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Background 

VT Route 116 is a heavily traveled two-lane arterial highway with approximately 
12,000 vehicles per day through Hinesburg’s village center.  During the average day 
two way hourly traffic volumes on Route 116 range from 500 to 1,000 vehicles per 
hour between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM.  During the morning and evening peak periods 
between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM, the hourly volumes range 
between 900 to 1,000 vehicles per hour.  Due to these high volumes, congested 
conditions exist during peak travel periods of the day and vehicles attempting left 
turns onto Route 116 from side streets encounter significant delays and potentially 
unsafe conditions. 

To improve the transportation network in the village, the Town of Hinesburg 
requested assistance from the Chittenden County MPO (CCMPO) in examining the 
feasibility of a connector road in the center of the village area of Hinesburg.  The 
connector would provide convenient bicycle and pedestrian accommodations and 
facilitate internal traffic movements in the village center. 

CCMPO has contracted with the consulting firm Dufresne-Henry (DH) to assist the 
town in examining alternative connector road scenarios. 

 Project Meetings and Outreach 

An initial project meeting was held on May 9, 2005.  The project steering committee, 
including several residents and town staff, attended along with the CCMPO and DH 
staff.  In addition to town staff, the project steering committee included 
representatives from Lyman Meadows Condominiums, Brian Busier (Lantman’s 
owner), George Dameron (village resident), and Howdy Russell (Selectboard 
member).  The group agreed that the idea of a connecting road in the village center 
was worth exploring, but any scenario should include provisions for bicyclists and 
pedestrians and maintain relatively low speeds.  The group felt further outreach was 
needed to project area landowners before the study was begun in earnest.  Over the 
course of the summer, town staff met with many of the surrounding landowners to 
explain the concept and get feedback.  Once this feedback was summarized, DH staff 
began working on possible options.  The 2nd project meeting was held with the 
steering committee and staff on October 19, 2005 to review preliminary alternatives.  
Based on input from this meeting, DH staff revised alternatives for consideration 
prior to completing the study. 
The grocery store parking lot, the ball field, and St. Jude’s Church are adjacent land 
uses that may be served by the new road.  Due to the layout of these properties and  
the existing parking areas, it is expected that the new roadway’s alignment would be 
characterized by reverse curves.  A curved alignment would be associated with lower 
speeds.  Lower speeds would be better suited to a sharing of the new roadway by 
vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles. 
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Previous and Ongoing Studies in the Village Area 

Recent studies of the project area, including a Hinesburg Village Transportation 
Study conducted in 1998 and a CCMPO Scoping study for Route 116 corridor 
prepared in 2003, have cited the need for improvements at the Charlotte Road and 
Silver Street intersections.  In 2004, The Hinesburg Crosswalk Assessment 
independently recommended crosswalk locations and recognized the sidewalk 
deficiencies in the village area.  In response to the  need for improvements, the 
Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) is currently developing conceptual 
plans as a first step in the design process leading to a construction project. 

 

Traffic Signal at Charlotte Road 
The intersection of Charlotte Road and Route 116 was realigned in 1998 to reduce 
the offset of the grocery store exit driveway in anticipation of the installation of 
traffic signal control at this intersection.  VTrans has engaged a consultant who is 
currently preparing the signalization construction plans for this intersection.  No 
lanes will be added to the two lane Route 116 roadway, to Charlotte Road, or to the 
grocery store exit driveway.  The construction of these improvements will serve 
numerous existing needs.  These include: 

• Significant reduction in delay and consequent improvement in the level of 
service (LOS) for peak period left turning vehicles from Charlotte Road and 
the grocery store exit driveway. 

• Safer pedestrian crossing of Route 116 by relocation of the existing 
uncontrolled crossing at Lantman’s grocery store entrance driveway to the 
Charlotte Road intersection. 

T-Intersection at Silver Street 
Route 116 and Silver Street presently form a three-way intersection where 
southbound Route 116 traffic splits; nearly half of the traffic continues straight on a 
short one way roadway to Silver Street and other half continues on a curve which 
effectively carries Route 116 through a 90-degree turn.  Vehicle speeds through this 
curve are difficult to recognize by the STOP controlled northbound Silver Street 
traffic attempting to enter Route 116.  In addition, children from the Hinesburg 
Elementary School located just east of this intersection who are crossing Route116 in 
front of the school, are subjected to the speed of Route 116 traffic. 

