
6th

Ar
ch

7th

I

3rd

16th

F

Hills
2nd

Pi
ke

M
ai

n

5th

River

A

C
ro

ss

Sc
ot

t

B

Mccain

47th

Lo
cu

st

G

H

M

13th

Br
oa

dw
ay

St
at

e

Al
le

n

La
nd

er
s

Frazier

In
te

rs
ta

te
 3

0

Macarthur

Roosevelt

W
ar

de
n

Fairway

G
ai

ne
s

Washington

3 M

K

21st

W
ol

fe

R
id

ge

La
ke

vie
w

1st

Wright

C

Lo
ui

si
an

a

Pa
rk

Bond

D
ix

ie

Pa
lm

Cantrell

M
ilit

ar
y

58th

Skyline

Pu
la

sk
i

C
he

st
er

Jo
hn

 F
 K

en
ne

dy

Lincoln

Parkway

Interstate 530

Pye

Pershing

W
oodrow

Ba
tte

ry

Calvary

Springer

51st

34th

4th

W
at

er

Sunset

15th

Vi
ne

11th

M
ar

sh
al

l

Sm
ok

ey

E

65th

H
ig

hw
ay

 3
65

Le
e

8th

Pa
rk

er

27th

9th

C
am

p 
R

ob
in

so
n

Va
n

22nd

D

41st

Interstate 40

D
iv

is
io

n

Be
n

M
ap

le

39th

Baucum

Lochridge

Randolph

Interstate 440

Ira

43rd

Bethany

Seminole

38th

Ka
y

12th

17th

Poe

C
ol

le
ge

Koehler

Lindsey

Coulter

Br
ag

g

Waterside

Walnut

Topf

C
om

m
er

ce

Loch

Ze
ub

er

Laharpe

Ba
nk

he
ad

Gribble

Te
m

pl
e

Crestwood

Jo
ne

s

Kierre

High
way

 6
71

67

Carter

Fl
or

a

29th

Garland

Markham

Riverfront

R
in

go

14th

Percy M
achin

Fr
on

ta
ge

School

Arkansas

C
ru

tc
he

r

Ba
rb

er

M
ills

Sp
rin

g

Cherry Hill

Long 17Th

Texas

Pope

Dulin

23rd

Sc
hi

lle
r

Lynn

Donovan Briley

Al
lie

d

Somers

55thRock

Interstate 630

Atkins

C
al

ho
un

By
rd

Ju
st

in

Richards

56th

Fo
rre

st
er

Wilbern

R
ic

e

Bu
rr

ow

Bay Oaks

Ed
m

on
ds

Curtis Sykes

C
ed

ar

Be
ec

h

18th

Silver Creek

H
ow

ar
d

C
en

te
r

G
ill

Do
ug

la
s

26th

Trust

Ed
ge

24th

50th

45th

King

Sp
rin

gh
ill

Po
pl

ar

G
reenw

ay

46th

Bolton

Iz
ar

d

Bi
rc

h

Lake

Foxboro

28th

To
w

ns
en

d
Idlew

ild

Picron

El
m

Harper

H
ig

h

Fu
lto

n

Walters

19th

10th

Pe
ar

l

O
ra

ng
e

C
he

rr
y

Ferry

W
ill

ow

Vi
ct

or
y

Fou
rch

e D
am

G
illam

 Park

East

Al
lw

oo
d

30th

Sonora

Va
nc

e

37th

Phillips

Be
nd

er

Nav
ajo

G
um

C
ar

ol
in

a

Sam Evans
H

az
el

G
at

es

North

Scenic

D
ix

on

Ai
rp

or
t

N
ic

ol
e

Latona

36th

G
regory

Dooley

C
or

ni
ng

Ham
pton

M
as

sie

31st

Athe
ns

33rd

Fr
an

k

G
or

do
n

Vi
rg

in
ia

Dunkeld

52
nd

Joe K Poch

Funland

Tech

Libby

Dawson

West

Ba
rto

n

Gray

Fr
an

kl
in

Kell
ett

Bu
ck

ey
e

Middleton

O
ak

le
y

World

D
ug

an

Fork River

Oaks

Jessie

25th

D
av

id
 G

ru
nd

fe
st

 J
r

G
en

ev
a

Lori

Pi
ne

M
cm

at
h

Desoto

President Clinton

Fork

Th
ay

er

Bu
ck

le
s

O
liv

e

C
ap

ito
l

Taylor

R
og

er
s

W
is

te
ria

35
th

Sloane

Justin
 M

atth
ews

Martin

Belmont

Br
en

tDevon

20th

Floral

Bi
sh

op

Barbara

R
us

se
ll

La
st

M
ar

io
n

Th
om

as

Northline Ne
wm

an

C
yp

re
ss

Fairpoint

Becky

Ve
st

al

Coolwood

Ju
lia

n

R
us

tic

M
ag

no
lia

Su
m

m
it

Am
be

r

Health Care

H
ay

s

Le
ro

y

Pa
rk

vi
ew

C
ar

so
n

Church

Tuxedo

Blackfoot

Turner

Valliere

Ap
pi

an
w

ay

Je
ck

Sandbar

Saint Clare

