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SUMMARY OF FEBRUARY 26, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING 
Improvements to State Route 9 

From US 278/State Route 6 Near Pontotoc 
To US 78/State Route 9 Near Sherman 

Pontotoc County, Mississippi 

The Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) conducted a public hearing for the 
above-listed project on Thursday, February 26, 2009 from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. at the Pontotoc 
Community Center, located at 144 North Main Street, Pontotoc, Mississippi.  There were 182 
public attendees and 20 staff attendees.  Staff attendees included representatives from MDOT, 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the project engineering consultant, Gresham, 
Smith and Partners.  Sign in sheets are attached (Attachment 1).   
 
The meeting addressed proposed improvements to a 10-mile section of State Route (SR) 9 
between US 278/SR 6 near Pontotoc and US 78/SR 9 near Sherman in Pontotoc County.  The 
project is proposed to be assisted with funding from FHWA and is subject to the requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   
 
On June 2 and July 24, 2008, MDOT held public meetings in Pontotoc to present the 
alternatives then under consideration.  As a result of the input received on the project at those 
meetings, some alternatives then under consideration were dropped.  Others were evaluated 
but not carried forward and others were added and refined.  The alternatives considered during 
earlier phases of the project include:  
 

� Alternative A: No Build 
� Alternative B: Existing Alignment, discarded 
� Alternative C: Alignment on New Location, refined 
� Alternative D: Existing Alignment with Shift, discarded 
� Alternative E: Alignment on New Location, refined 
� Alternatives P-1, P-2 and P-3: Proposed by the public, evaluated and discarded 

 
  
 
The purpose of the public hearing was to gather public input on the currently proposed project 
alternatives, including the alternative identified as the Preferred Alternative in the NEPA 
document.  Three alternatives were presented:  
 

� Alternative A: No Build Alternative; 

� Alternative C: Alignment on new location (revised since July 24th public meeting); and  

� Alternative E, Preferred: Alignment on new location (revised since July 24th public 
meeting).   

 
Both Alternative C and Alternative E are on new location south of existing SR 9, and the two 
alternatives share the same alignment in the eastern segment.  The Build Alternatives were 
presented as conceptual alignments, showing preliminary right-of-way (ROW) and edge of 
pavement, as well as connections to existing local roads.   
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The meeting was held in an open house format with no formal presentations made.  Meeting 
participants were asked to sign in, and each attendee was given a handout.  The handout 
included: 

� A welcome to the attendees; 
� An explanation of the comment process; 
� A project description, including a description of project purpose and need; 
� A description of the No-Build Alternative and each Build Alternative under consideration; 

� A discussion of the Preferred Alternative;  

� A summary of the potential environmental impacts associated with each Build 
Alternative;  

� A map of the conceptual alignments of both Build Alternatives,  

� Contact information for further questions and input into the process; and 

� A comment card.  
 
Meeting participants were invited to view visual displays depicting the two Build Alternatives 
under consideration on aerial photography.  Another display depicted all of the Build 
Alternatives that have been evaluated in the planning process (Attachment 2).  Staff 
representatives were available to offer clarification and answer questions.   
 
After viewing displays and asking questions, attendees were encouraged to comment on the 
proposed project.  A court reporter was present at the hearing to record verbal comments as 
part of the official meeting transcript.  Alternatively, attendees could fill out their comment card 
and return it either at the hearing or by mail within ten days of the meeting (by Monday, March 
9, 2009).  The comment card asked attendees to provide contact information and to check 
boxes indicating their primary interest in the project and which issues they considered to be 
major issues.  Space was also provided for a response to three prompts:  

� The alternative you like best and why;  

� Issues and/or concerns about the project; and 

� Recommendations for the project.  

Four verbal comments were recorded at the hearing, and a total of 42 comment cards were 
returned to MDOT at the meeting or by mail in the days that followed.   
 
When asked about their primary interest in the project, 54 percent of those that commented 
checked the box indicating that they were affected by the project while 39 percent indicated that 
they were concerned.  Attendees also had the chance to identify themselves as a resident (61 
percent), business (11 percent), or landowner (48 percent).  When given the chance to provide 
their own primary interest, three attendees also listed themselves as “taxpayer.”  
 
When asked what they thought the major issues are, traffic volume (61 percent) was checked 
most often.  Noise (48 percent), safety (43 percent), and wildlife (41 percent) followed.  
Economics was a major issue for 37 percent of participants, and relocations and social impacts 
were each listed as an issue by 33 percent of attendees.  Nine attendees listed wetlands as a 
major issue in the project.  Several attendees took advantage of the “other” option to write in 
additional major issues including “development potential,” “other, more important projects,” 
“habitat destruction,” “air and light pollution,” and “construction.”  
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Attendees were also asked to comment on the Build Alternative they liked best and why.  Those 
preferences are indicated in Table 1.  Rather than indicate a preference for one of the 
alternatives under consideration, 30 percent (14 attendees) indicated a preference for widening 
or improving SR 15 in lieu of any new construction.   

Table 1.  Alternative Preferences 
 

PERCENTAGE OF COMMENTS FOR 
AN ALTERNATIVE* 

No Build Build Alternatives 

AA C E

For  15.0% 17.0% 52.0% 
* Percentages were calculated based on the total number of attendees who submitted comments (46).  Some 

participants did not indicate a preference and some indicated a preference for more than one proposed alternative, 
so percentages do not sum to 100 percent.   

 
Other than a preference for one alternative over another, four major themes were evident upon 
review of the submitted comment cards.  These themes are discussed below:  
 
 Traffic Volumes

Increased traffic volume was mentioned as an issue more frequently in attendee 
comments than any of the other issues.  Attendees specifically mentioned concerns over 
increased traffic volumes 28 times.  Some were concerned about the proximity of a new 
roadway and its associated traffic to their homes and yards.  Others were concerned 
about increasing volume on existing SR 9 due to the increased access to the roadway 
that the proposed project would provide.  Two individuals expressed concern that the 
proposed project would give individuals access to smaller roadways and private drives 
that had not existed before, exposing them to more traffic and decreasing their sense of 
safety and security.  
 
Need for the Project 
Several of the comment cards submitted questioned the need for the project.  Five 
hearing participants mentioned the uncertain future of the Toyota plant, and three urged 
MDOT to carefully consider whether the project was still a good allocation of taxpayer 
dollars even if the plant never opens.  Two attendees commented that Pontotoc will not 
actually benefit from the Toyota plant, just surrounding areas, and thus the road is 
unnecessary.  One individual expressed concern that the proposed alternatives do not 
actually provide a four-lane roadway all the way from the City’s industrial park to Toyota, 
which would render the industrial park ineligible as a site for Tier II suppliers.    

 
Funding
Four of those who commented specifically mentioned uncertainty over how this project 
would be funded as a concern.  A far larger number (14 attendees) commented that 
MDOT should focus funding on projects already underway (widening of SR 6) or that are 
more critical (widening SR 15 to four lanes) before allocating funds to a project that is 
less significant and benefits fewer area residents.  
 
Access
Although support favored Build Alternative E, four attendees in favor of Build Alternative 
E expressed concern over access to the proposed roadway.  Two individuals felt that an 
overpass at Eads Creek Road was both unnecessary and excessively disruptive to 
residents.  Three expressed concern with access at Dozier Hill Road, indicating that 
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Dozier Hill Road carries a lot of traffic that currently accesses existing SR 9 and would 
need to access the proposed roadway.  Some suggested providing access at Dozier Hill 
Road rather than at Morphis Road, where attendees feel there is far less need and 
traffic.  
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