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MEETING NOTES  
 

Project:  Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping 

Meeting:  Local Concerns 

Location:  Town Hall, Hinesburg, VT 

Date:  July 14, 2014, 7:00 pm 

Attending:  Town Staff – Alex Weinhagen 

 Village Steering Committee 

 Public - see attached sign in sheet 

Notes by:  Mark Smith (RSG) 

RSG gave a short presentation describing the project purpose, and 3 project areas. (See presentation on 

website). Alex described the various reasons for choosing 3 areas for further study: 

Area 1 – potential sidewalk along Mechanicsville Road – this gap in the sidewalk network 

appears to be relatively straightforward. 

Area 2 – along Stella Drive through Redstone development (former cheese plant), across canal 

to Farmall Road, and along the E/W driveway serving the Redstone business park to VT116. As 

Redstone further develops this parcel the town wants to get a better understanding of the 

options since these sidewalks are on the Official Map, providing alternate routes to VT116. 

Area 3 – from the Elementary School to Buck Hill Road adjacent to VT116.  This area is also 

seeing development pressure – notably on the Norris property – and similar to #2, the Town 

wants to explore the various options prior to development. 

General Comments: 

We may not want to use federal or state funds for some or all of the sidewalks as these funds come with 

many strings attached which add cost and time to the project(s).  

Area 1: 

Can you fit a sidewalk in the ROW? There are many instances of sidewalks in 49.5 foot rights of 

way, however it is very restrictive.  The ditch in this case is quite deep and wide thus there 

would be some impacts outside the ROW regardless. It would be simpler and less expensive to 

put the sidewalk outside the ROW. 

 We would want a buffer to road, 3(5) ft. is min, but 6-10 ft is preferred, include street trees 

Do we in fact know this is a wetland?  Indications (standing water, cattails) are that it is however 

it is not mapped. Actual delineation would happen in later phases. 
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Can we remove it? Does it have value?  It provides some degree of treatment that would have 

to be replaced if filled or moved. 

What does landowner want?  To minimize and allow as much room for development as possible. 

Existing sign can be moved if needed. Footing drain from existing building to ditch noted. 

It was noted that the sidewalk does not count towards coverage or as a loss of green space 

under current regs. 

Sidewalk connects Thistle Hill development to Village and thus would be used if built. 

Please check ancient roads report for right of way (ROW) widths. Mechanicsville may be wider 

than 3 rods (as shown on tax maps). 

Two different scenarios envisioned – buildings close to road and sidewalk with parking out back 

(per current planning vision) or similar to existing adjacent development – parking and curb 

separated from road with wide green strip and trees. 

Area 2: 

Is it possible that this area will be phased? What does it serve without connection to Farmall? 

It’s possible that different areas of the Redstone property will be developed – a housing 

development for instance – which would benefit from a sidewalk to VT116. Also building the 

southern and eastern legs first could provide a bypass of the Charlotte Rd / VT116 intersection 

which becomes congested at peak times. It would also serve the existing rec fields and 

commuter bus terminal. 

The former wastewater treatment area is developable if existing features are removed (as 

required under current approvals.) 

Should we shift Stella Road? How can you plan a sidewalk without knowing where the roads are 

to be built? It’s possible the sidewalks may not follow the roads.  

Who pays for these sidewalks? Developer, Town, or possibly through (future) transportation 

impact fees (which are not currently assessed). 

Consider connection across Charlotte Rd to Green St. 

Consider connection to path along Laplatte River – studied 20 years ago or so. This project 

evolved into recent Mechanicsville Rd sidewalk project. 

Area 3: 

Can peds access school via friendship lane? There is a back route easement, however it is rough 

terrain. 
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Consider trail from Buck Hill north to trail network and to park. Note that on street sidewalks are 

the focus of this study. 

Connect Buck Hill through existing S. Farm Rd trail as alternate to blasting ledge along road. 

