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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
 

I-20 AT VICKSBURG BETWEEN THE  
LOUISIANA STATE LINE AND US 61 NORTH 

WARREN COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI  
 

FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NUMBER 
IMD-0020-01(181) / 100367 002000 

 
FIRST PUBLIC MEETING 

 
4:00 – 7:00 P.M., TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2009 

VICKSBURG CONVENTION CENTER  
VICKSBURG, MS  

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 
  

The Open House Public Meeting was conducted in two rooms of the Vicksburg 

Convention Center.  The purpose of the meeting was to receive input from the public on 

two alternatives for reconstructing the subject section of I-20.  Both alternatives have 

similar concepts for reconstructing the mainline interstate and the interchanges.  

However, one alternative has one-way frontage roads in its completed state and the 

other alternative has two-way frontage roads.   

 

The public was invited to the meeting through an MDOT Press Release and by the 

placement of newspaper advertisements in the Vicksburg Post.  Attached are copies of 

the Press Release and the newspaper advertisement.   

 

At the registration table, the attendees received the attached handout.  The handout 

provided the following: 

• a welcome; 

• an overview of the Purpose and Need; 

• a map of the study area; 

• contact information for the MDOT and the Neel-Schaffer consultant team; 

• examples of frequently asked questions; 

• project background and traffic data; 

• an overview of the proposed alternatives; 

• a summary of how the study has progressed and could advance; 
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• a quick fact sheet that addressed some of the items previously mentioned 

and the proposed schedule for the study; 

• a comparison of the one-way and two-way frontage road options; and, 

• a comment sheet. 

 

After registering their attendance, the attendees received a copy of the handout and 

were asked to view the project video.  The video was approximately 20 minutes in length 

and shown in one of the two meeting rooms at random times throughout the meeting.  

The video supplemented and reinforced the handout.  One of the major goals of the 

video was to better prepare the attendees for discussing their questions and comments 

with the project development team in the other convention center meeting room.  The 

video addressed the proposed concept for reconstructing the mainline interstate and 

interchanges.  Traffic movement changes at the reconstructed interchanges were also 

depicted in the video.  The proposed reconstruction would improve and widen the 

frontage roads to three lanes.  During the proposed reconstruction of the I-20 east bound 

lanes and west bound lanes, the adjacent improved and widened frontage roads would 

be placed in one-way operation and serve as interstate detours.  After completion of the 

reconstruction for the I-20 east bound and west bound lanes, the frontage roads would 

no longer function as interstate detours.  At that time, the frontage roads would remain in 

one-way operation or return to two-way operation.  Due to time constraints, only the one-

way ultimate frontage road alternative was described in the video. 

 

The second room at the convention center contained maps of the alternatives on an 

aerial photography background.  Members of the project development team were 

available throughout the room to address the public’s questions and to receive the 

public’s input.  The following describes how the second room was used for the meeting. 

• There were two sound boards on one of the walls and two on another 

wall.  The sound boards were approximately four feet high by eight feet 

long and covered in a fabric that allowed attaching displays to them with 

push pins.   

• An approximate eight feet long by two feet high map of the preliminary 

alternative on an aerial photography background with one-way ultimate 

frontage roads was attached to the upper portion of one of the sound 

boards.  The map covered the entire study area from the Mississippi 
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River Bridge through the US 61 North/SR 27 Interchange.  The map 

depicted the proposed alternative as well as existing conditions on an 

aerial photography background.  Interchange ramps or loops that would 

be removed were marked with an “X” on the map.  Underneath the one-

way ultimate frontage road display, a similar map of the two-way ultimate 

frontage road alternative was attached to the sound board. 

• An approximate eight feet long by two feet high map of the preliminary 

alternative with one-way ultimate frontage roads was attached to the 

upper portion of one of the sound boards.  The map covered the entire 

study area from the Mississippi River Bridge through the US 61 North/SR 

27 Interchange.  The map depicted the proposed completed alternative 

on an aerial photography background.  The existing interchange ramps 

and loop that would be removed were not shown on the map.  

Underneath the one-way ultimate frontage road display, a similar display 

of the two-way alternative was attached to the sound board.  

• An approximate eight feet long by two feet high map of the preliminary 

alternative with one-way ultimate frontage roads was attached to the 

upper portion of one of the sound boards.  The map covered the area 

where the one-way and two-way ultimate frontage roads differ from the 

east side of the Halls Ferry Road Interchange to the west side of the US 

80/Clay Street Interchange.  The map depicted the proposed alternative 

as well as existing conditions on an aerial photography background.  For 

example, interchange ramps or loops that would be removed were 

marked with an “X” on the map.  Underneath the one-way ultimate 

frontage road display, a similar map of the two-way ultimate frontage road 

alternative was attached to the sound board. 

