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Introduction 
 
The Section 2 study team met on five occasions with the members of the Community 
Advisory Committee (CAC).  Members represented key stakeholders in Gibson, Pike and 
Daviess counties and provided important input and feedback to the team throughout the 
study.  Summaries documented each of the meetings and these minutes are presented here 
in Appendix W.   
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Meeting Minutes 
 

CAC Meeting – Section 2 
I-69 Section 2 Field Office 

804 South Industrial Park Drive 
Petersburg, IN  

Wednesday, October 27, 2004, 6:30 p.m. 
 

CAC Members Attending: Others Attending 
Lynn Blinzinger, East Gibson School Corp. Lyle Sadler – INDOT 
Alycia Church, Pike Co. Chamber of Commerce Eric Swickard, INDOT 
Mayor Jon Craig, City of Petersburg Carol Hood, BLA 
Joe Dedman, Hoosier Voices for I-69 Daniel Townsend, BLA 
Mark Flint, Pike Co. Brd. of Commissioners Doug Davidoff, Davidoff PR 
Jeff Ford, Gibson Co. Farm Bureau Jim Dittoe, Winning Communities 
Sheriff R. Allen Harmon, Gibson County Sheriff  
Bruce Hatton, Washington Community Schools Randy Perkinson, Jacobs 
Ernie Hume, Pike Co. EMA Randy Hancock, HWC 
Paul Lake, Pike Co. Economic Growth & Develop. Denise Zerillo, Jacobs 
Sherrell Marginet, Gibson Co. Board of 
Commissioners 

 

Bill McCoy, Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge  
Larry McLin, Daviess County Highway (for Steve 
Myers, Daviess Co. Board of Commissioners 

 

Pat Pace, Tri-CAP EOC (for Jane Chappell)  
Chief Doug Young, Oakland City Police Dept.  
(for Mayor Hugh Wirth)  

 

Alternate Attending as Observer  
Brian Simpson, Pike Co. Chamber of Commerce  
 
  
Randy Perkinson opened the meeting with a Power Point presentation.  The 
presentation reviewed for the group the process and decisions made in Tier 1, and 
outlined the tasks that the Section 2 team will be working on during Tier 2.  An overview 
of the CAC role and function was provided.   
 
After the brief presentation the group was asked to assist the team by discussing some 
of the issues and concerns expressed to each member by their respective group or 
organization members and the public.    
 
Issues and Concerns Identified 
 

• Local Road Treatments - Access to the interstate and getting emergency 
vehicles across the new freeway was a concern expressed for Fire, Police, EMS 
services 

• Fire/Police/EMS coordination will be needed between new territories that will be 
created by the interstate.  Currently fire stations are based on township limits 

• Drainage issues – Gibson County currently has areas south of I-64 that have 
existing problems with drainage. This is a concern in Pike County as well. Team 
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was asked to evaluate impact on existing systems and minimize negative 
impacts.  The team responded that drainage was something that would be 
investigated 

• Look at the infrastructure demands that will be created outside of the project 
corridor limits as a result of the new highway 

• Sewer/water upgrades or new facilities will be needed to serve the proposed 
interchange areas 

• CAC members discussed the need to upgrade utility services and the Consultant 
explained that adequate space for expansion of utility services within new R/W 
would be a part of this project 

• Provide adequate room for towns located close to the proposed route to grow.   
• The team was asked about the status of early property buying by INDOT for the 

project and members told of at least one known instance in Pike County 
o The response was given that this is a unique situation, but that it is not 

necessarily related to the alignment of the route.   
o Some property owners located within Patoka Nat’l Wildlife Refuge have 

proposed to sell property to the Refuge.  Bill McCoy has directed these 
individuals to contact INDOT, due to “4f” requirements 

• Natural gas pipeline easements currently provide free gas for property owners.  
Property owners have expressed concern about how they would be 
compensated for this “right” if property was needed for the project.   