VTrans’ consultant for the Charlotte Road intersection is also preparing an 
improvement plan for the Silver Street intersection as part of the same planned 
construction project.  The improvement at this intersection will condense the 
intersection area to form a T-intersection.  A traffic signal is not anticipated to be 
included as part of this construction project.  

Hinesburg Village Crosswalk Assessment 
A study completed in 2004 identified crosswalk and sidewalk needs and priorities in 
Hinesburg Village.  Between Charlotte Road and Lyman Meadow Road, sidewalk 



 - 
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deficiencies were noted along the west side of Route 116 north of Silver Street and 
on the south side of Route 116 east of Silver Street.  Existing crosswalks across 
Route116 at Lantman’s entrance driveway, across Silver Street and across Route 116 
east and west of the Hinesburg Elementary school were identified as deficient. 
Generally, these crosswalks were cited as needing improvement that would 
effectively reduce the crossing distance through extended curbs or center median 
islands. 

Origins, destinations and pedestrian desire lines were mapped for the village area.  In 
this regard, residential neighborhoods were located as origins and schools, 
playgrounds, stores, and  town offices were noted as destinations.  Pedestrian desire 
lines between the origins and destinations were evaluated as low, medium and high.  
High demand for several pairs of origins and destinations were noted by desire lines 
through the area east of Route 116 that is being considered as a location for the 
Center Road.  

CCMPO VT 116 Scoping Study 
A Route 116 Hinesburg Village Corridor Study was completed in June 2004 for the 
Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization.  Within this study a range of 
transportation issues associated with Route 116 through the Hinesburg Village center 
were evaluated.  The corridor focused on a 1.5 mile section of Route 116 between 
Shelburne Falls/CVU Road to the north and Buck Hill Road to the south. 

The purpose of this study was to enhance mobility within the corridor and from side 
streets; improve safety within the village and the community school zone; enhance 
the corridor streetscape; and improve bicycle and pedestrian access, mobility, and 
safety.  The project’s need stems from a degradation of mobility, access, and safety 
within the project area due to a number of cited conditions.  These include increased 
through traffic volumes on Route 116, vehicle speeds in excess of the posted speed 
limits, missing pedestrian links, indistinct and excessive business access points and 
on street parking.  Recommendations in the immediate vicinity of the project include: 

• Improved streetscape with parallel parking on both sides of Route 116 from 
Charlotte Road to Silver Street. 

• Signalization of the Route 116 and Charlotte Road (and grocery store 
driveway) intersection. 

• Short term improvement of the Route 116 and Silver Street intersection as a 
“Tee” type intersection and long term improvement as a roundabout. 

Existing Conditions 

Traffic Volumes 
Based on traffic counts conducted by VTrans in 2003 , Design Hour Volumes 
(DHVs) have been identified for Route 116, Charlotte Road and Silver Street.  In 
2005, the DHV on Route116 is 1,200 vehicles per hour with approximately 60 
percent traveling in the southbound direction during the evening and 75 percent 
traveling in the northbound direction during the morning.  On Charlotte Road the 
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2005 PM DHV is 105 vehicles of which 60 percent are left turns onto Route 116.  
The 2005 AM DHV is 125 vehicles including 90 percent left turns.  Route 116 
volumes south of Charlotte Road are split at the Silver Street intersection with 
approximately 55 percent to and from Silver Street and the complementary volume to 
and from Route 116 south of Silver Street. 

