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Current Status of Geotechnical Investigations 

Executive Summary 

Two seismic studies were released in October 2011 by the Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("MTA"), the Century City Area Tunneling Safety Report and the 
Century City Area Fault Investigation Report (collectively, the seismic studies) to address seismic 
safety concerns related to the proposed Century City station on Santa Monica Boulevard. This 
report summarizes the current status of a series of geotechnical and geologic investigations 
being conducted in response to the determinations and recommendations contained within the 
Seismic Studies. 

It is anticipated that three separate reports will be submitted to the California Geologic 
Survey (CGS): 

1. A standard fault study of the BHHS campus responding to the specific faults predicted 
by Metro and intersecting or likely to intersect the BHHS campus. This report will be 
submitted to the CGS next week. 

2. A preliminary fault analysis of the El Rodeo campus responding to Metro's general 
prediction of area faulting trending towards the El Rodeo campus. This report will 
be submitted to the CGS in mid-May. 

3. An analysis of area geology to develop a kinematic model and understanding of 
the geologic development of the area to respond to the Metro Alquist-Priollo 
recommendation. This report will be submitted to the CGS at the end of May. 

All three reports must be submitted for CGS review and acceptance. The CGS review and 
acceptance process normally requires four to six weeks and may entail additional investigation, 
analysis and report revision. However, this is not a normal process. It is well recognized that the 
reports have regional implications that go well beyond the school campus boundaries. CGS has 
been actively participating in the investigation so it is hoped that the review and 
acceptance period will not be unduly extended despite the higher than normal degree 
of scrutiny required. 

The BHUSD analysis is still underway and assessments are being revised as the multiple 
lines of investigation are concluded and reconciled. However, the following points are now 
highly certain: 

• We were unable to find any of the active faults predicted by Metro along the 
WBHL either on Santa Monica Boulevard or on the BHHS campus. 

• When Metro profiles were corrected for the various errors described above, all of 
the faults predicted along Transects 2E, 4 and 7 have been resolved: there are no 
active faults along these transects. 
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• It is unlikely that the WBHL is a seismic feature. If the Newport-Inglewood Fault 
Zone extends this far north, it is somewhere east of the WBHL. 

• The area is covered by very old soils. Faults that extend to the surface are most likely 
to surface in very old soils. It is unlikely that any of the faults in the area are active, 
meaning occurring within the last 11,000 years. 

These conclusions are consistent with our observations of the Metro source data. 

Background and Initiating Events 

Two seismic studies were released in October 2011 by the Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("MTA"), the Century City Area Tunneling Safety Report and the Century 
City Area Fault Investigation Report (collectively, the seismic studies) to address seismic safety 
concerns related to the proposed Century City station on Santa Monica Boulevard. 

The scope and impact of those studies extends well beyond the immediate question of station 
placement and safety and have implications for a large swath of Century City, Westwood, 
Santa Monica and Beverly Hills. 

These studies conclude that the area underlying the proposed Santa Monica Boulevard station is 
located at the confluence of three active fault systems: the Santa Monica Fault, the Newport-
Inglewood Fault Zone, and the West Beverly Hills Lineament (determined by MTA to be an 
extension of the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone). As a result, MTA concluded that due to the 
presumed presence of specific active fault locations a Century City subway station could not be 
located at the two precise station locations evaluated on Santa Monica Boulevard and instead 
must be located one block away at Constellation Boulevard, thereby forcing the subway 
alignment to cross the Beverly Hills High School (BHHS) campus. 

MTA further identified numerous presumed active faults extending throughout the area and 
recommended that a large swath of land in this area be designated as an Alquist-Priolo restricted 
building zone, thereby prohibiting all future occupied structure building in this area. The Seismic 
Studies' conclusion raised an immediate question regarding the safety of hundreds of existing 
structures in the area including two Beverly Hills Unified School District (BHUSD) schools. If left 
unchallenged, these conclusions would have a potentially devastating impact on the Beverly Hills 
High School, El Rodeo School and their students. BHUSD is in the middle of a voter approved 
bond expansion program. Once MTA released its studies, which would render the BHUSD 
modernization and expansion plans impossible, BHUSD immediately directed that a very detailed 
investigation and seismic analysis be conducted to answer three critical questions: 
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1. Is there an immediate threat to the safety of the thousands of students, staff and 

visitors that occupy the schools daily due to the presence of previously unknown 
active faulting identified by Metro? 

2. Is the future ability to modernize and develop either campus now reduced or eliminated 
due to the presence of previously unknown active faulting identified by Metro? 

3. Is the Alquist-Priollo recommendation of the Seismic Studies and its consequences 
warranted or must a large swath of the community be off limits to school 
construction and community development? 

The BHUSD investigation differs substantially from the investigation conducted by MTA in 
depth and level of regulatory oversight. BHUSD's work product is under the auspices of and 
must ultimately satisfy the California Geologic Survey ("CGS") which has strict regulatory 
oversight over all school seismic and geotechnical analysis. CGS has been actively involved 
our field investigations and has made numerous visits to our field investigation sites, 
Conversely, CGS was uninvolved with the MTA report. The United States Geologic Survey 
(USGS), which participated in the peer review of the Metro Seismic Studies but not the 
investigation, has also been actively involved in our field investigations, and has also made 
visits to the field investigation sites. 

Path of Investigation 

The BHUSD investigation and review began with a detailed review of the Metro Seismic Studies. 
That review raised numerous questions related to methodology, depth of investigation, and 
ability to support conclusions based on the evidence presented. This review was repeatedly 
delayed due to the incremental and partial release of Metro source documents and permission to 
view boring cores obtained by Metro. Despite being obligated to share this information under a 
right of entry agreement between Metro and the BHUSD, Metro has only slowly and 
incrementally released information and provided access. For example, core inspection of the 
cores taken on the BHHS was not allowed for almost one full year after it occurred and three 
months after the Metro release of its Seismic Studies. This caused the BHUSD investigation to 
unnecessarily replicate Metro field borings and CPT at great expense and delay and delayed 
reconciliation between the Metro information and the BHUSD information. 

The three questions posed by the BHUSD have initiated several overlapping lines 
of investigation and inquiry: 

• There has been extensive drilling and continuous core extraction on both 
school campuses and the surrounding area. 

• There has been extensive Cone Penetrometer Test (CPT) investigation of the BHHS 
and surrounding area. 

• There has been extensive trenching across the BHHS campus. 
• There has been shallow soil pit testing and soil aging profiles on campus and in 

the adjacent areas. 
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• There has been an extensive review of the Metro reports and all supporting 

data revealed by Metro. 
• There has been an extensive review of the Metro drilling cores and the 

associated boring logs and analysis. 
• There has been extensive cross-comparison between cores. 

If correct, the Metro Seismic Studies identify a previously unknown and serious seismic 
hazard at the BHHS and El Rodeo. The absolute safety of students is a very serious priority 
to the BHUSD.The BHUSD direction was to balance the urgent need for a rapid confirmation 
or denial of the Seismic Studies' conclusions with the need for a very high confidence level in 
that answer, regardless of the outcome. 

Investigation and Report Schedule 

The BHUSD investigation has been pursued as aggressively as possible including extensive after-
hours, weekend and holiday work. This investigation has been iterative, requiring multiple 
adjustments by investigators, regulators and reviewers as information has been obtained and 
processed. Final field processing of the latest round of drilling cores was completed only last 
week. It is well recognized by the BHUSD and the CGS that the BHUSD investigation will have 
wide ranging consequences for a very large swath of Century City, Westwood and Beverly 
Hills.The studies have intentionally incorporated parallel but separate paths of inquiry with 
independent investigators plus extensive and ongoing multi-disciplinary discussion and peer 
review to prevent any investigative bias and to ensure that any conclusions with withstand 
industry, peer and regulatory scrutiny. 

