250 None
401 Water Quality None
404 USACE None
Stream Alteration None
State Individual Wetland
. None
Permit
Permits Storm Water Discharge None | Possible
Lakes & Ponds None
Threatened & Fndangered None Anticipated
Species
Historic/Archaeological None Anticipated
Resources
Section 1111 Permit Yes Yes
Meets Purpose and Need Partially Yes

Other Considerations

Does not address
ponding at crosswalk's
eastern side

Requires closed drainage

system.




Hinesburg Community School Crosswalk

Alternative 1:

Alternative 2:
Upgrade Signage to

Upgrade Signage to
Category bg 'anag RRFB, New Advanced
RRFB, New Advanced .
RRFB, New Curbing and
RRFB ,
Sidwalk Improvements
Cost Construction Cost $52,500 $70,000
. Installation of RRFB and | Installation of RRFB and
Signage
Advanced RRFB Advanced RRFB
Bike/Ped Larger landing pad on
/ . Sidewalk (east side) No changes & i nep
Facilities north side of crosswalk
3' Green space north
Green Space No change .
side
ROW Temporary possible Temporary possible
Possible use of utilit Possible use of utilit
Overhead Utility i Y i Y
pole for signage pole for signage
Resource Temporary
Ag. Lands None
Archaelogical None
Historic Possible
Hazardous Materials None Anticipated
Impacts :
Floodplains None
Fish & Wildlife None
R Threatened &
are, Snreatene ) None Anticipated
Endangered Species
Public Lands - Sect. 4(f) None
LWCP - Sect. 6(f) None
Noise None
Wetlands None
Act 250 None
401 Water Quality None
404 USACE None
Stream Alteration None
State Individual Wetland
. None
Permit
Permits Storm Water Discharge None None Anticipated
Lakes & Ponds None
Threatened & End d
reatene . naangere None Anticipated
Species
Historic/Archaeological None Anticipated
Resources
Section 1111 Permit Yes
Meets Purpose and Need Yes Yes
New curb on north side
Other Considerations None would visually narrow

roadway as a traffic
calming feature




Buck Hill Road Gateway Median

Category

Alternative 1:

Single, Large

Alternative 2:

Split, Large

Alternative 3:

Single, Narrow

Alternative 4:

Split, Narrow

Median South of | Medians at Buck | Median South of | Medians at Buck
Buck Hill Road Hill Road Buck Hill Road Hill Road
Cost Construction Cost * $70,000 $110,000 $55,000 $87,500
Blk?/_P,ed Shoulders 3'shoulders
Facilities
ROW Permanent Likely Temporary Likely |Permanent Possible Temporary Likely
Overhead Utility None
Resource Temporary
Ag. Lands Possible | None
Archaelogical None
Historic Possible
Hazardous Materials None Anticipated
Impacts :
Floodplains None
Fish & Wildlife None
Rare, Threatened.& None Anticipated
Endangered Species
Public Lands - Sect. None
LWCP - Sect. 6(f) None
Noise None
Wetlands None
Act 250 None
401 Water Quality None
. 404 USACE None
Permits -
Stream Alteration None
State Individual
) None
Wetland Permit
Storm Water
) None
Discharge
Lakes & Ponds None
Permits LIS . None Anticipated
Endangered Species
Historic/Archaeologic None Anticipated
al Resources
Section 1111 Permit No
Meets Purpose and Need Partially Partially Partially Partially
Other Considerations Median part of Median part of None None
gateway feature | gateway feature

*Construction cost may vary depending on median option chosen (raised curb, textured median, or
painted median). Cost given is for raised median with curb.
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