On October 17, 2005 the intersection was observed between 4:00 and 6:00 PM and 
turning movements at the Route 116 intersection with Charlotte Road and the grocery 
store exit driveway and the entry driveway about one hundred feet to the south were 
recorded. The peak hour volumes at these intersections are summarized in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Observed  Turning Movements ( 10/17/05) At  

Route 116 / Charlotte Road / Grocery Store Entry and Exit Drives 
 

 
Approach 

 

Turning 
Movement

Evening Peak Hour  
Traffic Volume 

Route 116 Northbound Right  
Left 

21 
13 

Route 116 Southbound Right 
Left 

123 
120 

Charlotte Road Eastbound Left 
Right 

78 
14 

Grocery Store  Exit Westbound Left 
Through 

Right 

66 
10 
53 

Traffic Speed 
The 35 mile per hour (mph) speed limit is posted on Route 116 north of Silver Street 
and east of Silver Street.  North of Silver Street, observed speeds ranged between 30 
and 35 mph in the southbound direction and 33 to 40 mph in the northbound 
direction.  East of Silver Street, observed speeds ranged between 30 and 35 mph in 
the eastbound direction and 35 to 43 mph in the westbound direction.  On the curve 
speeds were relatively slower in both directions.  

Environmental Data 
An overview of the environmental conditions and issues has been conducted within 
the area north and east of Route 116 where the Village Center Road is being 
considered.  These conditions including wetlands, property ownership, and park land 
are illustrated on Figures 1 and 2 and briefly discussed in the following paragraphs.  

On Figure 2, the full potential length of the Village Center Road is generally shown. 
Its potential full length would extend from the intersection of Route 116 and 
Charlotte Road and the grocery store driveway to the Lyman Meadow Road 
intersection with Route116.  For the purpose of discussing the alternatives, the 
potential length of the Village Center Road is divided into three segments as shown 
on Figure 2. 

Wetlands have been assessed through a visit to the project area by Gilman and 
Briggs Environmental.  These specialists roughly determined the presence of several 
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wetlands which are likely Class Three wetlands due to their absence from the 
Vermont Significant Wetlands Inventory Map and  separation from those wetlands 
shown on the map.  Their location and extent are generally shown on Figure 1.  
However, because any development in a Class Two wetland, or its statutory 50-foot 
buffer zone, requires a Conditional Use Determination from the Vermont Agency of 
Natural Resources, a written determination of the wetland class from the Vermont 
Wetlands Office will be in order when proceeding with any improvement plan in this 
area. 

Parks, in the form of recreational fields, are prominent among the adjacent land uses 
within the vicinity of the project.  The town of Hinesburg property that contains the 
multi-use recreational fields also includes an area where a portion of the village 
center road would be located.  These fields are used extensively by the Hinesburg 
Community School, and are necessary to fulfill the school’s required area/number of 
playing fields.  The recreation fields are generally surrounded by perimeter drainage 
ditches/wetlands. Narrow portions of Town property lie outside the perimeter ditches. 
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Alternatives 

The Hinesburg Village Center Road is a new roadway link between Route 116  at its 
intersection with Charlotte Road and the grocery store driveway and the Route116  
intersection with Lyman Meadows Road.  This roadway would diagonally link  
Route 116.  This diagonal link can be described as three segments: a north segment 
through the grocery store parking lot; a middle connector segment that would 
effectively connect the grocery store parking lot with the parking lot for the 
recreational fields; and, a south segment through the recreational field parking lot, the 
parking area for the Lyman Park condominium and the Lyman Meadows 
condominium private drive.  

The following is a description of the 5 Alternatives (A, B, C, D and E): 

Alternative A 
Alternative A is illustrated in plan and cross section views in Figure 3.  It is a two-
way roadway serving autos and trucks with perpendicular parking along the field side 
and an adjacent separate shared use path.  This typical roadway and shared use path 
cross section of the middle connector segment would have a width of 65 feet.  The 
roadway alignment has moderate reverse curvature enabling an extension north to the 
back of the grocery store building, where it would turn toward Route 116; and south 
through the existing recreational field parking area and the Lyman Park 
Condominium Association parking area and Lyman Meadows Road to Route 116.  

Due to the impact on the recreational fields as well as the grocery store parking and 
access, this alternative was not evaluated further. 
 

Alternative B 
Alternative B is illustrated in plan and cross section views in Figures 4 and 5.  It is a 
two-way roadway serving autos (but not trucks) and bicycles within the vehicle travel 
lane and a separate sidewalk for pedestrians.  No parking provisions are included 
within the 35-foot cross-section. 
 