• An approximate eight feet long by two feet high map of the preliminary 

alternative with one-way ultimate frontage roads was attached to the 

upper portion of one of the sound boards.  The map covered the area 

where the one-way and two-way ultimate frontage roads differ from the 

east side of the Halls Ferry Road Interchange to the west side of the US 

80/Clay Street Interchange.  The map depicted the proposed completed 

alternative on an aerial photography background.  The existing 

interchange ramps and loops that would be removed were not shown on 
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the map.  Underneath the one-way ultimate frontage road display, a 

similar display of the two-way alternative was attached to the sound 

board.  

• Two table display areas were provided in the middle portion of the room.  

One of the areas provided detail displays of the one-way ultimate frontage 

road alternative and the other area provided detail displays of the two-

way ultimate frontage road alternative. 

• An easel display depicting the 2007 and the 2040 Design Year traffic 

volumes at random locations throughout the study area. 

• An easel display depicting some known human and natural environmental 

features throughout the study area. 

• An area was provided in one corner of the room for addressing the 

public’s right of way issues with MDOT Right of Way Division personnel. 

• An area was provided along one of the walls for the public to provide their 

written comments. 

 

Of the 98 people who registered their attendance at the meeting, 72 are considered 

public representatives and 26 are considered representatives of the project development 

team.  The MDOT provided sixteen project development team representatives, the 

FHWA two representatives and the consultant team of Neel-Schaffer, Inc. provided eight 

representatives. 

 

The questions and discussions between the public and the project development team 

primarily concerned: opinions and comparisons of the one-way and two-way ultimate 

frontage road alternatives; and, potential right of way impacts associated with the loss of 

private property for future highway right of way or loss of private property due to the 

proposed changes in access control. 

 

There were twelve written comments submitted in response to the meeting.  Seven of 

these comments were submitted at the meeting and five were submitted to the MDOT 

after the meeting.  The following summarizes the content of those twelve comments.  

• Six comments primarily supported the two-way ultimate frontage road 

alternative.  The support was based on the convenience of access and 

the belief that the one-way ultimate frontage road alternative would create 



  Page 5 of 5 

an economic hardship on the frontage road businesses.  One of the six 

comments expressed a willingness to support the one-way ultimate 

frontage road alternative if that is what the majority wants. 

• Two comments supported the one-way ultimate frontage road alternative 

and expressed their desire for advancing the study as quickly as possible. 

• One comment supported either alternative because both provided good 

access to the Vicksburg Factory Outlets. 

• One comment supported doing nothing, stated making frontage roads 

one-way is not economically feasible and advised under current economic 

conditions the money should be spent on more critical projects. 

• One comment expressed a desire for the signs and markings used on 

project to take into account the visibility needs of the older drivers.  The 

comment expressed an interest in knowing if Federal and State visibility 

signing and pavement marking standards for the older drivers have been 

adopted.  If so, the person making the comment wanted to know if the 

adopted standards will apply for this project. 

• One comment expressed concern about the impact the project could 

have on his wife’s sleeping.  They live near the highway.  She sleeps 

days and this will affect her sleep in the daytime.  She also is on call at 

night and has a limited amount of time to report to the hospital for 

emergency surgeries. 

 

The attached spreadsheets provide detailed information on the discussions that 

occurred at the meeting between the public and the project development team members.  

Written comments that the public submitted in response to the meeting are also shown 

on the spreadsheet.  To protect the public’s privacy, their complete names are not 

shown on the spreadsheets.  Any needed follow-up actions in response to discussions at 

the meeting or written comments submitted by the public are also shown on the 

spreadsheet. 

 

This concludes the meeting summary. 







Open Forum 

PUBLIC MEETING

Interstate Highway 20 (I-20)
Vicksburg - Warren County - MS

The Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) has scheduled an 
open forum public meeting to discuss proposed reconstruction of a section 
of I-20 and its interchanges in Warren County. The project limits begin at 
the eastern side of the Washington Street/Warrenton Road Interchange 
at Exit 1A in Vicksburg and continue eastward for approximately six miles 
through the US 61 North/State Route 27 Interchange at Exit 5. 