N/E side of VT116 is more natural route. Most houses are on that side. 

Norris sidewalk should continue on south side to school. It’s unreasonable to cross twice. Kids 

won’t do it.  

Crossing at the turn is also unreasonable due to vehicle speeds. 

Public sidewalk and access for Buck Hill through Norris is not appropriate. 

Sidewalk along 116 on south side and sidewalk through Norris is excessive and unnecessary. 

50 people / ~20 kids on Buck Hill that need to get to school. 

Is crossing at Buck Hill safe? Vehicle speeds are high. Gateway might help. Area lacks visual cues 

to slow. Some proposed units in Norris development front on 116, but they are lower with 

access on other side. 

Should another sidewalk be constructed adjacent to the school (in the island between 

entrance/exit) for non-school pedestrian traffic? 

- We don’t want more concrete or to lose trees in island 

- Peds would have to cross driveways twice 

- School sidewalk is busy only a few hours per day. 

Safety for kids and elderly is a priority. 

 

RSG wrapped up with a discussion of next steps and a draft schedule. Mr. Norris expressed a need for 

quick results relating to Area 3, in order to keep his project moving forward as quickly as possible. 

END OF NOTES 

These notes are the understanding of the preparer. Please contact RSG within 14 days with any discrepancies noted. 
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Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 1A

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk w/ Vert Granite Curb 345 LF $99 $34,135

Crosswalks 26 LF $20 $520

Drainage

New Closed Drainage 320 LF $90 $28,800

New Drop Inlets 2 Each $4,000 $8,000

Landscaping

Common Excavation 128 CY $15 $1,916
Earth Borrow 156 CY $10 $1,556

Topsoil Seed Mulch 345 LF $10 $3,448

SUBTOTAL $78,374

Contingency 20% $15,675

SUBTOTAL $94,049

Engineering/Permitting 20% $18,810

Municipal Project Management 10% $9,405

Construction Inspection 10% $9,405

TOTAL (rounded) $140,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 1B

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 354 LF $64 $22,669

Crosswalks 26 LF $20 $520

Landscaping

Common Excavation 131 CY $15 $1,968
Cut/fill 49 CY $10 $492

Topsoil Seed Mulch 354 LF $10 $3,542

SUBTOTAL $29,191

Contingency 20% $5,838

SUBTOTAL $35,029

Engineering/Permitting 20% $7,006

Municipal Project Management 10% $3,503

Construction Inspection 10% $3,503

TOTAL (rounded) $50,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 2A

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 1810 LF $64 $115,840

Sidewalk w/ Vert Granite Curb 570 LF $99 $56,430

Crosswalks 154 LF $20 $3,080

Rapid Flashing Beacon warning signs 1 LS $8,000 $8,000

Drainage

New Drop Inlets 1 Each $4,000 $4,000

Culvert 15 LF $150 $2,250

Box Culvert 1 LS $25,000 $25,000

Railing 50 LF $40 $2,000

Rip rap, slope treatment 10 CY $40 $400

Landscaping

Common Excavation 196 CY $15 $2,933

Topsoil Seed Mulch 2380 LF $10 $23,800

SUBTOTAL $243,733

Contingency 20% $48,747

SUBTOTAL $292,480

Engineering/Permitting 20% $58,496

Municipal Project Management 10% $29,248

Construction Inspection 10% $29,248

TOTAL (rounded) $410,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit Cost 



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 2B

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 2400 LF $64 $153,600

Crosswalks 138 LF $20 $2,760

Rapid Flashing Beacon warning signs 1 LS $8,000 $8,000

Drainage

Culverts 49 LF $50 $2,450

Box Culvert 1 LS $25,000 $25,000

Railing 50 LF $40 $2,000

Rip rap, slope treatment 10 CY $40 $400

Landscaping

Common Excavation / ditching 196 CY $15 $2,933

Topsoil Seed Mulch 2400 LF $10 $24,000

SUBTOTAL $221,143

Contingency 20% $44,229

SUBTOTAL $265,372

Engineering/Permitting 20% $53,074

Municipal Project Management 10% $26,537

Construction Inspection 10% $26,537

TOTAL (rounded) $380,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit Cost 