• The group asked about the process for applying for the economic development 
grants that will be administered by INDOT.  They were told to contact Steve 
Smith at INDOT 317-232-5646 

• School bus routes will be impacted in all three counties.  As the drivers are paid 
via their contract based on mileage, the extra mileage required will impact annual 
school transportation budgets.  They were told that we will need to coordinate 
with each school district to insure minimal disruption 

• The question was raised about how the decision if a secondary road will go 
under or over the new freeway and how interchange locations and types of 
interchanges are decided.  Those decisions won’t be made for some time until 
more information is known about traffic counts, input from the various 
jurisdictions and some of the environmental work has been completed 

• The existence of hazardous materials was discussed and the team explained 
that we are aware of pipelines and other sources for hazardous materials and 
told the group that those would be investigated as part of the study 

• Asked if we would be able to build over underground storage areas the team 
acknowledged that those would be identified and that decision would be made 
later 

• Farmers are concerned about how farms are split.  The study team will try to 
minimize diagonal splits and land locks and will try to work with property owners 
to limit impacts on farm operations 

o It was noted that it would be helpful if drainage tiles were identified for the 
team early 
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• With several railroads in the study corridor, how it is decided that the road will go 
over or under the tracks was questioned.  While it would depend upon each 
situation, generally the road would go over the track and the team will be 
contacting the railroads later to discuss 

• Concern was expressed about runoff at the causeway crossing and the group 
was told that would be something the team will work to avoid in the design 

• There being no further questions, the schedule for future meetings was 
discussed.  Wednesday was the best day for the most members and the next 
meeting would be scheduled for January, with notices going out later 
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Introduction: 
 
Randy Perkinson opened the meeting and explained the agenda for the evening.   
 
 
Agenda Item 1-  Environmental and Cultural Resource Field Work Update 
 
R. Perkinson summarized the current state of the fieldwork completed or started to date.  
These included a discussion about the architectural and historical, threatened and 
endangered species, preliminary review of wetland locations fieldwork as well as 
general field reconnaissance.  Work on the evaluation of farmlands and hazardous 
waste sites have also begun. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Preliminary alignment development 
 
The PM explained the use of a computer software program that is being utilized on the 
project for route optimization.  Information, including constraints (power lines) is fed into 
the program and with various data it can determine a preliminary alternative.  Grade 
separation alternatives and interchange location constraints have been developed 
separately from the computer software analysis, and the challenges were discussed.  
This technical information was taken into consideration during the development of the 
preliminary alternatives. 
 
Agenda Item 3- Review maps with preliminary alternatives – breakout sessions by 
County 
 
Members were asked to break into three separate groups, organized by the three 
counties in Section 2 – Gibson, Pike and Daviess - for the remainder of the meeting to 
review the maps associated with the separate counties and to provide input.   
 

Section 2 CAC Summary 
 
Location:  Section 2 Project Office 
 
Date/Time:  Wednesday, January 19, 2005 
 
Subject:  Preliminary Alternatives 
 
Participants: 21 members attended the meeting.  See attachment 
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Gibson County 
 
• The group agreed that it was very important that access across I-69 be provided 

at/near the intersection of 1050E and CR 000. 
 
• They did not see much reason to keep 150N open, and recommended that it would 

be better to close it and keep open either 1150E or 50N instead.  They did not like 
closing both 1150E and 50N in a row. They did admit that there would be very 
limited traffic on any of the three roads.  Members felt it is okay to close 50S.   

 
• The sheriff will check his call records, and drive the area again in light of our 

recommendations to see if he can spot any other problems that would be caused by 
our proposals. 

 
• Other than as noted above, they were 100% in agreement with the road 

closure/overpass recommendations shown in the mapping.  
 
• They were unaware of any other sensitive land uses that should be shown on our 

mapping. 
 
Pike County 
 
• Members identified Slick’em Hill Rd. as being 300 West instead.  It was determined 

that the street changes names. Both names will appear on the map at the 
appropriate location. 

 
• The members appeared in agreement that the interchange at Oatsville Road is not 

warranted. 
 
• In discussing the intent to “mitigate” wetlands it was suggested that it would be 

desirous to have them “mitigated” or replaced within the County as opposed to in 
another County as often happens.  

 
• Group expressed strong interest in having an interchange at SR 57 south of 

Petersburg. (It should be noted that the Pike County Economic Growth & 
Development Council, Inc. Executive Director, on behalf of the group’s Board 
Members, submitted a formal letter supporting the reasoning why this group and 
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other community organizations would prefer an interchange at SR 57 with supporting 
information. The organization stated that this interchange would support best the 
economic development goal of the I-69 project.) 

 
• R. Hancock asked if agreements exist between the County and the coal mines 

ensuring roads that have been closed by the mines will be reopened at some time in 
the future.  It was offered that there are such agreements and the project can get 
copies of the agreements for future use by contacting the Commissioners secretary, 
Barbara Wilson, and requesting copies. 