The   meeting  will  be held Tuesday, November 17, 2009, from  4:00 - 
7:00 p.m. at  the Vicksburg Convention  Center, 1600  Mulberry Street, 
Vicksburg, MS.

Citizens are invited to come and go during the hours of the meeting.  
Everyone will be given the opportunity to review MDOT’s proposed 
alternatives and speak with representatives concerning design, right-
of-way acquisition, and environmental issues. Although there will be no 
formal presentations, citizens are encouraged to provide comments that 
will be reviewed and included as a part of the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) associated with this project. 

THE PUBLIC IS ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND
Tuesday, November 17, 2009, 4:00 - 7:00 p.m.

Vicksburg Convention Center
1600 Mulberry Street

Vicksburg, MS 

Any individual who needs auxiliary aids or special accommodations to attend the 
meeting should advise MDOT by calling the Environmental Division at (601) 359-7920. 

























Environmental Assessment
I-20 Through Vicksburg

Warren County, Mississippi 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) is 
conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA), or study, of 
six miles of I-20 (including interchanges) in Warren County. 
The study area begins at the Washington Street/Warrenton 
Road Interchange in Vicksburg and continues through the 
US 61 North/State Route 27 Interchange.  

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose is to determine the possible effects that 
reconstructing this segment of I-20 might have on the human, 
natural and economic environments. Reconstruction is 
necessary since this segment of I-20 has exceeded its 
design life and no longer meets the current or anticipated 
travel demands. Specifically, reconstruction would: 

Increase traffic capacity• 
Improve sight distances• 
Lengthen interchange entrance and exit ramps• 
Increase vertical clearances at bridge crossings• 
Improve the ability of traffic to merge. • 

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The two alternatives being studied have similar concepts 
for reconstructing the mainline interstate and interchanges.   
Both alternatives would require that the frontage roads 
be reconstructed and widened to three lanes. To allow 
reconstruction of the interstate lanes, it will be necessary 
for interstate traffic to be temporarily detoured onto the 
frontage roads and for one-way traffic operations to be 
implemented on the frontage roads during the construction 
phase. Temporary traffic signals will be installed at the 
intersections where the interstate traffic will be routed onto 
the frontage roads. The major difference between the two 
alternatives is that for one alternative the frontage roads 
that functioned as the interstate detour will remain in one-
way operation after the completed interstate lanes are 
opened to traffic. For the second alternative, the frontage 
roads will be placed back in two-way operations.
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

The Public Involvement Program is outlined below and is 
subject to review and modification as the project develops:

Stakeholder Interviews•  – Interviews of several people 
to get feedback on the proposed adequacy of the public 
involvement process have been completed. 
Database•  – An address database of stakeholders for 
public meeting mailings and other outreach activities 
has been developed.  Please contact us to be included 
on the database list.
Outreach Activities•  – Meetings are held, as necessary, 
with various community groups to facilitate public 
participation in the project.  Please contact us to 
schedule a meeting with your organization.
Agency Coordination•  – Meetings with state, federal 
and local governmental officials have been held.  The 
federally recognized American Indian tribes have been 
contacted. Additional meetings will be scheduled as 
needed.
Public Meetings and Hearing • – Open house format 
meetings where attendees may review exhibits, discuss 
issues with project personnel, and provide written and 
verbal comments are scheduled.

Proposed Schedule

Project Phase Estimated Completion
Corridor Review and       

Development 
In Process

Public Meeting November 2009
Refinement of Alignments January 2010

Draft EA Report June 2010
Public Hearing August 2010

Final EA Report October 2010

PROJECT CONTACTS

Kim Thurman, MDOT Environmental Division Director, 
(601) 359-7920; environmentalcomments@mdot.state.ms.us

Robert Walker, Project Manager, Neel-Schaffer, Inc.,                       
(601) 948-3071; robert.walker@neel-schaffer.com

Quick Facts

November 2009
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Name of 

Person(s), 

If Necessary 

Issue/Request Discussed at Meeting Formal Comment Received Outcome of Discussion Follow-up Action Needed (If Required) Misc.

Unknown The citizen supports the ultimate two-way frontage rd. The project team representative referred the citizen to the None Needed

Concerned alternative.  He believes the ultimate one-way frontage comparison sheet of the two frontage road concepts contained

Citizen road alternative will cause many of the frontage road in the handout.  The project team representative reminded the 

businesses to close and be too severe of an economic citizen that both the two-way and one-way ultimate frontage 

hardship. road concepts are being considered at this time.  During their

discussion, the project team representative attempted to point

out some of the advantages of the one-way ultimate frontage 

road concept.  However, the citizen remained steadfast in his 

belief that the potential negative economic impacts to frontage

road businesses alone was enough justification for not 

changing the frontage roads to one-way operation.