It is anticipated that three separate reports will emerge from the investigation: 
4. A standard fault study of the BHHS campus responding to the specific faults predicted 

by Metro and intersecting or likely to intersect the BHHS campus 
5. A preliminary fault analysis of the El Rodeo campus responding to the general 

prediction of area faulting trending towards the El Rodeo campus 
6. An analysis of area geology to develop a kinematic model and understanding of 

the geologic development of the area to respond to the Metro Alquist-
Priollorecommendation. 

All three reports must be submitted for CGS review and acceptance. 

At this time, all anticipated field investigation has been completed. Some laboratory analysis 
is outstanding. The current status of reports follows: 

• Report 1 will contain the bulk of the field investigation data which will be referenced by all 
three reports. That data (e.g. boring logs, CPT profiles) has now been assimilated into 
cross sections and maps. The report is in draft form and is now undergoing peer review. 
BHUSD previously informed Metro that this report would be submitted to the CGS in 
early May. We now anticipate submitting the report next week. 
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• Report 2 contains supplementary boring information from the El Rodeo campus. There 

were two rounds of borings, the latest round being completed less than two weeks ago. 
El Rodeo is a particularly congested campus where it is very difficult to incorporate field 
investigations safely into the operating school environment. Unlike Metro, the BHUSD 
has been unable to obtain access to the adjacent Los Angeles Country Club which has 
delayed the progress of the El Rodeo investigation. It is anticipated that the report will 
be completed by the third week in May. 

• Report 3 relies upon the assimilation and incorporation of data and analysis for other 
aspects of the investigation. It also has required the repeated examination of Metro 
cores; the access to these cores was delayed by Metro for months unnecessarily 
delaying the analysis and report. It is now anticipated that this report will be 
complete by the end of May. 

Both Metro and the FTA have been repeatedly updated regarding the timeline for 
the completion of these reports. Despite repeated delays by Metro, all reports are 
being completed and submitted on or ahead of the promised schedule. 

Initial Observations of the Metro Seismic Studies  
While our review of MTA's seismic studies is ongoing, our initial research reveals a number of 
concerns related to the quality of data obtained by MTA and its subsequent analysis process. 

• The starting point for any investigation should be an attempt to understand the 
overall stratigraphy of a region and the related forces and energies at work. This is a 
key step to ensure that conclusions and observations in the field are consistent and 
make sense. MTA did not perform this analysis. 

• MTA performed its borings with multiple drillers and boring loggers. This introduced a 
large variation in drilled core quality and recovery, as well as in boring log interpretation 
and terminology. Normally this variation is resolved through a Quality Assurance review 
process. However initial review of MTA cores indicates numerous instances of identical 
soil features receiving very different boring log notations. 

• MTA developed its soil profiles from a limited numbers of soil borings supplemented with a 
large number of Cone Penetrometer Tests (CPT) at a large spacing. CPT testing requires 
adequate confirmation borings to verify the data interpretation and correlation to actual 
soil conditions. There are multiple possible interpretations of CPT data that can only be 
sorted out by confirmation borings. BHUSD has now conducted sufficient paired borings 
and CPT tests to contradict the interpretation given to numerous MTA CPT tests. 

• Soil profiles are developed based on all available data consistently incorporated. MTA used 
extensive seismograph lines to identify deep faults. While MTA identified and included 
many seismograph features as faults in the area of the Santa Monica Boulevard stations, 
similar seismograph features in the area of Constellation Boulevard were not 
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included in the MTA profiles. 

• There appear to be numerous mechanical errors in the incorporation of boring and CPT 
data and logs into the relevant soil profiles. For example, one 48 ft. deep CPT was 
plotted at 75 ft. deep, leading to a discontinuity in soil layering. Another boring top 
elevation is 15 feet too high, again leading to a false discontinuity. The field markings 
for an entire series of borings and CPT tests are transposed in the soil profiles; it is not 
yet clear whether the data was correctly incorporated into the soil profiles. When MTA 
errors are corrected along Transect 4, the soil discontinuities presumed by MTA to be  
faults disappear. Separate paired BHUSD borings and CPT tests on Transect 4, although 
still underway, have confirmed that there are no soil discontinuities. 

• MTA soil profiles plot soil layering based upon the direct data from the borings and CPT 
tests as is normally done. Flowever, in case there are several instances in .vvhich 'che 
final soil profile shown deviates substantially from adjacent boring or CPT data, another 
apparent error. MTA soil profiles frequently presume that soil layering between their boring or 
CPT tests is flat; therefore any difference in elevation between adjacent but widely spaced 
borings or CPT tests is presumed to indicate a soil discontinuity and, therefore, a fault. MTA's 
approach has artificially created false discontinuities: MTA's own comments and data indicate 
a widely understood pattern of downward sloping to the East. If even a few degrees of 
sloping is presumed and applied to the soil profiles, the apparent discontinuities disappear. 
BHUSD tests conducted to date located between MTA tests have confirmed a consistent 
sloping of layers, not discontinuity. 

Initial Conclusions and Observations 

The BHUSD analysis is still underway and assessments are being revised as the multiple lines 
of investigation are concluded and reconciled. However, the following points are now highly 
certain: 

• We were unable to find any of the active faults predicted by Metro along the WBHL either on 
Santa Monica Boulevard or on the BHHS campus. 

• When Metro profiles were corrected for the various errors described above, all of the faults 
predicted along Transects 2E, 4 and 7 have been resolved: there are no active faults along 
these transects. 

• It is unlikely that the WBHL is a seismic feature. If the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone extends 
this far north, it is somewhere east of the WBHL. 
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• The area is covered by very old soils. Faults that extend to the surface are most likely to 

surface in very old soils. It is unlikely that any of the faults in the area are active, meaning 
occurring within the last 11,000 years. 

Further conclusions will emerge as the final reports are concluded. 
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• The MTA soil profiles indicate soil layering that contradicts common understanding of 
area geology. For example, there are several instances in which the MTA profile 
shows younger soil layers under older soil layers which are not physically possible. 

• Normally, boring logs are prepared individually and then revised to ensure conformity 
across a set. However, in this case the MTA boring logs appear to be uncorrelated 
creating many false discontinuities. The partial review of MTA cores conducted to 
date has identified key marker layers across multiple borings that are continuous and 
consistent and which appear to resolve the discontinuities between boring logs that 
MTA incorrectly interpreted as faulting. 

• Finally, while MTA's study reviewed the Santa Monica Boulevard station areas in depth, 
it has ignored similar hazards on Constellation Boulevard despite the fact that the 
MTA's seismograph data alone indicate deep faulting along Constellation Boulevard 
sufficient  to warrant additional investigation. MTA's analysis gives the strong 
appearance that it has applied a double standard in its approach — exaggerating issues 
at the Santa Monica station locations and ignoring potentially damaging issues at the 
Constellation Boulevard station location in an improper effort to support MTA's 
predetermined conclusions. 

MTA's analysis essentially presumes that any soil discontinuity identified in its soil profiles along 
Santa Monica Boulevard reveals an active fault. It further presumes that any faults so identified 
are active based on a predetermined area model that consists of three large active faults that 
intersect and underlie relatively young soils. It further presumes there are numerous related but 
not-yet-identified fault strands that impact the entire area. This predetermined sequence of 
presumption is flawed, is not supported by MTA's own data and is premature. 

The seismic studies were prepared very quickly. The flaws in MTA's conclusions could have 
easily been corrected had MTA taken more time and additional steps to corroborate its 
analysis and conclusions. 

For example, MTA conducted no trenching, the only method that can absolutely demonstrate 
whether faults reach the surface, whether they are tectonic or the result of other factors such 
as erosion and folding, and date them. MTA also made no effort to date any of the suspected  
faults, or even the surrounding soils either in the field or in the laboratory. In contrast, BHUSD 
has conducted extensive trenching on the high school campus and area soil sampling and 
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profiling sufficient to determine that much of the area is generally overlain by very old 
soils (e.g. +100,000 years old), which is in stark contradiction to MTA's geologic theory. 

