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Follow these four steps to understand how the possible amenities, deck structure, and park 
concepts come together. Then tell us which alternatives and amenities you prefer.

Explore the Alternatives, Share your Preferences

Tell Us What You Think
After reviewing the information, 
please provide your comments.

•	Do you support the alternatives 
(Community Cap, Central 
Connector, or Gateway Greens)?

•	Which park amenities do you 
prefer?

•	What else do you want project 
team members to know?

Explore the proposed 
park amenities. Identify 
the features you would 
most like to see, or 
suggest an amenity we 
may not have considered.

See how amenities could 
be arranged within 
each alternative. These 
concepts illustrate 
possible uses of the 
available space and are 
not final designs.

Review the deck 
concepts to see where 
park space could be 
constructed over I-30. 
Consider why the 
alternatives vary in size 
and configuration.

Review the comparison 
matrix to understand 
how deck size, 
park space, design 
considerations, and cost 
come together to shape 
each alternative.

Consider the 
Amenities

Explore the 
Park Concepts

Understand the 
Deck Structure

Compare the 
Alternatives

1. 3.

2. 4.

CULTURAL TRAIL PLAYGROUND  PLAYSCAPE

FLEXIBLE LAWN SPACE

JOGGING LOOP

GARDENSMONUMENTAL SCULPTURE/ICON

COMMUNITY PLAZA

COMMUNITY VISION - Inspiration & Ideas
Lorem ipsumExamples and ideas of top amenities selected from community engagement session #1 

SHADE PAVILION

DECK PARK AXON - Community Cap
This option fully connects the communities and is an obvious cap over I-30.  Both words are referenced in the grant language’s 
material.  Reconnecting communities by transforming the highway barrier into a continuous public place.

1. PLAYSCAPE
2. EAST PARKING
3. PLAZA
4. WEST PARKING
5. FLEXIBLE LAWN SPACE

6. PAVILION
7. JOGGING PATH
8. MEMORIAL TRAIL

9TH STREET

6TH STREET
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“Community Cap” Deck

Key Highlights

• Full build-out alternative
• Maximizes park space

• 5.34 acres
• Vertical constraints
• Natural ventilation 

openings
• High cost

• $195M - $205M
• Largest structure
• Bridge area: 3.84 acres
• Categorized as tunnel
• Fire & life safety 

premiums
• Lighting premiums

* Size and confi guration of deck openings for natural ventilation are conceptual only. If this alternative is 
selected as the preferred alternative, a more detailed fi re and life safety analysis would be performed to 
refi ne the layout of the openings.
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I-30 Frontage Road

I-30 Frontage Road

Legend
Structure Outline

Retaining Wall

Deck Park Area

Existing Bridge

I-30 Centerline
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Park Configuration Comparison
Element Community Cap  

(Full Build-Out)

Central Connector Gateway Greens
Option A:  

300’-Wide Structure
Option B:  

120’-Wide Structure Both Bridges One Bridge

Park Space Area 5.34 acres 3.71 acres 2.97 acres 4.21 acres 3.35 acres

Bridge Area 3.84 acres 1.30 acres 0.53 acres 1.86 acres 0.89 acres

% Park on Bridge 72% 35% 18% 44% 27%

Monumental Public Art Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong

Trail Connectivity Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong

Redevelopment Potential 
(Surrounding Parcels) Strong Low Low Moderate Moderate

Tunnel Designation NFPA 502 Category B Non-Tunnel Non-Tunnel Non-Tunnel Non-Tunnel

Fire & Life Safety Systems
Several Systems 
(Very High Cost) Likely Fire Protection Only None Expected Likely Fire Protection Only Likely Fire Protection Only

Under Deck Lighting 
Requirements

Full Daytime Threshold-Lighting 
Requirements

50% Daytime Threshold-
Lighting Requirements

Daytime Lighting likely  
not required

50% Daytime Threshold-
Lighting Requirements

50% Daytime Threshold-
Lighting Requirements

Construction Cost* $195M - $205M $75M - $85M $35M - $40M $100M - $110M $60M - $65M

Less  
Preferable Condition

Moderately  
Preferable Condition

More  
Preferable Condition

Note: A No-Build Alternative serves as the baseline condition against which the deck park alternatives are compared; however, it does not satisfy the project’s purpose and need.

* Construction Costs should be viewed as planning-level conceptual estimates intended for feasibility, funding discussions, and project screening; they are not intended for final 
budgeting, authorization, or procurement. Each estimate includes a 30% contingency to account for current uncertainties while establishing a realistic planning basis for future project 
development and funding discussions. 