Unknown The proposal to not allow any access in the northeast The project team representatives advised the property owner of After receiving the written comments from 

Property Owner quadrant of the Indiana Avenue Interchange between the the procedures that would be used for acquiring the access. the impacted property owner, the MDOT 

North Frontage Road and Bugle Ridge Drive was The property owner wanted to know what he could do to have will need to provide a response.

discussed with the impacted property owner.  His the proposed plan changed so that he could retain his allowed 

property is located at the corner of Indiana Avenue and access to Indiana Avenue.  The project team representatives

the North Frontage Road and currently only has access advised the property owner to submit his request in writing as

to Indiana Avenue. a comment to the meeting and that the MDOT would provide a  

formal response to his written comments.

Unknown The cost of implementing the proposed project does not The project team representative discussed the purpose and None Needed

Concerned justify the expenditure. need, the 2040 design year traffic projections and the video 

Citizen being played in the other room with the concerned citizen. 

The concerned citizen remained steadfast in his opinion and 

refused to watch the video.

Unknown The concerned citizen does not want one-way ultimate The project team representative referred the lady to the None Needed

Concerned frontage roads.  comparison sheet of the two frontage road concepts contained

Citizen in the handout.  The project team representative reminded the 

lady that both the two-way and one-way ultimate frontage 

road concepts are being considered at this time.  During their

discussion, the project team representative attempted to point

out some of the advantages of the one-way ultimate frontage 

road concept.  However, the lady remained steadfast in her 

belief that the one-way ultimate frontage roads were 

unacceptable.

Concerned The concerned citizen expressed his support of the The project team representative and the concerned citizen Revise the comparison sheet of the 

Citizen project and one-way ultimate frontage roads.  The  discussed the advantages of the one-way ultimate frontage one-way and two-way ultimate frontage 

citizen also identified another potential advantage  road alternative.  The concerned citizen pointed out another roads to reflect this additional advantage 

of the one-way ultimate frontage road alternative over the potential advantage of the one-way frontage road system.  of the one-way concept.

two-way ultimate frontage road alternative. That advantage is the possibility of the frontage road/C-D

road system being used for a detour when the mainline 

interstate has to be closed for a substantial length of time due

to a traffic accident between the Halls Ferry Road and the 

US 61 North/SR 27 Interchanges.  The project team 

representative advised the citizen the possibility of using the 

frontage road/C-D road system as a detour under the 

conditions he described had merit, especially during off-peak

traffic times since the police would only need to direct traffic 

at the detoured interstate traffic crossings of Halls Ferry Road

and Indiana Avenue.

Concerned The concerned citizen wants improved access from The project team rep advised the citizen that the spacing  Consider options and impacts of providing

Citizen the interstate to Wisconsin Avenue and improved between the Halls Ferry Rd and the Indiana Ave interchanges Wis. Ave access to the North and South

access to the North and South Frontage Roads from would not allow providing an interchange only for Wisconsin   Frontage Road for both the one-way and 

Indiana Avenue. Ave.  The project team rep. reminded her that access to the  two-way frontage road options.  For the

South Frontage Rd is currently provided through the shopping  one-way frontage road option, the frontage

center parking lot and that the City of Vicksburg recently   road circulation bridge just east of Halls 

received the results of a completed study on providing access Ferry Road might could be eliminated if 

to the North Frontage Road.  Since the Wisconsin Ave access  the Wisconsin Ave access option to the 

to the existing two-way frontage rds is primarily a local issue,  North and South Frontage Rds is used.

she was advised to contact the City for help.
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Name of 

Person(s) 

If Necessary

Issue/Request Discussed at Meeting Formal Comment Received Outcome of Discussion Follow-up Action Needed (If Required) Misc.

J_He at meeting No One-Way None Required

R_Ca He has no issues or concerns about the project.  He believes this is an excellent None Required

at meeting proposal and that the project should be moved forward as quickly as possible.

R_Wa  He has a concern about highway markings and signs.  He believes old adults need Consider providing him a response on the 

at meeting better highway identification and markings.  He asked if Federal and State Standards criteria that will be used for the signs and 

are set for older drivers?  He commented that some highways have better markings markings and if the criteria will meet or 

for older drivers and will they be included in this project? exceed the Federal and/or State Standards

for the older drivers.