MTA presumed that the scarp features on Santa Monica Boulevard and along the West Beverly 
Hills Lineament are solely the result of tectonic activity, and that therefore any discontinuity 
in soil layers between tests revealed a fault. MTA did no field work to confirm this 
predetermined assumption. There are many alternative explanations which were not 
considered by MTA. BHUSD trenching clearly indicates an area pattern of repeated erosion 
and deposition, a process that inevitably results in irregular and uneven soil layers. This 
irregularity is a result of erosion — not of tectonics. BHUSD is continuing to develop an area 
geologic model that conforms to all of the data available. 

In response to MTA's publicly announced and flawed conclusions, BHUSD is conducting its own 
independent field investigations in addition to reviewing the MTA studies. Although the BHUSD 
experts are working as hard as they can, their investigation and analysis is far from complete. 
Note that MTA delayed access to its cores for several months, extending the evaluation process 
and forcing BHUSD to make additional borings and CPT tests to replicate data that MTA would 
not release. However, there are several preliminary observations that are evident: 

• BHUSD has found none of the shallow, active faults predicted by MTA on the 
BHHS campus, either along the proposed tunnel alignment or on the end closest 
to the proposed Santa Monica Boulevard station location. 

• It appears that many of the shallow, active faults predicted by MTA on the BHHS 
campus and the Santa Monica station disappear when the various errors in MTA data 
and analysis are resolved. 

• BHUSD has an emerging area geological model that does not support the predetermined 
tectonic theory postulated by MTA for the Century City-West Beverly Hills area. 

Because the potential for active faults in the vicinity of a school raise significant public safety 
and child safety issues, the BHUSD and CGS are approaching this issue with an unusual 
amount of detail and peer and agency collaboration. The BHUSD has no control over the CGS 
and must comply with its requirements, including responding to new questions and theories 
as they arise from the CGS. 
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The timeline for BHUSD study completion now appears to be dictated by the completion of 
additional field testing (anticipated to require one more month), required minimum turnaround 
times for laboratory work already submitted (approximately one more month), plus compliance 
with the normal submission and review process of the CGS which typically requires six weeks 
after submission of the final report. 

BHUSD is, and has been, committed to public safety. Its experts are working as expeditiously 
as possible to complete their seismic analysis and issue a final report. However, even their 
preliminary work indicates numerous, material errors in MTA's data and seismic analysis. In 
addition, MTA has failed to apply consistent evaluation standards to a potential subway 
station at Constellation Boulevard and/or Santa Monica Boulevard. 
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Executive Summary 

This report summarizes observations and findings related to the Westside Subway Extension 
FEIS/EIR (FEIS/EIR). Many of the conclusions stated in the FEIS/EIR are not supported by 
information within the FEIS/EIR or other supporting documents provided by Metro. Metro 
has consistently refused to provide detailed backup information related to ridership 
modeling, cost estimating, and any software program used to create information within the 
FEIS/EIR. The review is therefore limited to the information provided to date by Metro and 
knowledge of common industry practices and standards. 

The report is primarily concerned with the alignment and station alternatives serving Century 

City: a Santa Monica Blvd. station proposed in the original Metro planning documents, and a 
Constellation station that was an alternative added in late 2010. 

The FEIS/EIR has concluded that it is unsafe to build a station on Santa Monica because of the 
presence of active seismic faulting. The FEIS/EIR has further concluded that, even if a station 
were buildable on Santa Monica, a Constellation station would result in higher overall ridership 
that is worth the additional cost required for the Constellation station and alignment. The 
FEIS/EIR further concludes that the Constellation alignment will have no negative impact on the 
Beverly Hills High School either for its existing condition or for its future development. 

This report must take exception to each of these findings: 

· The Metro Seismic Fault Study has a major issue: Metro did not positively identify a 

single active fault. Metro chose not to conduct any trenching or make any effort to date 
area soils and deformations — the two key steps required to positively identify an active 
fault. (Note: there are ongoing geotechnical investigations being conducted under the 
auspices and regulatory authority of the California Geologic Survey which will resolve the 
doubts created by the Metro Seismic Fault Study. This process and its current status are 
addressed under separate cover.) However, Metro's own reports have identified an area 
along Santa Monica that does not have evidence of faulting and that is sufficient for a 
station. The FEIS/EIR failed to include and evaluate this particular location. 

· The FEIS/EIR ridership study is flawed: Constellation may have higher Century City 
ridership because of better average proximity; Santa Monica will have better system 
ridership because of decreased system travel time. It appears that Metro did not fully 
account for both factors - which are essentially offsetting. The FEIS/EIR does not 
overstate Constellation ridership, but it does understate Santa Monica ridership. This 
conclusion has been confirmed by an independent matched pair modeling of the 
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Century City area — an industry standard practice which Metro chose not to do in favor of a 

substantially more simplistic modeling approach. 

· The FEIS/EIR's various cost estimates have issues. The FEIS/EIR present more than a 

dozen separate estimates of the cost difference between the Constellation and Santa 

Monica alternatives. A decision-maker cannot answer the simple question of whether 

the supposed ridership advantage of Constellation is worth its added cost. The FEIS/EIR 

also imposes numerous inappropriate design changes on both stations with the clear 

effect of artificially decreasing the cost at Constellation and increasing the cost at Santa 

Monica. Independent review using Metro's pricing information indicates that 

Constellation is at least $100 million more expensive than Santa Monica. 

· The BHUSD will not be able to complete its modernization program due to the 

encroachment of the Metro tunnels into the bottom of future buildings. The campus 

has a 50 foot elevation difference from side to side that has made the physical 

encroachment less obvious. Metro has ignored and made no effort to accommodate 

BHUSD master plan and mission obligations — unlike elsewhere along the alignment 

where the FEIS/EIR has made substantial revision to avoid or minimize impacts to 

developers. 

The conclusion of this report is that a Santa Monica alignment can be done safely, will deliver 

comparable ridership benefits to the overall Metro transit system, will do so at a $100 million 

cost savings to the project, and have no negative impact on the Beverly Hills High School. A 

Constellation alignment will require $100 million more to deliver a minimal ridership benefit and 

cause a very large — and avoidable — negative impact on another public agency. 

Scope and Limitations of this Report 

This report summarizes observations made during a review of the Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation Agency (Metro) Westside Subway Extension FEIS/EIR (FEIS/EIR). 

There are numerous areas of the FEIS/EIR in which Metro has presented conclusions without 

explanation, backup analysis, or identification and incorporation of referenced source reports. 

Metro has consistently refused to provide detailed backup information related to ridership 

modeling, cost estimating, and any software program used to create information within the 

FEIS/EIR. The ability to evaluate, analyze or corroborate the FEIS/EIR has been seriously 

compromised by the absence of these materials. Many of the conclusions within the FEIS/EIR 

are unsupported: they are merely presented as objective facts without disclosing the 

methodology or sources used to generate these conclusions. They are unsupported within the 
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FEIS/EIR, the FEIS/EIR Appendices, the FEIS/EIR Technical Reports, or by any other documents 

provided by Metro to date. 

At the time of this report, there are several dozen outstanding FOIA/PRA requests seeking the 

source materials that were used by Metro to develop its unsupported conclusions. At this time. 

many of these requests have been outstanding for more than one year.ln the absence of the 

requested source documents, this review of the FEIS/EIR is based upon the exact language of the 

FEIS/EIR. 

There are numerous instances in which the conclusions presented in the FEIS/EIR are clearly in 

error or appear to violate industry standards and approaches. Metro has thus far consistently 

refused to make available, within the limited time period in which responses to the FEIS/EIR 

must be made, any of its calculations or modeling details which may attempt to explain any of 

its deviations. Metro's refusal to disclose the documents it contends may support its conclusions 

seriously limits the ability of any reviewer to identify proper corrections to calculations and to 

make precise factual adjustments to the FEIS/EIR: the review is limited to identifying the fact 

that an error is present. 