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 3A

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 890 LF $64 $56,960

Crosswalks 75 LF $20 $1,500

Guardrail 0 LF $35 $0

Drainage

Relocate Closed Drainage 150 LF $90 $13,500

New Drop Inlets 2 Each $4,000 $8,000

Change Elev of DI 1 Each $1,000 $1,000

Landscaping

Common Excavation / ditching 330 CY $15 $4,944
Topsoil Seed Mulch 890 LF $10 $8,900

SUBTOTAL $80,960

Contingency 20% $16,192

SUBTOTAL $97,152

Engineering/Permitting 20% $19,430
Municipal Project Management 10% $9,715

Construction Inspection 10% $9,715

TOTAL (rounded) $140,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 3B

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 1040 LF $64 $66,560

Crosswalks 34 LF $20 $680

Landscaping

Common Excavation / ditching 385 CY $15 $5,778

Cut/fill 173 CY $10 $1,733

Topsoil Seed Mulch 1040 LF $10 $10,400

SUBTOTAL $85,151

Contingency 20% $17,030

SUBTOTAL $102,181

Engineering/Permitting 20% $20,436

Municipal Project Management 10% $10,218

Construction Inspection 10% $10,218

TOTAL (rounded) $150,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 3C

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 780 LF $64 $49,920

Crosswalks 50 LF $20 $1,000

Drainage

Culverts 70 LF $40 $2,800

Landscaping

Common Excavation / ditching 289 CY $15 $4,333
Cut/fill 433 CY $10 $4,333

Ledge removal 222 CY $75 $16,667

Topsoil Seed Mulch 780 LF $10 $7,800

Utility/Feature Relocation

New Sign 3 Each $150 $450

SUBTOTAL $87,303

Contingency 20% $17,461

SUBTOTAL $104,764

Engineering/Permitting 20% $20,953
Municipal Project Management 10% $10,476

Construction Inspection 10% $10,476

TOTAL (rounded) $150,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database



Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Alt 3D

Alternative Cost Estimates

Item Quantity Units Cost/Unit Cost

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk 750 LF $64 $48,000

Crosswalks 50 LF $20 $1,000

Guardrail 750 LF $35 $26,250

Drainage

Culverts 50 LF $40 $2,000

Landscaping

Common Excavation / Ditching 278 CY $15 $4,167

Cut/fill 660 CY $10 $6,597

Topsoil Seed Mulch 750 LF $10 $7,500

Tree / Stump Removal 13 Each $500 $6,500

Utility/Feature Relocation

New Sign 2 Each $200 $400

SUBTOTAL $102,414

Contingency 20% $20,483

SUBTOTAL $122,897

Engineering/Permitting 20% $24,579
Municipal Project Management 10% $12,290

Construction Inspection 10% $12,290

TOTAL (rounded) $180,000

Sidewalk Cost based on 2014 VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Unit 

Cost Database
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Mark Smith

From: Snelling, Randy <Randy.Snelling@state.vt.us>

Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 2:36 PM

To: Clancy, James; Mark Smith

Subject: RE: Hinesburg VT116 sidewalk alternatives

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I would agree with Jim at this point… not favoring one over the other. But as stated in the scoping study, there are 

concerns with each;  such as utility poles, drainage structures, sight distances at a corner, and with the posted speed at 

Buck Hill intersection. But I do see an advantage with having the sidewalk shown on Alternate 3D;  being it is on the 

same side as the school, and the crosswalk by Buck Hill Rd. (if it warrant’s one) for better site distance. 