P_Ca He likes the two-way frontage road alternative better.  He owns two strip centers None Required

at meeting and a commercial office building and believes one-way frontage roads would be 

detrimental to his commercial properties.

R_Mc He believes making frontage roads one-way is not economically feasible for None Required

at meeting businesses and residents who live off frontage roads.  He does not think I-20 has 

heavy traffic and he has lived in the area 33 years.  His issues and/or concerns 

about the project are economics, waste of money, not needed, and state needs 

money elsewhere (cutting budget 10 to 15 million dollars).  His recommendations are

to spend the money on other projects that have a more critical need and to keep

current roads maintained.  

H_Mo His wife works nights and they live near the highway.  She sleeps during the day and None Required

at meeting this proposed project will affect her sleep.  She also is on call at night and has a 

certain window of time to get to the hospital for emergency surgeries.

A_Jo She likes either alternative because her concern is that we have two-way traffic to None Required

at meeting the outlet center and it seems that this issue is being addressed.  Her main issue

and/or concern is good traffic flow from both directions to the outlet center.  She 

expressed her appreciation for the patience being used on such a difficult project.
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Name of 

Person(s), 

If Necessary

Issue/Request Discussed at Meeting Formal Comment Received Outcome of Discussion Follow-up Action Needed (If Required) Misc.

Be Mr. Be is the co-owner of a potentially impacted business. The project team representatives explained to Mr. Be that None Required

His business is located on the I-20 South Frontage Rd the proposed additional right of way being shown at this 

between Indiana Avenue and Old SR 27.  The meeting is preliminary and that more accurate information 

preliminary proposed right of way indicates additional would be available at the public hearing.  The MDOT Right of 

right of way will be needed to the east of his business Way Division representatives discussed with Mr. Be the  

and along the frontage of his business.  The additional MDOT appraisal, acquisition and relocation assistance 

preliminary right of way impacts the front of his building policies and procedures.  They advised him how the policies 

that is closest to the frontage road and the area that is and procedures would be used when the right of way plans,   

currently being used for parking in front of the building. which would be developed after this study is completed, 

Mr. Be wanted to know the accuracy of the current determine the property and/or improvements that need to be 

proposed impacts on his business and the procedure acquired from the business as right of way for the project.  

that would be used for acquiring his property as right of They also made Mr. Be aware of his rights if property 

way for this proposed project. and/or improvements are needed from the business for the  

project's future right of way.

Unknown Consider changing the proposed access control at  The project team representatives agreed to pursue analyzing     Neel-Schaffer will develop the concept,

the Indiana Avenue Interchange to allow the bank on the an option that would move the common off-ramp/frontage road analyze the concept and present the

west side of Indiana Avenue south of I-20, the intersection closer to the interstate using the minimum findings to the MDOT

convenience store on the east side of Indiana Avenue 250 feet distance from the ramp to the first allowable access

south of Indiana Avenue, the convenience store on the point.

west side of Indiana Avenue north of I-20, and the  

residence on the east side of Indiana Ave north of I-20 

to keep driveway access to Indiana Avenue. 

H_Sm He likes the two-way frontage road alternative the best because he believes it is None Required

After Meeting much easier to access any local business, especially for guests of the city.  His

First MDOT issues and/or concerns about the project are that one-way frontage roads make it

Submittal much more difficult to access any location; they require more land purchase; and,

expensive turn arounds.  Under recommendations for the project, he stated that he

does not understand the reason for recommending one-way frontage road, and that 

he will adapt to which ever way is decided by the majority.

R_Bu He likes the two-way frontage road option better because: it is less threatening to None Required

After Meeting business owners and their employees; and, it would be more seeker friendly for 

First MDOT travelers looking for motorist services.  His issue and/or concern about the project is 

Submittal the economy as it relates to the unknown aspect and influence a one-way frontage

road system would have on already struggling business owners.  Under 

recommendations for the project, he requested taking an overall view of the proposals

and blend what's good for safety and the economy into the final results.  He stated 

that he is convinced the two-way frontage road option will be the answer to what's

good for safety and the economy.

R_Ea He likes the one-way frontage road option better.  His issue/or concern about the None Required

After Meeting project is that it is time to start up.  He does not have a recommendation for the 

First MDOT project.  He expressed his appreciation for the information.