Main Emphasis of the Report 

The Beverly Hills Unified School District (BHUSD) has repeatedly expressed its overall support 

for the Westside Extension Project. The BHUSD has strong concerns over a project alternative 

that would traverse the BHUSD's only high school campus. This transversing alignment is the 

only practical way to serve a proposed Century City station location on Constellation Boulevard. 

The BHUSD has no objection to the tunnel alignment or any of the proposed station locations on 

Santa Monica Boulevard. 

This report is the result of a limited review of the FEIS/EIR with a focus on the Metro selection 

of a station location to serve Century City, and, more particularly, whether to place the station 

on Santa Monica or on Constellation. All station and station entrance location decisions should 

revolve around a balancing of benefits, costs and risks to obtain the greatest overall project 

benefit. There are four principal criteria that should be considered for this particular site: 

1. Geotechnical — are there serious seismic (or other physical) issues with a site that would make 

construction unsafe or impractical? 

2. Ridership — are there substantial ridership benefits or differences in one location over 

another? 

3. Cost — are there substantial cost benefits and differences in one location over another? 
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4. Burden and benefits — is either site disproportionately burdensome or beneficial to a particular 

community? 

The FEIS/EIR purports to answer all of these questions, and to answer them uniformly in favor of 

a Constellation location. The FEIS/EIR formally concludes that Santa Monica is not buildable 

because of the presence of hypothesized active seismic faulting. The FEIS/EIR further concludes 

that Constellation would have higher ridership although at a higher cost than Santa Monica, and, 

based upon a perceived ridership benefit, is worth the added public cost. The FEIS/EIR 

recommends Constellation over Santa Monica even if Santa Monica were buildable. The FEIS/EIR 

further concludes, without explanation, that there is no negative impact or disproportionate 

burden of a Constellation location on the surrounding community, particularly on the Beverly 

Hills High School. 

This report disputes the staff conclusions and recommendations. There are numerous issues 

within the FEIS/EIR should be resolved before any decision is made in order to allow a properly 

considered and impartial decision that is in the best interests of the entire project. Types of 

issues addressed below include: 

· There are several key attributes that are useful in comparing the relative benefits of one 

option over another. There are numerous examples of an inconsistent process used by 

Metro to compare and contrast options. The same standard should be used for both. 

· The FEIS/EIR is a layering and iterative process where a key attribute is determined 

based upon previous analysis of other attributes. There are numerous examples of 

inconsistently or incompletely carrying forward early layers of analysis into later 

comparisons. 

· The FEIS/EIR indicates that it is based upon numerous source documents. Some of these 

documents have been completed for a long time while some were in revision close to the 

issuance date of the FEIS/EIR. There are numerous examples of the FEIS/EIR 

not using the most current version of a source document, or worse, using multiple 

versions of a source document in multiple locations. Metro has refused to provide many 

of these source documents in connection with the public review of the FEIS/EIR. 

· An evaluation of key attributes should incrementally and consistently compare and 

contrast those attributes at the station level, across the entire Westside Extension, and 

on the Metro system as a whole. There will be many instances where the best decision 

at the station level may result in an inferior outcome at the system level. The FEIS/EIR 

has not consistently or correctly maintained this multi-level balancing. 

· The FEIS/EIR has used special methodologies and measurement systems to delve into the 

Century City station studies. The FEIS/EIR has not applied the same special 
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methodologies and measurement systems in its analysis of other station alternatives, 

which raises questions of consistency, and objectivity. It appears that application of the 

special methodologies and measurement systems across all stations would substantially 

change many of the key attribute assessments. 

FEIS/EIR contains numerous examples of these types of inconsistencies. Each of the four 

principle factors for the Century City station and alignment option will be reviewed in turn 

below. 

Area 1: Geotechnical Issues 

Metro issued the FEIS/EIR Appendix 03 Century City Area Fault Investigation Report(Seismic Fault 

Study) and FEIS/EIR Appendix 05 Century City Area Tunneling Safety Report (Tunnel Safety 

Report) in October 2011 that made far reaching conclusions regarding the geologic character of 

the Century City area. In particular, the Seismic Fault Study concluded that the Century City area is 

underlain by numerous active strands of the Santa Monica Fault Zone which connect with the 

Newport Inglewood Fault Zone which the report concludes extends all the way to the Hollywood 

fault. Based on this analysis, the Seismic Fault Study concludes and recommends that a significant 

portion of the Century City area and surrounding portions of Beverly Hills and Westwood be 

classified as a restricted building area under the state Alquist-Priolo statute. 

The project implications of the Seismic Fault Study are precise: 

· A station cannot be safely built on Santa Monica in the two locations selected by staff 

· A station can be built on Constellation 

· The BHHS campus is unbuildable — future building is barred by the presence of active faults, 

therefore there is no impact to future construction 

The Metro reports have far reaching extremely severe consequences that go well beyond the 

question of whether a station may be built at Santa Monica and whether school buildings may 

be built at BHHS. They have put in motion an extensive investigation and debate among the 

entire geologic community and regulators that cannot be condensed or expedited to serve the 

preferences or timeline of Metro. The truth or adequacy of the Metro Seismic Fault Study will be 

resolved in due course. 

However, there is an immediate process question that must be addressed: Since the FEIS/EIR 

has determined that the Seismic Fault Study approach and conclusions are correct and should 

be applied to the decision process, has Metro consistently and correctly applied that same 
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Executive Summary 

This report summarizes observations and findings related to the Westside Subway Extension 

FEIS/EIR (FEIS/EIR). Many of the conclusions stated in the FEIS/EIR are not supported by 

information within the FEIS/EIR or other supporting documents provided by Metro. Metro has 

consistently refused to provide detailed backup information related to ridership modeling, cost 

estimating, and any software program used to create information within the FEIS/EIR. The 

review is therefore limited to the information provided to date by Metro and knowledge of 

common industry practices and standards. 

The report is primarily concerned with the alignment and station alternatives serving Century 

City: a Santa Monica Blvd. station proposed in the original Metro planning documents, and a 

Constellation station that was an alternative added in late 2010. 

The FEIS/EIR has concluded that it is unsafe to build a station on Santa Monica because of the 

presence of active seismic faulting. The FEIS/EIR has further concluded that, even if a station 

were buildable on Santa Monica, a Constellation station would result in higher overall ridership 

that is worth the additional cost required for the Constellation station and alignment. The 

FEIS/EIR further concludes that the Constellation alignment will have no negative impact on the 

Beverly Hills High School either for its existing condition or for its future development. 

This report must take exception to each of these findings: 

· The Metro Seismic Fault Study has a major issue: Metro did not positively identify a 

single active fault. Metro chose not to conduct any trenching or make any effort to date 

area soils and deformations — the two key steps required to positively identify an active 

fault. (Note: there are ongoing geotechnical investigations being conducted under the 

auspices and regulatory authority of the California Geologic Survey which will resolve the 

doubts created by the Metro Seismic Fault Study. This process and its current status are 

addressed under separate cover.) However, Metro's own reports have identified an area 

along Santa Monica that does not have evidence of faulting and that is sufficient for a 

station. The FEIS/EIR failed to include and evaluate this particular location. 

· The FEIS/EIR ridership study is flawed: Constellation may have higher Century City 

ridership because of better average proximity; Santa Monica will have better system 

ridership because of decreased system travel time. It appears that Metro did not fully 

account for both factors - which are essentially offsetting. The FEIS/EIR does not 

overstate Constellation ridership, but it does understate Santa Monica ridership. This 

conclusion has been confirmed by an independent matched pair modeling of the 
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Century City area — an industry standard practice which Metro chose not to do in favor of a 

substantially more simplistic modeling approach. 

· The FEIS/EIR's various cost estimates have issues. The FEIS/EIR present more than a 

dozen separate estimates of the cost difference between the Constellation and Santa 

Monica alternatives. A decision-maker cannot answer the simple question of whether 

the supposed ridership advantage of Constellation is worth its added cost. The FEIS/EIR 

also imposes numerous inappropriate design changes on both stations with the clear 

effect of artificially decreasing the cost at Constellation and increasing the cost at Santa 

Monica. Independent review using Metro's pricing information indicates that 

Constellation is at least $100 million more expensive than Santa Monica. 