The connector segment alignment is a curved roadway that reflects a jutting portion 
of the Town of Hinesburg property west of the recreational fields.  Any future 
extension to the north (through the Lantman’s site) will require additional study 
(beyond the scope of this project). 

Alternative C 
Alternative C is illustrated in plan and cross section views in Figures 6 and 7.  It is a 
one-way roadway serving autos (but not trucks) and bicycles within the roadway 
shoulder, accommodating parallel parking along two lengths of the connector  
segment, and including a separate sidewalk on the recreational field side.  As 
illustrated in Figure 6, the middle connector segment between the grocery store 
parking lot and the recreational field parking area would have a cross-sectional width 
of 35 feet.  The alignment resembles an urban street grid with low through vehicle 
speeds.  Any future extension to the north (through the Lantman’s site) will require 
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additional study (beyond the scope of this project).  To the south, the existing two 
way roadways and adjacent parking areas would be improved to serve the increased 
directional traffic. 

Alternative D 
Alternative D is illustrated in plan and cross section views in Figure 8.  A shared-use 
path with a cross-sectional width of 12-feet including an 8-foot two way path with 2-
foot shoulders connects the grocery store parking lot with the recreational field 
parking area.  Any future extension to the north (through the Lantman’s site) will 
require additional study (beyond the scope of this project).  An extension to south 
would be possible on the west and south sides of the existing roadways.  Due to the 
relative ease of implementing this bike/ped option, this alternative was not evaluated 
in any greater depth. 
 
It should be noted that a 10-foot wide shared use path would be preferable to an 8 
foot wide path if environmental constraints, right of way, and cost would allow for 
this width.  Although the alternative diagrams show path cross section widths at 8 
feet wide, this design detail should be revisited when preparing refined plans and 
construction documents for any alternative. 

Alternative E 
Alternative E is illustrated in plan and cross section views in Figures 9 and 10.  It is a 
one way roadway serving autos (but not trucks); angle parking is provided along the 
two lengths of this middle connector roadway segment and a separate shared use path 
is included.  The connector segment between the grocery store parking lot and the 
recreational field parking area would have a cross-sectional width of 53 feet.  Any 
future extension to the north (through the Lantman’s site) will require additional 
study (beyond the scope of this project).  To the south, the existing two way 
roadways and adjacent parking areas would be improved to serve the increased 
directional traffic. 

South Segment Cross Sections 
Alternatives B, C and E have a common south segment that is defined by two typical 
sections.  These typical sections are presented in Figure 11.  They pertain to the 
roadway lengths providing parking adjacent to the Lyman Park Condominiums and 
Lyman Meadows Road.  The latter is the existing common access from Route 116 
that does not include parking. 
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Alternatives Evaluation Matrix with Conceptual Cost Estimates 

In the following section the three alternatives selected for further evaluation, 
Alternatives B, C and E, are compared with respect to their length and function, right 
of way requirements, their impact on wetlands and the recreational fields, the 
expected users and the conceptual cost estimates.  As discussed earlier and restated in 
this evaluation, none of the alternatives under further consideration include a center 
roadway segment to the north through or around the grocery store.  This north 
segment is an important component; however, it will require more intensive research 
(beyond the scope of this study) due to the variables involved (Lantman’s traffic 
flow, new traffic signal, etc.).  Differences between the alternatives, if any, are found 
within the middle connector segment as the south segment configuration is common 
to all three alternatives. 

Length /Function 
The Hinesburg Center Road may have a wide range of functions relating to 
automobiles, pedestrians, bicycles, trucks.  Typical section components include a 
travelway, parking, sidewalk and a shared use path.  Its function would also relate to 
the length of the project whereby the following links and connections would be 
made: 

• A full roadway link between Route116 intersections at Charlotte Road 
/grocery store driveway to Route 116 and Lyman Meadows Road. 

• A relatively short connection between the grocery store parking lot and the 
recreational field parking lot. 

• An extended connection between the store and field parking lot that 
continues to Route 116 to the south.  