 
• The group was asked their thoughts on the long-term use of the Flat Creek Youth 

Camp located on Co, Rd. 50W, and the response was that it would definitely stay as 
many church groups use it. 

 
• Team asked if CR150 was one of the roads that could be reopened by the mines 

and the response was affirmative. 
 
• Team asked the group how important Meridian Rd. was to the community.  

Response was that it is a very important road in the long-term and there are 
definitely plans to open it, re-establish it as a major County Rd. and resurface it once 
it has been returned to the County by the coal mining firm.  

 
• Group seemed to have consensus on wanting an interchange at Route 61. 
 
• Again it was discussed that an interchange at SR 356 would pose more of a safety 

issue with the location of the elementary school in Petersburg and the number of 
coal trucks that would be shifted to the area.  

 
• The group desires that CR 475 be maintained.  If it must be closed due to grade 

issues, then a connector road would be desirable for access between CR 475 and 
SR 356. 

 
• Farm Bureau representative asked if the cost of crossing strip mines was really so 

expensive that the project had to instead cut across “good” land.  RH responded that 
the team just doesn’t know that right now, but that it very likely would be cost 
prohibitive (to build across strip mines).  The potential for settlement of reclaimed 
mine lands and the best method to control the settling is the unknown cost at this 
time.  
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• Members proposed a new northern interchange on SR 57 at the north edge of 
Petersburg that they believe would address the desire of the city to get coal trucks 
out of Petersburg. A spur from SR 57 to the new I-69 would be necessary. 

 
• The Farm Bureau representative explained that he farms 5 or 6 parcels in the area 

just south of the East Fork of the White River and that both preliminary alternatives 
cut diagonally across the parcels.  

 
Daviess County 
 
• CAC members told team members to be aware of erosion along the riverbank, 

though the problems are more upstream than in the location of the project.  Probably 
not bad at CR 700. 

 
• They suggested moving closer to property lines to avoid splitting the property in 

general.  
 
• No issues identified on sheet 10 of 12. 
 
• A member asked how someone would be able to avoid crossing a road that is the 

only way out during flooding.  It was discussed that the county road may need to be 
improved to eliminate flooding that might leave people stranded. 

 
• The suggestion was made that in crossing 125 E the team needed to be aware of 

flooding. 
 
• One possible solution discussed was to leave 125 E open and raise flood prone 

areas. 
 
• Connecting US 50 to I-69 along an existing county road would require improving 

county roads to handle extra traffic and weight. 
 
• Group indicated they did not want a 2nd interchange in N. Veale or S. Washington 

Township because of the changes to the character of the area it would cause and 
because there are not utilities there to support any development that would likely 
occur. 

 
• Members indicated they really liked the connection of CR 150 with SR 257 as it is 

perceived that the connection would be safer than the existing.  The also felt the 
Veale Creek Church would also like the connection.   
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Conclusion and Action Items: 
 
At the end of the meeting the three engineers that were positioned at each table 
summarized the discussion that took place at their respective table.   
 
R. Perkinson provided members with the details of the public meeting on Wednesday, 
February 2, 2005 and encouraged members to attend.   
 
 
The discussions described in this summary provide a meeting overview and do not create an obligation or 

commitment for final project decisions. 
This meeting summary represents the project team’s understanding of the events that occurred.  Please 

forward any comments to the project manager’s attention, Randy Perkinson. 
 
 

 
 
Attachment 
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Section 2 CAC Meeting #2 Attendance 
January 19, 2005 

 
CAC Member Organization Representative 

Daviess County Indiana Growth Council Ron Arnold 
Daviess County Chamber of Commerce Charles Selby 

Washington Community Schools Paul Goss 
Pike County Farm Bureau Larry Adams 

Pike County Chamber of Commerce Alycia Church 
Pike County Economic Growth and 

Development 
Paul Lake 

Pike County EMA Ernie Hume 
Pike County Board of Commissioners Mark Flint 

Pike County School Corporation John Thomas 
East Gibson School Corporation Lynn Blinzinger 

Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge Bill McCoy 
Gibson County Farm Bureau Jeff Ford 

Daviess Country Sheriff’s Department Chief Deputy Steve Cox 
Daviess County Board of Commissioners Larry McLin (Hwy. Dept.) 