· The BHUSD will not be able to complete its modernization program due to the 

encroachment of the Metro tunnels into the bottom of future buildings. The campus 

has a 50 foot elevation difference from side to side that has made the physical 

encroachment less obvious. Metro has ignored and made no effort to accommodate 

BHUSD master plan and mission obligations — unlike elsewhere along the alignment 

where the FEIS/EIR has made substantial revision to avoid or minimize impacts to 

developers. 

The conclusion of this report is that a Santa Monica alignment can be done safely, will deliver 

comparable ridership benefits to the overall Metro transit system, will do so at a $100 million 

cost savings to the project, and have no negative impact on the Beverly Hills High School. A 

Constellation alignment will require $100 million more to deliver a minimal ridership benefit 

and cause a very large — and avoidable — negative impact on another public agency. 

Scope and Limitations of this Report 

This report summarizes observations made during a review of the Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation Agency (Metro) Westside Subway Extension FEIS/EIR (FEIS/EIR). 

There are numerous areas of the FEIS/EIR in which Metro has presented conclusions without 

explanation, backup analysis, or identification and incorporation of referenced source reports. 

Metro has consistently refused to provide detailed backup information related to ridership 

modeling, cost estimating, and any software program used to create information within the 

FEIS/EIR. The ability to evaluate, analyze or corroborate the FEIS/EIR has been seriously 

compromised by the absence of these materials. Many of the conclusions within the FEIS/EIR 

are unsupported: they are merely presented as objective facts without disclosing the 

methodology or sources used to generate these conclusions. They are unsupported within the 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority — Proposed Westside Extension Project 
—Interim Review Final EIS/EIR 
April 18, 2012 Page 

 



 

 PrimeSource Consulting  

FEIS/EIR, the FEIS/EIR Appendices, the FEIS/EIR Technical Reports, or by any other documents 

provided by Metro to date. 

At the time of this report, there are several dozen outstanding FOIA/PRA requests seeking the 

source materials that were used by Metro to develop its unsupported conclusions. At this time. 

many of these requests have been outstanding for more than one year.ln the absence of the 

requested source documents, this review of the FEIS/EIR is based upon the exact language of the 

FEIS/EIR. 

There are numerous instances in which the conclusions presented in the FEIS/EIR are clearly 

in error or appear to violate industry standards and approaches. Metro has thus far 

consistently refused to make available, within the limited time period in which responses to the 

FEIS/EIR must be made, any of its calculations or modeling details which may attempt to 

explain any of its deviations. Metro's refusal to disclose the documents it contends may 

support its conclusions seriously limits the ability of any reviewer to identify proper corrections 

to calculations and to make precise factual adjustments to the FEIS/EIR: the review is limited 

to identifying the fact that an error is present. 

Main Emphasis of the Report 

The Beverly Hills Unified School District (BHUSD) has repeatedly expressed its overall support 

for the Westside Extension Project. The BHUSD has strong concerns over a project alternative 

that would traverse the BHUSD's only high school campus. This transversing alignment is the 

only practical way to serve a proposed Century City station location on Constellation Boulevard. 

The BHUSD has no objection to the tunnel alignment or any of the proposed station locations on 

Santa Monica Boulevard. 

This report is the result of a limited review of the FEIS/EIR with a focus on the Metro selection 

of a station location to serve Century City, and, more particularly, whether to place the station 

on Santa Monica or on Constellation. All station and station entrance location decisions should 

revolve around a balancing of benefits, costs and risks to obtain the greatest overall project 

benefit. There are four principal criteria that should be considered for this particular site: 

1. Geotechnical — are there serious seismic (or other physical) issues with a site that would make 

construction unsafe or impractical? 

2. Ridership — are there substantial ridership benefits or differences in one location over 

another? 

3. Cost — are there substantial cost benefits and differences in one location over another? 
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4. Burden and benefits — is either site disproportionately burdensome or beneficial to a particular 

community? 

The FEIS/EIR purports to answer all of these questions, and to answer them uniformly in favor of 

a Constellation location. The FEIS/EIR formally concludes that Santa Monica is not buildable 

because of the presence of hypothesized active seismic faulting. The FEIS/EIR further concludes 

that Constellation would have higher ridership although at a higher cost than Santa Monica, and, 

based upon a perceived ridership benefit, is worth the added public cost. The FEIS/EIR 

recommends Constellation over Santa Monica even if Santa Monica were buildable. The FEIS/EIR 

further concludes, without explanation, that there is no negative impact or disproportionate 

burden of a Constellation location on the surrounding community, particularly on the Beverly 

Hills High School. 

This report disputes the staff conclusions and recommendations. There are numerous issues 

within the FEIS/EIR should be resolved before any decision is made in order to allow a properly 

considered and impartial decision that is in the best interests of the entire project. Types of 

issues addressed below include: 

· There are several key attributes that are useful in comparing the relative benefits of one 

option over another. There are numerous examples of an inconsistent process used by 

Metro to compare and contrast options. The same standard should be used for both. 

· The FEIS/EIR is a layering and iterative process where a key attribute is determined 

based upon previous analysis of other attributes. There are numerous examples of 

inconsistently or incompletely carrying forward early layers of analysis into later 

comparisons. 

· The FEIS/EIR indicates that it is based upon numerous source documents. Some of these 

documents have been completed for a long time while some were in revision close to the 

issuance date of the FEIS/EIR. There are numerous examples of the FEIS/EIR 

not using the most current version of a source document, or worse, using multiple 

versions of a source document in multiple locations. Metro has refused to provide many 

of these source documents in connection with the public review of the FEIS/EIR. 

· An evaluation of key attributes should incrementally and consistently compare and 

contrast those attributes at the station level, across the entire Westside Extension, and 

on the Metro system as a whole. There will be many instances where the best decision 

at the station level may result in an inferior outcome at the system level. The FEIS/EIR 

has not consistently or correctly maintained this multi-level balancing. 

· The FEIS/EIR has used special methodologies and measurement systems to delve into the 

Century City station studies. The FEIS/EIR has not applied the same special 
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methodologies and measurement systems in its analysis of other station alternatives, 
which raises questions of consistency, and objectivity. It appears that application of 
the special methodologies and measurement systems across all stations would 
substantially change many of the key attribute assessments. 

FEIS/EIR contains numerous examples of these types of inconsistencies. Each of the 
four principle factors for the Century City station and alignment option will be reviewed 
in turn below. 

Area 1: Geotechnical Issues 

Metro issued the FEIS/EIR Appendix 03 Century City Area Fault Investigation Report(Seismic Fault Study) 
and FEIS/EIR Appendix 05 Century City Area Tunneling Safety Report (Tunnel Safety Report) in October 
2011 that made far reaching conclusions regarding the geologic character of the Century City 
area. In particular, the Seismic Fault Study concluded that the Century City area is underlain by 
numerous active strands of the Santa Monica Fault Zone which connect with the Newport 
Inglewood Fault Zone which the report concludes extends all the way to the Hollywood fault. 
Based on this analysis, the Seismic Fault Study concludes and recommends that a significant 
portion of the Century City area and surrounding portions of Beverly Hills and Westwood be 
classified as a restricted building area under the state Alquist-Priolo statute. 

The project implications of the Seismic Fault Study are precise: 

· A station cannot be safely built on Santa Monica in the two locations selected by staff 

· A station can be built on Constellation 
· The BHHS campus is unbuildable — future building is barred by the presence of 

active faults, therefore there is no impact to future construction 

The Metro reports have far reaching extremely severe consequences that go well beyond the 
question of whether a station may be built at Santa Monica and whether school buildings 
may be built at BHHS. They have put in motion an extensive investigation and debate 
among the entire geologic community and regulators that cannot be condensed or expedited 
to serve the preferences or timeline of Metro. The truth or adequacy of the Metro Seismic 
Fault Study will be resolved in due course. 