The range of possible functions of any of the Alternatives may be appropriately 
summarized by the segments included in that alternative.  In this respect, the three 
alternatives evaluated, Alternative B, C and E, are similar.  As shown in Table 2, 
none of the alternatives include a roadway segment that will connect to the Route 116 
and Charlotte Road and grocery store driveway.  All of the alternatives connect the 
grocery store parking lot with the recreational field parking lot as well as continuing 
south to the Route 116 and Lyman Meadows intersection. 

 
  

Table 2: Center Road Segments Included 
 

 
Alternative 

North to 
Route 116 

Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  No Yes Yes 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders No Yes Yes 
E. One lane with shared use path No Yes Yes 
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Right of Way 
Alternatives B, C and E are also similar with respect to Right of Way as shown in 
Table 3.  Within the Connector Segment, the connection between the grocery store 
parking lot and the recreational field parking area, each of the three alternatives’ 
alignments is generally within the Town of Hinesburg property that includes the 
recreational fields.  On the grocery store end of that connection, there may be the 
need for easements particularly with respect to Alternative B.  This alternative 
involves two-way traffic and the potential for unrelated through traffic entering that 
property.  At the other end of the connector segment, the roadway would be entering 
property owned by the Lyman Park Condominium Association.  The future use 
represented by each of these alternatives would likely exceed the current easement 
provided to the town for the purpose of the recreational field access and parking. 

Within the segment south to Route 116, Alternatives B, C and E have identical 
roadway, shared use path and sidewalk and similar parking features.  Existing 
easements on private driveways of two condominium associations would be 
exceeded under each of these alternatives.  It is expected that these existing 
driveways would be obtained by the town for the purpose of the Center Road and 
subsequently maintained by the town.  

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Wetland Impact 
As indicted on the existing conditions plan (Figure 1), there are possible wetland  
restrictions along the alternative Center Road alignments.  They are labeled as  
“Wetlands”.  Preliminary field observations and wetland mapping investigation 
indicates that these are likely Class 3 wetlands.  These areas do provide some wetland 
type function that would need to recognized. Eventually, there would be a need for a 
wetland delineation and classification.  Although the wetlands in the vicinity of these 
alternatives are likely Class 3 wetlands, there is an area between the grocery store 
parking and the recreational field parking which could be a Class 2 wetland. 
Alternatives B, C and E pass within 50 feet or through this wetland area.  Within the 
segment south to Route116, the drainage ditch that follows the property line is again 
within 50 feet; however, this drainage ditch is expected to be a Class 3 wetland and 
therefore no Class 2 wetland impact is expected within the south segment. 

 
  

 
Table 3:  ROW  Required by Segment 

 
 

Alternative 
North to 

Route 116 
Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  - Yes Yes 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders - Yes Yes 
E. One lane with shared use path - Yes Yes 



 - 
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Recreational Field Impact 
 

The recreational field is used as a softball/baseball diamond with home plate in the 
northeast corner and farthest from the Center Road alternatives, and as a soccer field 
with goals on the east and west sides of the field.  The alternatives pass along  the 
west side of the field with a wetland separating the roadway from the field.  Along 
the south side of the field the alternatives pass outside boundary line of the soccer 
field playing area.  As reflected in the Table 5 summary, Alternative B maintains 
sufficient distance from the playing area.  Alternatives C and E encroach on the field, 
and Alternative E may require a shift of the soccer playing area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Expected Use  
 

Use of the Center Road is dependent on the future traffic control at the intersection of 
Route 116 at Charlotte Road and the grocery store driveway.  Under the existing 
condition and the continued absence of a traffic control signal to regulate the delay to 
vehicles attempting to turn left during the peak periods, there will be significant 
demand for an alternative means of exiting the grocery store parking lot.  If a traffic 
signal is in operation, it is expected that exiting via the traffic signal would usually be 
the preferred route.  A greater list of possible users is as follows: 
 
1. Left turns from grocery store exit driveway onto Rte 116 eastbound. 
2. Left turns from the Church onto Rte 116: possible access to rear parking lot. 
3. Right turns from Rte 116 into grocery store parking lot: vehicles from Lyman 

Meadows Road and northbound Rte 116 vehicles passing Lyman Meadows 
Road. 