Oakland City Mayor Hugh Wirth 
Petersburg Ministerial Fellowship Paul Newton 

4 Rivers Resource Conservation and 
Development 

Judy Gray 

Tri-CAP EOC Jane Chappell 
Hoosier Voice for I-69 Joe Dedman 

Gibson County Board of Commissioners Sherrell Marginet 
Gibson County Sheriff R. Allen Harmon 

 
Project Team Representative 

Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Eric Swickard 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, INC (BLA)  

Project Management Consultant for corridor (PMC) 
Nicole Minton 

Jim Dittoe (Winning Communities) 
Hannum, Wagle & Cline Engineering 

Project Management for Section  2 
Randy Hancock 

Jacobs Civil, Inc. Randy Perkinson 
Joe Leindecker 
Denise Zerillo 

 
 



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis  
Tier 2 Studies 

 
 

  1 
I-69 Section 2 Project Office 

804 South Industrial Park Drive 
Petersburg, IN 47567 

812-354-3462 
 

 
 

Introduction: 
 
John McCarthy opened the meeting and provided the CAC with a preview of Agenda 
Items 2 & 3.     
 
Agenda Item 1-  Environmental and Cultural Resource Field Work Update 
 
J. McCarthy summarized the activities underway or completed since the last meeting.  
Section 2 has recently received prime farmland soils information that will be 
incorporated into project maps in the future.  The mapping will show classifications of 
land based on soil type.  This information will be considered as team members refine 
the preliminary alternative alignments. J.McCarthy shared that bat, bird and reptile 
studies were being done in the Section 2 corridor.  Wetlands field work will be ongoing 
during May.  One CAC member voiced a desire to keep wetland mitigations within the 
communities impacted rather than in another part of the state.   
 
Agenda Item 2- Refinements to preliminary alignments 
 
J. McCarthy explained that the maps being used tonight reflect some of the changes 
made to the preliminary alternatives since the public meeting.  These changes were 
shown with a dashed blue line and represent comments received at the public meeting 
and areas where adjustments were necessary to avoid wetland conflicts.  One 
alignment is shown slightly outside the 2,000 foot corridor.  That change was made in 
order to align with the Section 1 alignments and interchange. 
 
Agenda Item 3- Breakout sessions for discussions about conceptual interchange 
locations. 
 
J. McCarthy reviewed key advantages and disadvantages of each possible interchange 
concept, noting location issues.   

Section 2 CAC Summary 
 
Location:  Section 2 Project Office 
 
Date/Time:  Tuesday, May 3, 2005 
 
Subject:  Interchange Concepts 
 
Participants: 11 members attended the meeting.  See attachment 
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Members were then asked to select one of two tables to review the conceptual 
interchanges.  The corridor was basically divided in half for purposes of reviewing the 
information.   
 
 
Table One Interchange Discussion Summary: 
 
Petersburg #1 – Co Rd 650 N: 
 
• Slow moving farm equipment mixing with coal truck traffic headed to power plants is 

an issue in the area. 
 
• In response to a question, members were told there would probably be 2 lanes with 

left-turn storage lanes on CR 650N near the interchange. 
 
• The group discussed the distance from the interchange to Hwy 57 and from the 

interchange to split to Old CR 650. 
 
• A stop sign could be provided at the split off point to reduce speeds. 
 
• Maintaining thru traffic flow for CR 650N during construction would be considered if 

this option were carried forward. 
 
• The group was told that the cost difference between Petersburg # 1 and #2 would 

not be significant. 
 
• IPL access point on SR 57 is primarily an exit according to members. 
 
Petersburg #2 
 
• One member preferred new road construction that crosses 650N and enters Hwy 57 

just north of 650N.   
 
Petersburg #3 Hwy 356 
 
• Some members stated traffic will have a negative impact on the community. 
 
• Members felt the presence of the elementary school on CR 356 makes this option 

less appealing.  
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• The CR 356 and SR 57 intersection does not accommodate truck turning 

movements and would need to be reworked, most likely requiring displacements.  
 
• The CR 356 interchange was felt to be less desirable than the SR 61 (#4) by those 

participating in the table discussion. 
 
Petersburg #4 Hwy 61/56 
 
• SR 61 possible realignment was discussed. 
 
• The group was told that with a SR 61 realignment, the Brenton Chapel Church would 

not be displaced. 
 