Submittal

T_Dw He recognized an alternative that widens I-20 is needed because it is a heavy traffic None Required

After Meeting corridor.  His issues/concerns about the project are noise; and one-way frontage rds

Second MDOT will negatively affect his business and may have to relocate.  His recommendation

Submittal is to keep frontage roads two-way permanently.

R_Le The alternative she likes best is one that will widen the interstate lanes, add a turn None Required

After Meeting lane on the north and south frontage roads, and keep two-way traffic on the frontage

Second MDOT roads.  Her issues/concerns about the project are: making one-way traffic on the 

Submittal frontage roads on a permanent basis would severely impact her business; it will be an

inconvenience to have one-way traffic; and, she is opposed to it as a business owner.

Her recommendations are: to widen I-20; and keep frontage roads and all exits as 

they currently are.
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Name of 

Person(s), 

If Necessary

Issue/Request Discussed at Meeting Formal Comment Received Outcome of Discussion Follow-up Action Needed (If Required) Misc.

B He was in favor of the one way frontage road concept. Suggested that the circulation bridges

He thought this alternative was a safer one while at the be highlighted better on our displays to 

same time provided good functionality. make them more visible.  A number of 

people who were originally opposed to the

one way concept, found it acceptable

after they were pointed out.

Wa This husband and wife couple operate a nursery in the The current status of the south frontage road project was 

area of the proposed "south frontage road/ outlet mall" discussed and it was explained to them that the project was 

project.  They are in the process of retiring and would not yet in the ROW phase, therefore ROW could not be 

like for MDOT to go ahead and purchase their business purchased at this time.

since it will be effected.  They really didn't express an 

opinion on the subject project.

Unknown/Public This area resident is an over the road truck driver.  He MDOT team member explained that this project was to 

thought that the project was too expensive and favored alleviate future traffic problems, not just todays.  It was also 

a "no build" stating that the money should be spent explained that the 4-laning of US 61 was in the Vision 21

elsewhere.  Specifically, he thought that US 61 should program and that projects were prioritized on a V/C analysis

be 4-laned from Vicksburg to Leland. basis and that the V/C ratio was low on US 61.

W Mr. W owns a business at the Indiana Avenue Mr. W was concerned that under either plan, very N-S is looking into the possibility of design

Interchange.  Under the one way proposal, his access is valuable real estate at this intersection will be rendered exceptions and concepts to allow for 

severely limited.  Under the two way option, his unusable for commerce.  He would like to see if any access at this intersection.

property will be purchased.  exceptions can be made to allow access at this intersection.

B Mr. B operates a business on the south frontage road Mr. B's concerns were very similar to Mr. W's and he 

near the Indiana Ave. interchange and is concerned that wants the same type of remedy.

either plan will eliminate his business.

Unknown Access to business on north side of I-20 off the North Signing now advises east bound drivers to exit at Halls Ferry None Required

Frontage Road.  The business is located to the west of the Road and travel north to the North Frontage Road.  Under a 

frontage road circulation bridge proposed slightly east one-way North Frontage Road, signing will have to direct the 

of Halls Ferry Road.  A one-way North Frontage Road business traffic to the North Frontage Rd via the South Frontage

makes it more indirect to access the business for both Road and the Circulation Bridge.

east and west bound I-20 traffic.

Probably add new signage for west bound traffic so the business

traffic would exit at Indiana Avenue and proceed west on the 

North Frontage Rd.  Otherwise, traffic exiting for the business at

Halls Ferry Road would have to proceed south on Halls Ferry

Road to the South Frontage Road, east on the South Frontage

Road to the Circulation Bridge, north under the Circulation 

Bridge to the North Frontage Road and west on the North 

Frontage Road to the business.

Property Owner The property owner asked what changes would be made The property owner was satisfied with matter as discussed. None Required

in the northwest quadrant of the US 61 North 

Interchange that would affect the property she owns

adjacent to the existing right of way.  She was advised

a minimum amout of right of way would be required at 

that location and relatively little would be changed from

existing conditions.  Her property currently has no direct

access except by way of US 61 North.

Property Owner The property owned is in the southwest quadrant of the The property owner understood the matter as discussed. None Required The property owner discussed the matter

and attorney Indiana Avenue Interchange.  The owner was aware of with other project team members.

the proposed no access limits and realized he would be

compensated for the loss of access.

Casino Managers These individuals were concerned with the timeline of They were advised the timeline for the project was dependent None Required

the project.  They were anxious for roadway upon available funding and that currently funding was not 

improvements to be completed because of an opinion available.

that customers from the Jackson area where 
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