 
Table 4: Center Road Wetland Impact by Segment 

 
 

Alternative 
North to 

Route 116 
Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  - Yes No 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders - Yes No 
E. One lane with shared use path - Yes No 

  
Table 5: Center Road Recreational Field Impact by Segment 

 
 

Alternative 
North to 

Route 116 
Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  - No - 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders - Maybe - 
E. One lane with shared use path - Maybe - 
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4. Right turns from Rte 116 into the Church driveway/parking lot: vehicles from 
northbound Rte 116 vehicles passing Lyman Meadows Road. 

5. Ball Park related vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. 
6. Pedestrians from Lyman Meadows destined for the grocery store. 
7. Lyman Meadows residents. 
8. Future Development of adjacent parcels. 
9. Emergency Vehicles. 

Parking  
Parking in the grocery store parking lot (at least five spaces), in the recreational field 
parking area (estimated 13 spaces) and two condominium parking areas (5 and 18 
spaces) will be impacted by Alternatives B, C and E.  Within the Connector segment, 
parking is included as part of Alternative C (9 spaces) and Alternative E (21 spaces) 
but not Alternative B.  These spaces may mitigate the impact on store parking.  With 
regard to the recreational field and condominium parking, the common roadway 
segment south to Route 116, a total of 18 spaces can be provided along the roadway 
closest to the recreational fields; this number matches the existing total of condo and 
recreational field parking in this area.  Twenty one spaces can be provided along 
Lyman Park Road which exceeds the existing total of 18 spaces.  The positive and 
negative parking impacts are summarized in Table 6. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Cost 
 

Conceptual cost estimates were prepared for Alternatives B, C, and E.  Each 
Alternative includes a unique connector segment configuration and a common south 
segment to Route 116.  The segment lengths were measured and unit length costs 
were estimated and applied to each alternative.  The approximate segment costs are 
presented in Table 7.  Total costs are as follows: 
  

• Alternative B: $490,000 
• Alternative C: $510,000 
• Alternative E: $550,000 
 

These total costs are comparatively close due to the greater proportional cost of the 
south segment to Route 116.  For the purposes of this comparison, the south segment 
cost relates to full depth construction. 

 
 

 
Table 6: Center Road Impact on Parking 

 
 

Alternative 
North to 

Route 116 
Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  - Negative Positive 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders - Positive Positive 
E. One lane with shared use path - Positive  Positive 



 - 
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Summary 

Alternative Center Road plans connect the existing grocery store parking lot and the 
recreational field parking lot and continue south to Route 116 via existing private 
ways.  A third segment north to Route 116 would require further study, but future 
studies should wait until the traffic signal is installed in 2006, in order to assess the 
impact of this.  The Town of Hinesburg will need to obtain R.O.W. in order to 
construct and maintain the roadways, sidewalks, shared use paths and parking 
facilities shown on these alternative plans. Through the connector segment, where 
there is a potential Class 2 wetland, all 3 evaluated alternatives pass within 50 feet or 
through this wetland. 

Alternatives C and E, which include parking may impact the recreational fields. 
Alternative B, which does not include parking is not expected to impact the 
recreational fields.  Alternative C is expected to offset the spaces lost in the grocery 
store parking lot and yield an additional 7 spaces, while Alternative E is expected to 
yield an additional 16 spaces over those lost through construction.  Expected use of 
any of these alternatives may relate directly to the increased parking supply. 

The Center Road Alternatives range from $490,000 for Alternative B, a two way 
roadway without parking, to $510,000 for a one-way southbound connector roadway 
with parallel parking, to $550,000 for Alternative C, a similar connector roadway 
with angle parking on the connector segment.  All of the alternatives include paved 
perpendicular parking where the gravel recreational field lot presently exists and 
reconstructed perpendicular parking and a shared use path in the Lyman Meadows 
Park Condominium Association parking area. 

 
Table 7: Center Road as Connector  - Required  Segment Costs 

 
 

Alternative 
North to 

Route 116 
Connector 
Between 

Parking Areas 

South to 
Route 
116 

B: Two lanes shared with bikes  - $90,000 $400,000 
C: One lane with bikes on shoulders - $110,000 $400,000 
E. One lane with shared use path - $150,000 $400,000 