• SR 61 has a bad curve south of the possible interchange – realignment could 

improve curve conditions. 
 
• One CAC member mentioned a possible industrial park in this area-SE of 61/400N 

intersection. 
 
• It was explained to the group that access to a road (curb cut) is not allowed within 

1200 ft of an interchange. 
 
• Maintaining a road to the church is important to many in the community. 
 
• J. McCarthy explained that a realignment of Co Rd 300N would take place under this 

option.   
 
• One member emphasized that there would need to be school bus access to the 

homes near the interchange.   
 
• An eight to ten inch Petersburg water main line was identified on the map.  
 
• The Hwy 61 interchange was felt to be best for the Jasper area.   
 
• Some felt this was the best interchange for Petersburg.  
 
Petersburg #5  Hwy 57 
 
• This option has the challenge of a low ground/creek area and RR tracks. 
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• This particular location requires a folded diamond interchange due to site conditions 

it was explained.  
 
• Some felt coal trucks could be drawn to the interchange and have difficulty with the 

loop ramps.   
 
Petersburg #6  Division Rd 
 
• It was stated that this option would be simpler to build compared to option #5. 
 
• This option appeared to be preferred by the participants over interchange option #5.  
 
Petersburg #7 Oatsville Rd-125S 
 
• The main point discussed on this interchange was the potential problem this 

interchange could cause for school buses as the result of increased traffic flow on 
Co Rd 125S. 

 
Petersburg #8 Co Rd 200S 
 
• The distance from this interchange to SR 57 is shorter than the distance from the 

125S interchange it was noted.   
 
• Members offered a preference for CR 200S over CR 125S. 
 
• It was stated that this option has fewer bus route problems.   
 
Table Two Interchange Discussion Summary: 
 
Washington Interchange #1 (diamond with alternative ramps) 
 
• Group stated that future development will take place along US 50, so location is 

good. 
 
• Members stated that the conceptual interchange may help encourage economic 

development. 
 
• Committee members said Infrastructure is not at that location yet, but possible. 
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Washington Interchange #2 (trumpet design) 
 
• Group agreed this was the best option from a development standpoint. 
 
• They agreed this option doesn’t impede development along US 50 like option #1 

may. 
 
• The group stated that the two prominent landowners on the north and south side of 

US 50 – both expect development to happen if an I-69 interchange is chosen at that 
location.   

 
• It was stated that this option works better with infrastructure needs for future 

development.  And Infrastructure won’t be as difficult to incorporate with the highway 
as opposed to option #1 where infrastructure may have to fight with highway 
structures. 

 
• There was a lengthy discussion about the intersection shown with the ramp at US 

50.  Members described how there is already a high accident rate and adding a 
ramp they felt would add to the problem.  Members were told that a traffic signal 
would be installed that would help address this issue.   

 
• The amount of coal trucks on US 50 at this location was discussed and many felt the 

increased traffic at this intersection may pose a problem.  They felt this would be 
especially true when the trucks traveling east on US 50 make a left turn onto the 
ramp.  Safety is an issue at this location.     

 
• Since the members preferred the “trumpet” interchange option better than option #1 

from an economic development standpoint, Section 2 staff discussed other concepts 
or components that could address the specific problem with the ramp.  The team 
members offered that more refinements will be investigated.   

 
Washington Interchange #3  
 
• It was noted that in the area near the interchange, County Road 250S floods. 
 
• Members felt this option, and the other two further south of Washington offered little 

benefit to economic development.  They feel that infrastructure would not be 
available to support development opportunities. 
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• The group reported this option is located in an area where there is less support for 
the project in Daviess County. 

 
• The members present for the discussion were representatives of Daviess County 

and the economic development organization.  They questioned how the project team 
decided to study this option and the other two options further south. They felt that 
some Washington officials were of the opinion that another interchange south of the 
city would be needed to help the city’s emergency responders react to accidents on 
I-69.  The CAC members pointed out that the areas where the options are shown, 
however, are within the county’s jurisdiction and not the city’s.  Those present felt 
safety would not be significantly impacted by the absence of an interchange south of 
Washington and again voiced the opinion that they did not believe the last three 
interchanges address safety or economic development goals.   

 
Washington Interchange #4 
 
• There was little discussion on this option other than to say if it was determined that 

an interchange south of Washington was necessary, this was the better choice. 
 