However, there is an immediate process question that must be addressed: Since the FEIS/EIR 
has determined that the Seismic Fault Study approach and conclusions are correct and should 

be applied to the decision process, has Metro consistently and correctly applied that same 
approach and conclusions to the rest of the FEIS/EIR analysis? It has not. 
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There is no evidence of faults at Constellation. The Metro geotechnical investigation clearly 
indicates that Constellation received only a fraction of the attention that was placed on Santa 

Monica. Metro has looked deeply at Santa Monica and found numerous faults, concluding it is 
unsafe; Metro has not looked at Constellation, and therefore concluded that it is safe. That is 
an inconsistent approach in the extreme. Metro's own analysis and conclusion is that there 

must be numerous fault strands in the area, many more than were identified in its 
investigation. If so, then it becomes very likely that there are similar faulting patterns at 

Constellation. A refusal to even look for such faulting is fundamentally flawed. 

Metro's claimed evidence of faulting at Constellation is unsupported. The FEIS/EIR says there is 
no evidence of faulting at Constellation. Metro's Seismic Fault Study data says there is. The 

Metro approach to identify a fault was fourfold: (1) it used seismograph data, soil borings and 
Cone Penetrometer Tests (CPTs) to identify discontinuities in soil layering; (2) it determined that 

any discontinuity in soil layering was evidence of seismic faulting (ignoring any alternative cause 
of such discontinuities); (3) it concluded that the Santa Monica Fault Zone and Newport-
Inglewood Fault Zones in this area are active, therefore any fault strands must be considered 

active; (4) it projected active fault strands well beyond the point of intersection with a transect. 

Assuming that Metro's Seismic Fault Study approach is correct, Metro failed to apply it 

consistently. The seismograph data for Transects 3 and 8 include numerous anomalies near 
Santa Monica that Metro has concluded indicate faults. There are very similar anomalies near 
Constellation which Metro has ignored. One very prominent and distinctive strand indicated by 

this data intersects Avenue of the Stars at an angle which would cross the proposed station 
entrance on the JMB property and, if extended as Metro extended other fault lines, would 

intersect the Constellation station box. The Metro boring and CPT data in this area is sorely 
lacking, leaving such a wide gap that the fault clearly indicated by the seismograph data cannot 

be dismissed or resolved. There are other anomalies in the limited data available for 
Constellation. Where such data was found at Santa Monica, it was presumed to be an active 
fault; where it was encountered at Constellation — in the very limited examination that 

occurred — it was not discussed. 

If the Metro analysis and conclusions are correct, and if they are applied consistently 
to Constellation, then Metro has ample evidence of the presence of faulting at 
Constellation station and at least one entrance. 

The FEIS/EIR Transit Oriented Development analysis is inconsistent with the Metro Seismic 

Fault Study. Metro has made a specific Alquist-Priolo area recommendation impact across 
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be active its entire length covering Westwood and Santa Monica. The consequence of an 
Alquist-Priolo designation is that an entire area is barred for future development of inhabited 
structures. The impact of the recommended designation on existing structures is much less 
clear. Does building occupancy change? Do buildings become less desirable? Does property 
valuation change? Are structures insurable? Can structures be renovated over time, or must 
they be frozen in stasis and gradually decrease in economic value? What is the impact on 
financing? On property tax valuation and revenues? This would not be the first instance of an 
Alquist-Priolo zone being imposed on a developed area. There are numerous examples of 
clearly identified negative impacts and consequences. Here are several — out of many —
examples: 

Growth Inducing Impacts — FEIS/EIR Technical Report 13. Growth-inducing Impacts Technical Report 
contains an analysis of future job growth and population growth in the area. This analysis is 

used to provide data incorporated into Metro Travel Demand model and the Ridership models. 

Because the Santa Monica fault (as defined by Metro in the project study area) follows Santa 

Monica Boulevard, an Alquist-Priolo designation would have a concentrated impact on 

commercial development and activity. It would inevitably cause a repression in job growth, 
which would then trickle through other portions of the FEIS/EIR analysis. Metro has not made 

this adjustment. 

Transit Oriented Development Analysis Impact -TheFEIS/EIR Technical report 15. Land Use and 

Development Opportunities Report provides measurement of existing and future development 

potential in the study area and at station locations. This analysis is based upon various 
municipal planning documents — many of which would incur substantial revision due to an 

Alquist-Priolo designation in the study area. Metro's Transit Oriented Development assessment 
predicts substantial future development and very high building occupancy levels in Century City. 

However, an Alquist-Priolo designation would preclude much of this future development, and 
would negatively impact existing development patterns. The Metro Seismic Fault Study is 
completely at odds with the development assessment in the FEIS/EIR. Both cannot be true. 

Travel Demand Model Impact - In FEIS/EIR Technical Report 23. Smart Growth Evaluation Report 

the Metro Travel Demand Model predicts immediate and long term ridership based on the 
development and job predictions made in other reports — numbers that are over-inflated 

without an adjustment for the recommended Alquist-Priolo designation. The Alquist-Priolo 
recommendation by Metro would very likely depress overall study area growth and ridership, 
and would definitely cause a substantial alternation of the Century City ridership projections. 
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Ridership Analysis Impact - Metro's ridership analysis presumes health ridership growth in 
Century City related to a substantial increase in jobs and residents. However, the "centroid" 
of Metro's ridership analysis lies inside a mall that lies squarely over Metro's recommended 
Alquist-Priolo zone. An Alquist-Priolo designation in Century City would eliminate many of the 
building projects identified by Metro as providing future growth, and may actually cause a 
decrease in area jobs and residents. The FEIS/EIR ignores this impact altogether. The Metro 
Seismic Fault Study is completely at odds with the ridership assessment in the FEIS/EIR. 
Both cannot be true. 

Station Entrance Impact — As explained above, if the Metro Seismic Fault Study is implemented 
consistently, it may not even be possible to build the Constellation Station, or the entrance on 
the proposed JMB development. Of course, there would be no JMB development because of the 
fault identified in the Metro seismograph data. The station entrance analysis has presumed that 
any area of Constellation would be buildable; this is completely at odds with the data and 
methodology behind the Seismic Fault Study. 

Area 2 — Ridership Issues 

The Metro Travel Demand Model inventories area characteristics (e.g. land use such as 
residential units) then applies conversion factors (e.g. trips per household) to determine 
overall travel activity. The system is an appropriate tool to determine the level of demand for 
an area and to determine where a station is needed and will be supported by demand. 
Although the Metro Travel Demand Model is based on an industry standard application, there 
are numerous variables within the model that can have profound effects in estimating overall 
system ridership and specific station ridership. For example, there are normally a set of 
factors developed to correlate model predictions to match existing system actual ridership 
both at the system-wide level and at the station level. These correlation factors are then 
carried forward and used to predict ridership at new stations. Metro has not provided access to 
the specific Travel Demand Model used to calculate ridership for the Westside Extension and 
for the Metro system as a whole. There are certain aspects of the model that could 
substantially influence this particular application. 

Evaluation of Station Location Benefits— There is a very large and serious problem with the 
methodology as presented in the FEIS/EIR: it conducts an analysis that looks solely at potential 
Century City transit riders, determines that Constellation will have 3,325 more riders because of 
its proximity to destination and sources, and stops the analysis. Every statement in the FEIS/EIR 
indicates that Constellation will generate 3,074 more riders than Santa Monica. Metro did not fully 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority — Proposed Westside Extension Project 
—Interim Review Final EIS/EIR 
April 18, 2012 Page 8 



assess the impact of the longer alignment, with sharper curves and numerous grade 



 

 PrimeSource Consulting  

changes. The impacts of the travel time difference required to serve Constellation decreases 

ridership on the Westside Extension and across the entire Metro transit system. 