Ai
rp

or
t

Capitol

10th

Roosevelt

Pi
ne

Pa
rk

Iz
ar

d

20th

11th

Sp
rin

g

19th

Fe
rry

M
ilit

ar
y

17th

22nd

D
ixie

Lo
cu

st

58th

38th

12th

18th

18th

R
in

go

4th

26th

51st

4th

6th

M
ai

n

16th

8th

21st

2nd

8th

17th

M
ar

io
n

Pi
ke

19th

Interstate 530

W
al

nu
t

Hills

2nd2nd

2nd

12th

W
ar

de
n

Interstate 440

D

9th

8th

12th

9th

8th

46th

10th

W
ol

fe

2nd

Allied

8th

O
liv

e

33rd

11th

18th

56th

High

17th

36th

4th

10th

Scenic

4th

367

107

365

176

10
100

5

338

365

440

30

40

40

630

530

30

67

70

165

Pulaski County

Fourche Creek

Arkansas River

Shilcotts
 Bayou

Fivemile Creek

Little Rock

North Little Rock

Sherwood

Big Rock Settling Pond

Lake Number Two

Lakewood Lake Number One

Lakewood Lake Number Three

Lakewood Lake Number Six

0 1,500 3,000 4,500 6,000
Feet

CA0602
Study Area

Arkansas State Highway & 
Transportation Department

CA0602
Interstate 530 – Highway 67

April 2015

30

PLANNING AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
LINKAGES  
TECHNICAL WORK 
GROUP MEETING #3  
COMMENT 
DOCUMENTATION



																						CAP	Deliverable	QC	Comment	Review	Form	

 

QM‐01‐F4  Page 1 of 5  Release Date: 7/11/2014     

Project Number:  CA0602 

Document:  TWG #3 Meeting (Jan. 13, 2015) and Materials 
Distributed to TWG Members on USB/Flash Drive 

Consultant/Authors:  CA0602 Study Team  

Date Submitted for QC Review:  N/A 

 
Cmnt
No. 

Section/ Page 
No. 

Reviewer Review Comment Response Change  Verified Agency 
Verified

** 
New Pg. Initials / 

Date 

1 Email  
01/21/15 

Michael 
Sprague,  
State Trails 
Coordinator 
& Project 
Officer, Ark. 
Dept. of 
Parks and 
Tourism 

Bicycle and pedestrian trails along the 
Interstate-30 corridor will relieve local traffic 
congestion and improve residents’ quality of 
life. The opportunity to design and implement 
such trails through Little Rock and North Little 
Rock is tremendous and timely. I implore 
Arkansas Highway and Transportation 
Department to consider such a plan. 
 
This transportation corridor may be the only 
right of way to link the southeast and 
northeast areas of the Little Rock metro area 
to the amenities of Downtown, the River 
Market District and the Arkansas River Trail.  
 
Residents around this corridor and visitors 
would see real benefits and an increase in 
their quality of life to have the option to use an 
attractive, non-stressful trail to access parks, 
schools, shopping, libraries, museums, 
entertainment, recreation, other trails, etc. 
 
Along with getting places, trails also make 
other great impacts on society. Using trails not 
only helps folks get in shape and provides an 
excellent state of mind, and it also helps build 
communities. 

Connecting bicycle and pedestrian friendly 
facilities is one of the study goals for the I-30 
project.   The quality of bicycle/pedestrian 
crossings will be evaluated as part of the 
screening process such that they foster safe 
connectivity and meet current design 
standards.  
 