Washington Interchange #5 
 
• The group spent little time discussing this option.    
  
 
Conclusion and Action Items: 
 
J. McCarthy and D. Zerillo summarized the discussions that took place at the two 
tables.  Members were told that further refinements would be made and reported at the 
next meeting.  
 
 
 
The discussions described in this summary provide a meeting overview and do not create an obligation or 
commitment for final project decisions. 
 
This meeting summary represents the project team’s understanding of the events that occurred.  Please 
forward any comments to the project manager’s attention, John McCarthy. 

 
 

 
 
Attachment 
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Section 2 CAC Meeting #3 Attendance 
May 3, 2005 

 
CAC Member Organization Representative 

Gibson County Board of Commissioners Sherrell Marginet 
Daviess County Board of Commissioners Tony Wichman 

Washington Community Schools Paul Goss 
Pike County Farm Bureau Larry Adams 

Pike County Economic Growth and 
Development 

Paul Lake 

Pike County EMA Ernie Hume 
Daviess County Highway Dept. Larry McLin  

4 Rivers Resource Conservation and 
Development 

Judy Gray 

Tri-CAP EOC David McBeth (alternate) 
Pike County School Corp. Mike Hildebrand 

Daviess County Indiana Growth Council Ron Arnold 
 

Project Team Representative 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Eric Swickard 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, INC (BLA)  

Project Management Consultant for corridor (PMC) 
Nicole Minton 

Jim Dittoe (Winning Communities) 
Hannum, Wagle & Cline Engineering 

Project Management for Section  2 
Randy Hancock 

Ron Wilson 
Jacobs Civil, Inc. John McCarthy 

Christina Sfreddo 
Denise Zerillo 
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Introduction: 
 
Agenda Item 1 – Welcome 
 
John McCarthy opened the meeting and provided the CAC with an overview of the 
agenda for the evening.   He explained that the information presented at the CAC would 
be the same information that Section 2 would present to the public at the PIM on August 
9, 2005.  The purpose of both meetings was to solicit input on the revised preliminary 
alignments and interchange locations.  
 
Agenda Item 2 - Environmental and Cultural Resource Field Work Update 
 
J. McCarthy summarized the activities underway or completed since the last meeting.  
He emphasized that in Section 2 there would not be a need to displace any potential 
historical register properties.   
 
Agenda Item 3- Refinements to Preliminary Alignments and Interchange 
Locations and Types 
 
J. McCarthy explained that the maps being used tonight reflect some of the changes 
made to the preliminary alternatives and to the interchanges since the last CAC 
meeting.  In general they would see five interchange locations with approximate spacing 
of 6 miles.  FHWA prefers a distance of 7 to 10 miles between interchanges, he further 
explained and stated that the 6 miles was close to that preference.  The group was told 
that alignments A & B were equal at this point and that no preferred has been selected.  
The team is interested in getting feedback from members and the general public on 
their preferences between A & B within each of the 9 different subsections of the 
corridor shown on the maps. The best alignment within each subsection will be 
combined to form a composite preferred alignment.  Besides input from the public, the 
team will conduct an “impact evaluation” to help determine the preferred.   

Section 2 CAC Summary 
 
Location:  Section 2 Project Office 
 
Date/Time:  Thursday, August 4, 2005 
 
Subject: Revisions to Preliminary Alternative and Proposed Interchanges 
 
Participants: 15 members and 2 alternates attended the meeting.  See attachment 
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J. McCarthy then explained each of the 13 maps that would be shown at the public 
meeting, highlighting any changes that may have occurred in the alignments or the 
interchanges since the last meeting.  Each change was explained and potential impacts 
and benefits highlighted.   
 
The group was then asked to offer any comments or questions they may have.  
Following is a summary.  

 
Q.     When will a final decision be made?  Will it take several weeks or months?   
A.     After the team has received the comments from the public and completed the 
required evaluations, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be published.  
The public will have an opportunity to review the document through various venues prior 
to a public hearing.  It will be several months before the DEIS is available to the public.   

 
Q.     Why is there not an interchange shown on each of the alignments at the Division 
Street location?  It’s the only sheet that only shows one alternative interchange? 
A.     The same interchange design could be applied to either of the alignments         
shown and if you would prefer the interchange be located on alignment A, then you 
should let us know that.   
 