 

Randy 

 

Randy Snelling 
Vermont Agency of Transportation 
District 5, Tech. VI 

189 Troy Avenue 

Colchester, VT 05446 

Office:  1-(802)-655-1580 

Cell:      1-(802)-343-4934 

Email:  Randy.Snelling@State.VT.US 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Clancy, James  

Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 12:43 PM 
To: Mark Smith 

Cc: Snelling, Randy; Clancy, James 
Subject: RE: Hinesburg VT116 sidewalk alternatives 

 

Hello Mark, 

 

I’ve had a chance to review your draft scoping report and alternatives.  Of course I would only be interested in the 

VTrans portion, Area 3.  Having been out to the site earlier this spring with Randy from D5, what I recall, once past 

Friendship Lane, heading south, we noted concern with utility poles on one side of VT116 and a steep grade on the 

other.  All of the alternatives seem to take this into account and I am okay in concept with your alternatives, not 

favouring one over the other right now.  I also believe there was talk of the Town requesting a reduce speed limit to 

Buck Hill Road.  This is something that I would like to see pursued given the blind curve and the speed at which people 

travel on this road.   

 

I’d be happy to hear Randy’s comments also. 

 



2

Thanks for sending this along early on. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jim Clancy 
 
Project Supervisor 
Utilities and Permits Unit 
Vermont Agency of Transportation 
One National Life Drive 
Montpelier, Vermont 05633 
(802) 828-2486 

 

 

 

From: Mark Smith [mailto:Mark.Smith@rsginc.com]  

Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 10:49 AM 
To: Clancy, James; Snelling, Randy; Kaplan, Jon; Gamble, Amy 

Cc: Alex Weinhagen <hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net>; Peter Keating 
Subject: Hinesburg VT116 sidewalk alternatives 

 

All; 

  

We are working with the CCRPC and Town of Hinesburg to develop sidewalk alternatives in several areas of the Town, one of which 

is along VT116 in State Jurisdiction (designated AREA 3, south of the Community School and Silver Street) 

  

Attached is our Draft Report for your review.  For expediency please see Section 3, the discussion of AREA 3 starts on page 20. There 

is also an important discussion of crosswalks on page 27. 

  

We would appreciate any comments you could offer as to these alternatives. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Mark 

  

p.s. I have also included the larger scale plan from the appendix. if there are other appendix items you are interested in please don't 

hesitate to ask. 

  

……………………………………………………. 

MARK C. SMITH, PE 

Senior Consultant 
RSG 

180 Battery St. | Suite 350 | Burlington, VT  | 05401 

802.383.0118, ext. 3304 

www.rsginc.com 

……………………………………………………. 

���� Please consider the environment before printing this email 



 

 

MEMO 

TO: Peter Keating, CCRPC and Alex Weinhagen, RSG 

FROM: Katelin Brewer-Colie, Local Motion 

RE: DRAFT Hinesburg Sidewalk Scoping Study 

DATE: October 15, 2014 

 

Area 1 - Alternatives A and B both meet the needs of pedestrians equally in terms of 
providing a connection to Village Heights Rd. The designs being relatively equal, 
Alternative A will work best, because it is more compatible with future land use within 
the Village zoning designation.  

A direct connection is more likely to be used and not bypassed. Alternative A is more 
direct, best fits with the Village District zoning designation within the Growth Area and 
preserves the opportunity for site redevelopment as it's directly adjacent to the roadway. 
However, it is more costly and has stormwater implications. At first glance, Alternative B 
seems more feasible due to cost estimates, although the potential cost of ROW acquisition 
isn't included, of which there is significantly more than for Alternative A. Additionally, the 
driveway crossing is really wide, could a paving treatment be included in the 
recommendations to create a safer crossing?  

Area 2 - Similar to Area 1, Alterntive A and B both meet the needs of pedestrians. 
However, my opinion is that Alternative A is superior.  