Visioning workshops have been incorporated 
as part of the PEL process to ensure that 
bike/pedestrian facilities, E-W connectivity, 
and other project features are developed in a 
way that enhance existing and future land 
uses and incorporate the ideas and priorities 
for the I-30 corridor as established by local 
planners and stakeholders.  The first 
visioning workshop was held on 11/19/14 
and ideas were shared for improving 
bicycle/pedestrian connectivity, E-W 
connectivity, socioeconomic growth, and 
preserving and enhancing aesthetic, historic 
and community resources, among other 
design suggestions.  During the 
NEPA/Schematic phase, a second visioning 
workshop will be held with stakeholders that 
examines potential context sensitive 
solutions (CSS) and design concepts in 
greater detail.  

N/A JLH/ 
3/11/15 
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1 Email 
01/21/15 
(cont) 

 When people walk or bicycle to get places, it 
gets them out of their cars and allows people 
to see, talk to and get to know others in their 
neighborhood they would otherwise never 
meet. This increases local communication and 
involvement and decreases misunderstanding 
and distrust. 
 
Having this attractive alternative way to get 
around would also decrease the impact of 
local vehicles using the interstate highway 
(and local streets) and help alleviate demand 
for parking for amenities located near the 
corridor.  
 
The time to design and implement a quality 
trail linking these areas of town is right now; 
the next opportunity may not come for 
decades, if ever. 
 
If plans were made in the early part of the 
design process, a great design could be made 
so that people traveling along the trail could 
have a well-thought-out, unimpeded route 
parallel to I-30.  
 
The possible trail routes don’t all need to be 
confined to the Interstate right of way. They 
may be coordinated with the cities for the 
most optimum route. For example, linking 
MacArthur Park to the River Market District, 
which would give people a great way to go 
between Little Rock’s large inner-city park, the 
Arkansas Arts Center and adjacent 
neighborhoods to one of Little Rock’s 
premiere destinations, could be made using 
part of Ferry Street near the park and also the 
interstate right of way near the River Market 
District (see maps – Attachment A). 

Based on stakeholder feedback and 
available funding, CSS/aesthetic guidelines 
will be developed following this second 
visioning workshop and included in the 
design-build request for proposals, pending 
AHTD approval. 
  
Thank you for suggestions for the trail layout.  
These comments will be shared with the 
Environmental Design Consultant (EDC) and 
will be considered during the next Visioning 
Workshop.   Study Team planners and 
engineers have and will continue to work with 
city planners to ensure that city goals for 
future development are given due 
consideration and incorporated when 
practicable. 
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(cont) 

 A loop trail could also be created circling the I-
30—I-630 interchange (see maps – 
Attachment A). This trail would give locals a 
great walking loop, which would also go near 
area schools. The trails would also improve 
locals’ perceptions and expand people’s 
conceptions of the park because once 
someone got on to the trail they would have 
almost unimpeded access to the park. 
Residents on the other side of the interstates 
could feel less separate from it. 
 
Trail connections to other places along this 
corridor would also benefit residents 
immensely, such as a link to Interstate Park, 
which is where the Southwest Trail (a long 
distance bicycle trail to link to Hot Springs) is 
planned to go through; Verizon Arena (or 
close to it); North Little Rock Neighborhoods 
(Park Hill, Dixie, City Center); North Hills 
Boulevard. 
 
I encourage the planning and development of 
trails alongside this corridor during this 
process while everyone is focused on it to 
help benefit the communities of Little Rock 
and North Little Rock. This opportunity is 
great, and trail facilities along this corridor 
would be a tremendous asset for the 
community. 
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Ann M. Early, 
State 
Archeologist 

Thank you for sending me the information 
about your TWG meeting tomorrow regarding 
CAP planning for the LR/NLR Metropolitan 
area.  One of my representatives, Dr. 
Elizabeth Horton, will be attending in my 
place.   
 
I’ve read the document that you enclosed with 
your invitation.  I continue to be deeply 
concerned that there is no place in your 
decision making matrices, or in you 
itemization of Cultural Resources issues, for 
the prospect that there are Currently Unknown 
cultural resources in the rights of way.  You 
offer no provision for a search to find out if 
there are resources in the area, or provision to 
deal with what is often referred to as 
‘unanticipated discovery’ situations during 
development. I want to reiterate that this part 
of Arkansas, at the location of a convenient 
and long used crossing of the Arkansas River, 
was used by humans intensively for a very 
long time.  There is no reason to expect that 
we currently know where all cultural resources 
in this corridor might be.  Like virtually every 
urban center on the planet, there are older 
remains of human settlement buried under 
modern constructions in Little Rock. We just 
don’t know where the significant ones are at 
this point.  Any large scale modification of the 
corridor is bound to encounter historic era 
deposits.  The sooner that this potential 
situation is factored into plans, the better any 
project as large and complex as this one will 
be. 