Q.     What happens to the old US 50 by-pass?   
A.      Randy Hancock stated that there are plans for extending US 50 to the east, which 
is on the State’s TIP plan.  Randy also explained INDOT restricts access (curb cuts) 
within 1,200 feet of an interchange.   Therefore the map shows a relocated US 50 to the 
south that only provides a few access points.  It was also asked whether the state would 
consider “giving” old US 50 to the county.  John McCarthy stated that he could not 
answer that question at this time.  The details would have to be worked out between the 
county and the state at a later date. 
 
Q.      Who decides what interchanges stay or go and where they are located?   
A.      John McCarthy stated that INDOT ultimately decides the interchange locations, 
once they have received public input on the alternatives.  John also stated that BLA is 
currently working on future traffic projections, which may affect the decision on 
interchange locations. 
 
Q.     Will the connector road to IPL (North Petersburg interchange) be a state route?   
A.     John McCarthy stated that that decision has not been made yet and that INDOT 
would ultimately make the final decision. Randy Hancock added that any required spur 
connectors will be designated a state route (i.e. SR 157) and maintained by INDOT. 
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Q.     Explain the North Petersburg interchange and “why IPL where they could build a 
new road on their own property”.  (I don’t understand the second part of this question, 
so I’m not sure how to revise it) 
A.     John McCarthy stated that the connector road to SR 57 was placed halfway 
between the main entrance to IPL and Blackburn Road.  He stated that if a private road 
was built on IPL and/or Hoosier Energy property then access to and from I-69 could be 
made without the trucks making any type of turning movement. 
 
Q.     Will the 6-mile separation of interchanges be acceptable?   
A.      McCarthy explained FHWA’s general rule of keeping rural interstate interchanges 
7-10 miles apart.  John stated that traffic, supporting economic development and 
diverting truck traffic would play an important role in deciding interchange locations.  
Cost would also be a factor.   
 
Q.     What is the justification for realigning SR 61?   
A.     John McCarthy again said that INDOT’s 1,200’ restriction would eliminate curb 
cuts to existing businesses, houses, and the church.   1,200 feet to either side of the 
interchange will need to be closed and traffic diverted to the rear of these properties in 
order to control access if the interchange is placed on SR 61.   
 
Q.     What about church access at Hwy. 61? 
A.     Keeping SR 61 where it is today would force the businesses/church/residences to 
use rear access. 
 
Q.     Will clearance over the county roads adjacent to the White River be maintained for 
farm equipment?   
A.     John McCarthy stated that clearance will be maintained so that farm equipment 
will be able to cross beneath the bridge structure. 
 
Q.     What’s the rational for the south Washington interchange?  
A.     John McCarthy explained that the south Washington interchange offers better 
access to the south, center, and west parts of the city at the US 50 interchange, thereby 
avoiding adverse travel, especially for trips to and from the south on I-69.  At the south 
Washington interchange, access to SR 57 and the southern edge of the city (where 
development is occurring) would be more direct. 
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Conclusion and Action Items: 
 
J. McCarthy encouraged everyone to attend the public information meeting and 
adjourned the CAC. 
 
 
The discussions described in this summary provide a meeting overview and do not create an obligation or 
commitment for final project decisions. 
 
This meeting summary represents the project team’s understanding of the events that occurred.  Please 
forward any comments to the project manager’s attention, John McCarthy. 

 
 

 
 
Attachment 
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Section 2 CAC Meeting #4 Attendance 
August 4,  2005 

 
CAC Member Organization Representative 

Davies Co. Indiana Growth Council Ron Arnold 
Daviess County Chamber of Commerce Charles Shelby 

Philip Flint Daviess County Farm Bureau 
Larry Adams Pike County Farm Bureau 
Alycia Church Pike County Chamber of Commerce 

Mayor Jon Craig City of Petersburg 
Pike Co. Economic Growth & 

Development 
Paul Lake 

Pike County EMA Ernie Hume 
Pike Co. Board of Commissioners Mark Flint 

Gibson Co. Board of Commissioners Sherrell Marginet 
Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge Bill McCoy 

Daviess County Sheriff’s Dept.  Chief Deputy Sheriff Steve Cox 
Petersburg Ministerial Fellowship Paul Newton 

4 Rivers Resource Conservation and 
Development 

Judy Gray 

Hoosier Voices for I-69 Joe Dedman 
Tri-CPA  David McBeth (alternate) 