Alternative A is most convenient to the Redstone (Cheese Plant) redevelopment and parking 
area, which will generate many of the sidewalk users. It also avoids the need to cross the 
mapped stream twice and further is best aligned with the initial A/B sidewalk segment 
connecting to Rte 116. In addition, it looks like there's no pedestrian connection from 
Stella Road to the Transit stop and should be considered. 

Area 3 - For Area 3, I think that with necessary attention given to the Norris 
Development crossing, Alternative A/C will work better for the following reasons:  

 
 
MEMO Burlington Form Based Zoning Ordinance 1 of 2 



 

The north side of Rte 116 is more developed and has more connections to commercial 
development in the village. Further, the Norris development on the south side of Rte 116 
will provide an east-west pedestrian connection through its on-site circulation system about 
halfway to the village.  

Obviously, there are major safety concerns with the crossing at the Norris Development and 
this would need to be addressed with VTrans, by gaining approval for more substantial 
traffic calming measures. Along with an RRFB, a speed trailer, flexi signs placed in the 
crosswalk might be effective in helping to make drivers aware of excess speeds in the 
transition area (this has been very effective in the successful decade-long effort to calm 
traffic through Jericho Center). 

I’d like to recommend that the Town make sure that the Norris Development on-site 
circulation will accommodate the public? 

 

 
 
MEMO Burlington Form Based Zoning Ordinance 2 of 2 
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Potential new crosswalks: Two potential VT116 crossing areas have been discussed;  

1. At, or near the connection of Alternative B to the Norris Development sidewalk.  This 

location is on the long sweeping curve in the road, with limited, but technically adequate 

sight distance. Vehicle speeds in this area often exceed the speed limit partially due to 

the fact that it is a speed transition zone, and partially because the visual environment 

towards the south lacks many of the cues that tell people to slow down, such as 

sidewalks, streetlights, curbs, pedestrians, parked cars, and/or buildings near the right of 

way (i.e. typical features of an urban or village setting). Therefore, in its current 

condition, a crossing is not recommended here.  

2. A crossing at Buck Hill Road would connect Buck Hill to the sidewalk in the Norris 

Development or Alternative D, reducing much of the need for Alternative C.  As noted 

above this location is well within the higher speed zone, thus a crosswalk alone is not 

recommended. Note that changing the speed limit here is not likely to have all the 

desired effect until the visual environment is brought in line with drivers expectations 

(per item 1 above). 

Some additional measures could be installed to increase the safety of these crossings such as 

village gateways (signs, landscaping, etc.), curbed bulb-outs to bring waiting pedestrians in 

view of drivers, or a refuge island in the middle of the road.  These features must be 

designed in such a way as to avoid impacts to plowing or drainage.  Note that VTrans 

currently has jurisdiction in both these locations, and does not typically allow gateways 

within their right of way, and setting them too far back negates some of the desired benefits. 

VTrans also follows strict crossing warrants based on location, speed, and expected 

pedestrian volume. These locations do not meet the warrants in their current condition. 

Another less obtrusive option for increasing safety is pedestrian activated rapid flashing 

beacons (RFB’s). RFB’s alone would not be sufficient in these cases due to speed concerns.   

3.2  |   EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The following section presents the expected cost and potential impacts of each sidewalk 

alternative. A full comparison of alternative costs and impacts is shown in the Evaluation Matrix 

in Section 3.3., and Pros and Cons for each area alternative are listed in Section 3.4. 

COST ESTIMATES 

Detailed itemized cost estimates were developed for each alternative and are summarized in the 

Evaluation Matrix (Section 3.4). The itemized cost estimates are provided in Appendix F. These 

estimates consider most  expected costs including engineering, construction, construction 

administration, and a 20% contingency.  

Right-of-way costs are not included in the cost estimates, and are subject to negotiations with the 

individual property owners during the right of way phase of the final design, when impacts are 

more fully understood. Small impacts, particularly with projects that are perceived to benefit 

adjacent landowner, may receive “donations” of the necessary easements (permanent or 
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