In response to concerns about currently 
unknown cultural resources in the I-30 
project rights of way (ROW), a Cultural 
Resources Survey Methodology Memo was 
developed by the Study Team and 
coordinated with the Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program (AHPP).  A copy of the 
memo is included as Appendix G.  
 
In a letter dated February 6, 2015 to AHTD, 
the AHPP outlined their concurrence with the 
Cultural Resources Survey Methodology 
Memo.   The letter acknowledges the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) to be all existing and 
new ROW for archeological sites and the 
area within 100 feet of the edge of the ROW 
for historic structures. AHPP agreed with the 
methodology that surveys shall be conducted 
at the toe slopes in areas of bridge widening 
and areas where construction is anticipated 
to impact soils within two feet of the original 
ground surface.  AHPP also concurred with 
the designation of the four potential 
scenarios that may trigger additional 
coordination and/or investigations which will 
vary based upon specific site conditions after 
the preferred alternative has been 
determined during the NEPA process.  
These include:  1) areas where additional 
ROW would be acquired; 2) bridge widening 
due to potential excavation beyond depths of 
previous disturbance and existing 
construction fill; 3) previously recorded 
archeological sites; and 4) areas of high 
probability based on the identification of 
previous structures that no longer exist as 
shown on the Sanborn 1913 maps or upland 
areas based on an overlay of the USGS 
topographic map, soil type and contours.  
The memo also outlines the procedures for 
situations of unanticipated discovery. 

N/A JLH/ 
3/11/15 
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Surveys seeking public input on the various scenarios that had been developed by the Study Team to 
improve I-30 were distributed to attendees of the November 6, 2014 public meeting.  The same surveys 
were distributed to TWG #3 attendees and six were filled-out and returned.  The results of the surveys are 
presented in the table below.  Survey forms are included in Attachment B.  Although only a few TWG 
members responded to the survey, three identified the 10-lane scenario as preferable, five identified 
bridge replacement as preferable to rehabilitation, and other various highway-build, congestion 
management, other mode and non-recurring congestion management alternatives were identified as 
preferable for further evaluation. 
 

Table:  Scenario Survey Results from TWG #3 
Group Description Number of Times Circled 

Survey Instructions:  Circle the scenario you prefer to be further evaluated in the PEL Study 

Scenario 

Scenario 1 - 6 lanes 0 
Scenario 2 - 8 lanes 0 
Scenario 3 - 10 lanes 3 
Scenario 4 - 12 lanes 0 

Group Description Number of Times Checked
Survey Instructions:  Check the box next to the Preliminary Alternatives you prefer to be further evaluated in the 
PEL Study 

Highway Build 
Alternatives 
 

Main Lane Pavement Rehabilitation 2 
Collector / Distributor (C/D) Roads 3 
Auxiliary Lanes  0 
Frontage Road Improvements  0 
Intersection Improvements  2 
Interchange Improvements  4 
Ramp Consolidation/Elimination  1 
Roadway Shoulder Improvements  3 
Horizontal/Vertical Curve Improvements  1 
Bottleneck Removal  1 
Bypass Route  1 

Congestion 
Management  
 

Information Systems/Advanced Traveler Information  3 
Managed Lanes  0 
Reversible Lanes  0 
Ramp Metering  0 
Hard Shoulder Running  0 
Travel Demand Management  2 
Transportation System Management (TSM) 1 
Wayfinding/Signage  3 
Arterial Improvements  5 
Land Use Policy  1 

I-30 Bridge  
I-30 Arkansas River Bridge Rehabilitation  0 
I-30 Arkansas River Bridge Replacement  5 

Other Modes  
 

Arterial Bus Transit  2 
I-30 Express Bus Transit  0 
Bus on Shoulder  3 
Bus Lanes  0 
Arterial Bus Rapid Transit  2 
Light Rain (Streetcar)  1 
Bicycle/Pedestrian  2 
Commuter Rail  2 

Non-Recurring 
Congestion 
Management 

Crash Investigation Sites  3 
Roadside/Motorist Assist Enhancements  4 
Improvements to Detour Routes  1 
Variable Speed Limits (Speed Harmonization)  3 
Queue Warning  1 

 