City of Washington Fire Chief Dave Chapman (alternate) 
 

Project Team Representative 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Eric Swickard 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, INC (BLA)  

Project Management Consultant for corridor (PMC) 
Nicole Minton 

Jim Dittoe (Winning Communities) 
Hannum, Wagle & Cline Engineering 

Project Management for Section  2 
Randy Hancock 

Ron Wilson 
Jacobs Civil, Inc. John McCarthy 

Tracey Lober 
Denise Zerillo 
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Introduction: 
 
Agenda Item 1 – Welcome 
 
Joe Leindecker welcomed the group and explained that the purpose of the meeting was 
to provide them with an overview of the public hearing that would be held next week on 
Thursday, March 19, 2009 at the Pike Central High School.  He also reviewed the CAC 
meeting agenda with them.   
 
Agenda Item 2 – Activities Since the last CAC meeting 
 
J. Leindecker summarized the activities underway or completed since the last meeting.  
He pointed out that the Tier 1 reevaluation to consider tolling had taken place during the 
time since the committee met last and that the entire DEIS was developed during that 
time.    
 
Agenda Item 3- Presentation 
 
J. Leindecker presented the slideshow that will be shown at the public hearing.   
 
Agenda Item 4- Review of Displays 
 
The group was provided an overview of the information that appears on the maps 
displayed on easels around the room.  Thirteen of these displays show the 
recommended preferred alignment and highlight major impacts.  These same displays 
will be on hand at the public hearing.   
 
 
 
 

Section 2 CAC Summary 
 
Location:  Section 2 Project Office 
 
Date/Time:  Friday, March 13, 2009 
 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Public Hearing 
 
Participants: 7 members attended the meeting.    



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis  
Tier 2 Studies 

 
 

  2 
I-69 Section 2 Project Office 

60 North Commercial Park Drive 
Washington, IN 47501 

812-257-0083 
 

Agenda Item 5 – Description of Public Hearing Format 
 
CAC members were told that the Section 2 public hearing would be an “open house” 
format throughout.  At 6:30 p.m. a “formal presentation” will be made in the auditorium, 
followed by comments from public officials and the general public.  The presentation is 
generally the same as the one just given to the CAC.  Speakers at the public hearing 
must sign up in advance.  Public officials will be called on to speak in the order that they 
signed-up.  General public speakers will be randomly drawn.  All speakers are allowed 2 
minutes each.   
 
The open house will continue in the cafeteria for those who do not want to listen to the 
presentation and/or the comment period. 
 
The procedure for providing comments during the formal comment period was 
discussed.    
 
Agenda Item 6 - Questions 
 
The group was then asked to offer any comments or questions they may have.   
 
One member asked if there was a preferred way for the team to submit comments.  
Leindecker explained that documented comments would be weighed equally whether 
they came in the form of speaking during the comment period at the public hearing, 
speaking to the court reporter, completing and submitting the provided “Comment 
Sheet”, sending an email via the project website or submitting a letter or other written 
communication.  Organizations were encouraged to submit written comments on 
letterhead.   
 
Agenda Item 7- Wrap Up 
 
J. Leindecker encouraged everyone to attend the public hearing and adjourned the 
CAC. 
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Section 2 CAC Meeting #5 Attendance - March 13, 2009 
 

CAC Member Organization Representative 
Davies Co. Indiana Growth Council Ron Arnold 
Daviess County Chamber of Commerce Charles Shelby 
Pike County Farm Bureau Larry Adams 
City of Petersburg Mayor Jon Craig 
Pike Co. Economic Growth & Development Paul Lake 
City of Washington Mayor Larry Haag 
City of Washington Art Biddinger 
 
Project Team Representative 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) John Curry 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Calvin Evans 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, INC (BLA)  
Project Management Consultant for corridor (PMC) 

David Goffinet 

Hannum, Wagle & Cline Engineering 
Project Management for Section  2 

Randy Hancock 
Ron Wilson 

Jacobs Civil, Inc. Joe Leindecker 
Tracey Lober 
Denise Zerillo 

 
 

 
 
 
The discussions described in this summary provide a meeting overview and do not create an obligation or 
commitment for final project decisions. 
 
This meeting summary represents the project team’s understanding of the events that occurred.  Please 
forward any comments to the project manager’s attention, Joe Leindecker.  
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