The FEIS/EIR has determined that Constellation is between 23 and 26 seconds slower than 

Santa Monica (FEIS/EIR Section 05 Chapter 3 Transportation — Table 3-4). Out of context, 23 

to 26 seconds seems like a trivial impediment that should not have a sizable impact. However, 

the Metro Travel Demand Model shows otherwise. One of the large differences between the 

Draft EIS/EIR and the Final EIS/EIR was the decision to change train headways: the Westside 

Extension headways were increased from 3:30 to 4:00 minutes, and the Red Line headways 

were decreased from 5:00 to 4:00 minutes. This resulted in a decreased ridership on the 

Westside Extension by 3325 riders, but resulted an increased ridership in the rest of the system 

by 7,925 riders, resulting in a net increase in system-wide ridership of 4,600. This was a good 

planning decision. 

Headway and travel time are strongly overlapping variables in a model. Metro has continued to 

refuse access to the model or inputs it used to support its conclusions. The exact impact of the 

increase travel time cannot be determined from the documents released by Metro. However, 

based upon the data Metro has provided, switching from Constellation to Santa Monica would 

increase ridership in then Westside Subway Extension by approximately 3,000 riders and result in 

another increase in ridership in the rest of the system. Even if the Metro Walk Study Access 

conclusions were valid — which they are not —the difference in ridership between Santa Monica 

and Constellation are not significant on the entire Metro system. The FEIS/EIR does not 

contradict this conclusion — it simply omits the discussion altogether (e.g. FEIS/EIR Technical 

Report 25. Transit Impact Assessment Report — Section 4.7 Study Corridor Travel Time  

Comparison). 

There are numerous other aspects of the Metro FEIS/EIR ridership modeling that have 

artificially and inconsistently skewed the apparent ridership benefits of Constellation over Santa 

Monica. 

Correlation between riders and fare paying patrons — It is common knowledge that 

under the Metro "honor system" the number of transit riders far exceeds the number of paying 

riders. The FEIS/EIR appears to have calculated system ridership based on a correlation to the 

actual number of passengers riding the system. Metro has long term plans to abandon the 

"honor system" and go with a traditional turnstyle system. It is industry experience that once a 

turnstyle system is activated, actual revenue increases but actual ridership decreases. The 

Metro ridership and operating revenue projections are inconsistent: it is either overstating 
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Accommodation of geographical barriers — The basic Travel Demand Model is essentially blind 
to geographic barriers. As long as TAZ's (or demand neighborhoods) have similar levels of 
impedance scattered throughout, specific barriers are irrelevant. For most of the stations 
proposed on the Westside Extension, there are no unusual geographic boundaries that must 
be factored into the model. This is not true for Century City, which is a city of walls: the east 
and west sides are literally walled off from Westwood and Beverly Hills; the residential areas 
are all gated communities with single entrances; Fox Studios has multiple layers of access 
restriction on its borders and within the complex; Century City is made up of super blocks 
with fewer routes — and shortcuts — than comparable business communities in Los Angeles. 
The key assumption in the travel model was increased access walk time to the station site 
which does even discuss, let alone account for, these barriers. Barriers translate into 
impedance which translates into lower ridership. 

Lack of Shuttle Service — It must be presumed that the Metro Travel Demand Model has been 
calibrated to match existing Metro ridership patterns. Century City is a high rise urban jobs 
center with a profile most analogous to the downtown Los Angeles area. However, there is a 
critical difference: all of the downtown stations in Los Angeles and many of the stations west 
of downtown are served by the DASH system, which acts as a feeder shuttle to the downtown 
stations. There is no shuttle in Century City. It is not clear how the Metro Travel Demand 
Model has addressed this difference. Note that many of the other proposed Westside 
Extension stations will be served by shuttles, especially the Westwood/UCLA station; this 
issue is unique to the Century City station. 

The peculiar parking problem of Century City — The FEIS/EIR presumes that the bulk of the 
subway riders at Century City will be employee commuters. The availability and cost of parking 
is a key factor in employee choice between driving and riding the subway. The FEIS/EIR has 
noted the fact that the parking supply in Century City is disproportionately higher than at other 
stations (e.g. FEIS/EIR Section 05 Chapter 3 Transportation — Table 3-15 and attendant text). 
Unlike similar high density urban stations in Los Angeles, Century City has ample parking in all 
of the office buildings, plus has ample reduced rate parking at the shopping mall. The FEIS/EIR 
noted the disparity, determined that the parking supply would not be a barrier to transit use by 
patrons who drive to the station, but ignored the fact that the parking creates a disincentive for 
commuter patrons. The Century City parking situation may increase resident ridership, but will 
decrease employee ridership with a substantial net loss in station ridership — unless corrected. 
The negative parking effect on ridership is more pronounced at Constellation (newer buildings, 
higher parking space ratio, more subsidized parking spaces embedded in leases) than at Santa 
Monica (older buildings, lower parking space ratio, smaller quantity and ratio of subsidized 
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parking spaces). Redevelopment of buildings (with lower parking space ratios to encourage 
transit use) will have a greater long term effect at Santa Monica than at Constellation because of 
the age of the buildings. The FEIS/EIR ridership analysis has also ignored the formal offer of a 
park and ride facility by the City of Beverly Hills to be located close to the east end of the Santa 
Monica station. The vast majority of Metro stations lack park and ride facilities: adding one to 
Century City will increase resident usage of the station, particularly by the walk-adverse 
population or population that is outside the half mile radius of the station, which is the vast 
majority of residents in the area. The impact on transit ridership of the "first and last mile 
travelled" is well understood in the industry, and has been the focus of much of Metro's transit 
planning. It should not be ignored here. 

Metro Fails to Accurately Account for Student Ridership -The basic Metro Travel Demand Model 
tracks University trips, but does not track high school trips per se — they are aggregated into a 
factor that is applied to residential units. That approach works as long as the TAZ contains a 
"normal" distribution of residential units and schools. It does not work for Century City because 
the residential units that generate the student trips are not located in the Century City walkshed, 
and because the BHHS concentrates all of the high school students for the entire city in one 
school. The reality is that the BHHS concentrates almost 3,000 potential transit riders at the 
edge of the Century City walkshed — and the Metro Travel Demand Model ignores them 
altogether. This factor alone skews the Century City ridership calculations substantially. The 
BHHS ridership impact is disproportionately greater than its population: it contains an ideal 
transit-oriented population with the characteristics that the FEIS/EIR identifies as making a 
population more prone to use transit: the vast majority do not own cars, they are already 
conditioned toward walking, they walk farther than average and are less sensitive to distance 
and impedance than other transit patrons, a sizable fraction already ride a bus somewhere on 
their daily journey to school, and Metro subsidizes student transportation costs (which makes 
the students even more prone to use transit for non-school commuting trips). 

The BHHS population and its characteristics are in stark contrast to the dominant residential 
population in South Century City — car owning, wealthier, older, high percentage of retirees, 
traditional non-transit riders, very sensitive to walk impedance: all factors that the FEIS/EIR 
has identified as negative impacts on ridership. These uniquely transit-prone and transit-
averse populations may have little net impact in predicting ridership over the entire project 
study area. However, they are very relevant and significant for individual station predictions. 
Although the FEIS/EIR specifically recognizes the positive and negative factors discussed 
above and their potential impact on ridership, the Travel Demand Model has ignored them 
altogether in the analysis of Century City ridership and especially in attempting to compare 
the two station alternatives. 

The Metro Walk Study — The Metro Travel Demand Model is not designed with the kind of 
precision to accurately measure small differences in station box or entrance locations. It is 
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simply the wrong kind of tool to make these kinds of evaluations. FEIS/EIR Technical Report 
39.  Century City TOD and Walk Access Study is an attempt to "calibrate" the Metro Travel 
Demand Model and measure these differences. However, the Walk Access Study is an overly 
simplistic method of making these measurements. 

Normal industry practice for these kinds of analyses is well defined and standardized: a detailed 
map of the potential walkshed is developed, identifying all building developments and then 
determining potential walking paths — including specific impedance factors such as the delay 
from signalized intersections and sidewalk availability. Station entrances and locations are 
varied in an iterative process until the optimal location/ridership balance is achieved. 

Metro did not take this approach. Instead it simply calculated a "walk time" from the various 
station entrance locations to the centroid and then devalued potential ridership according to a 
one eighth mile, one quarter mile and one half mile degradation formula. There are numerous 
obvious errors and flaws with this approach as conceived and as executed. 

· The proposed centroid (per the FEIS/EIR Technical Report 50. Technical Report 
Summarizing the Results of the Forecasted Alternatives) is right in front of the B.J. 
Restaurant in the Westfield Shopping Center. It is not clear how this centroid was 
calculated — but even a cursory site visit will demonstrate that this is simply the 
wrong location: it is less than 400 feet away from the west wall of Century City and 
almost every high rise building and its population is to the east of the shopping 
center. Mathematically, it is impossible that the walkshed centroid be located inside 
the mall boundaries. A proper walkshed analysis will place the actual walkshed 
centroid somewhere inside the superblock bounded by Santa Monica, Century Park 
East, Constellation and Avenue of the Stars. 

· If the centroid is adjusted to somewhere within the correct superblock, leaving 
everything else the same in the Metro walk study analysis, the apparent 
ridership differences between the two station locations shrink dramatically. 

· The Metro walking analysis determined that the Century Park East entrance is a ten 
minute walk from the centroid. The ten minute walking time would definitely have a 
negative impact on ridership — if it were real. The fact is that even a casual walk to the 
B.J.'s centroid takes considerably less than ten minutes to accomplish, which would 
dramatically increase the Santa Monica ridership compared to the Constellation 
ridership. Metro used a walking speed of 3.5 mph, which is the conservatively slow 
walking speed used to time intersection crossing times and avoid stranding slower 
walkers in the crosswalk. This 3.5 mph walking speed has little bearing to the walking 
speed of the average transit patron who travels much quicker. 

· The Metro walking study has artificially determined a wide variation in 
ridership between the Constellation and Santa Monica station alternatives. 

The Metro walking study analysis creates a misleading measurement of differences in ridership. 
If the walking study premises were indeed valid then they stand for the following premises: 
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· Elderly, car owning, non-transit riding, retired people will use the subway more than 
non-car owning, transit oriented, daily commuting students — even if the student 
travel is subsidized. 

· The "west wall of Century City" is not a barrier for residents seeking transit. 
· Peop l e  i n  C en t u ry  C i t y  w i l l  wa l k  t h r e e  t i me s  a s  f a r  t o  g e t  l u n ch  

a s  t h ey  w i l l  wa l k  t o  c a t ch  a  t r a i n .  T he  en t i r e  s t u dy  i s  n o t  
a dequa t e  t o  sup po r t  t h e  r i d e r sh i p  b a s i s  f o r  s t a t i on  l o c a t i on .  

The walk access method utilized by Metro to evaluate Century City is not applied consistently in 

the FEIS/EIR -The most glaring indictment of the Metro walking study is the Metro refusal to 
use it to evaluate any of the other station alternatives, even though they present similar 
ridership questions. The walking study has determined that 600 feet is an all-important cutoff 
range for ridership. This means that the Westwood/UCLA on- and off- street stations would 
serve completely different sets of high rise buildings. This means that the Westwood/UCLA 
station would receive zero ridership from the UCLA medical complex, which is more than one 
half mile from either station, zero UCLA students whose classroom "centroid" is almost one 
mile away from the either station, and very few patrons from the Westwood Village area. 
Neither Westwood/UCLA station (or the Westwood/VA stations) will serve the Federal Center 
—despite its very large transit oriented population. The Metro Travel Demand Model has 
identified a relatively small difference in ridership; Metro has used the walking study to 
discount ridership from the demand model. If Metro were to apply the same approach at 
Westwood/UCLA, it would find an equally substantial (and misleading) dropoff in ridership that 
would have large impacts throughout the FEIS/EIR. 

There is a gross error in judgment in Metro's 600 foot radius utilized in its Walking Study. The 
Metro Walking Study has determined that there is a very substantial ridership decline beyond 
a 600 foot radius. The research, although confirming a general trend toward decreased 
ridership with increasing distance, does not support the Metro methodology. The methodology 
is also not supported by Metro's own experience: a transit rider must walk more than 600 
feet just to get from the Union Station platform to the Alameda Street curb. The walk study 
would insist that no riders from Union Station would ever cross the 101 freeway into 
downtown Los Angeles. 

This methodology would have profound effects on other proposed stations: The vast majority 
of the VA hospital complex is out of walking range of the either Westwood/VA station location. 
Fairfax station patrons would walk to LACMA West, but almost never walk to LACMA East or to 
the La Brea tar pits. These predictions fly in the face of common sense and observation of the 
walking patterns of Metro's existing transit patrons and bus riders. The majority of the 
research provided by Metro uses a 'A and 1/2 mile distance (measured in varying ways) to 
predict and evaluate ridership. Walking distance does play a factor in ridership, but Metro's 
particular approach in radius definition and in predicted walking time has created an artificially 
disproportionate impact. 
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Most significant of all, if Metro were to apply the same walking study rules to all of the 
other station locations it would have an immediate and consistent decline in ridership 
across the entire Westside Extension. The decision to only apply it to Century City is 
inconsistent with its modeling approach everywhere else in the Westside Extension. If the 
walking study methodology and conclusions are valid and appropriate for Century City then 
it should be applied everywhere else with attendant decrease in ridership. 

The centroid is not utilized consistently by Metro. Metro bases its conclusions on the fact that 
proximity of a station to the TAZ centroid is all important. If that is the case, Metro fails to 
explain why it did not place the Constellation station entrance at the Northwest corner, 
which is closest to the TAZ centroid. There are no technical barriers: the property owner is 
interested, and the cost and engineering challenges are similar. This is yet another example 
of Metro inconsistently applying its own standards. 

Metro fails to apply its walking literature recommendations to entrances as well as stations. 

Metro has gathered extensive walkshed research to determine the ideal station location. It then 
disregards that same research and, without explanation, applies a single entrance rule to all 
station locations, except for Westwood/UCLA. This flies in the face of industry practice and 
knowledge. Transit literature and research does indeed demonstrate a relationship between 
ridership and proximity to a station entrance as stated by Metro. However, the actual research 
findings are far more subtle than indicated in the FEIS/EIR: the average transit patron will 
judge station access based on the walking time from his building entrance to the closest transit 
station entrance. Patrons typically ignore the travel time component within their building and 
within the transit station. (Note: The FEIS/EIR confirms this understanding by measuring 
walking distances from station entrance locations, not center of platform as described in 
FEIS/EIR Section 04 Chapter 2 Alternatives, pages 2-73 through 2-75.) 

With a typical Metro station box (platform and crossover tunnel) of 1000 feet, a double 
entrance station with entrances at both ends will substantially expand the perceived 118th 
mile radius "sweet spot" for ridership. Adding multiple additional entrances during initial 
construction is a very small incremental cost. The payback is substantial: a 1% increase in 
project cost for the additional entrances may generate a 10% increase in ridership. At least 
this is the experience and conclusion of most of the major transit systems in the United 
States including in the Bay Area, Chicago, Washington, New York Atlanta and Boston — as 
well as Paris, London and many other large urban centers. 
The ridership benefit of multiple entrances is not uniform across all station options. In Century 
City, the benefit to Santa Monica would be substantially greater than the benefit to 
Constellation. A Santa Monica station an entrance at Avenue of the Stars will make the station 
perceptibly accessible well into Westwood and a second entrance near Century Park East will 
make the station perceptively accessible well into the Beverly Hills hotel, commercial and high 
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school population centers. Multiple entrances at Constellation do not yield similar ridership 
enhancements primarily because of the impedance of the many walled barriers surrounding 
the station 

The considered location of the Santa Monica station is singular and illogical. Initial planning had the 
Santa Monica station centered on the Avenue of the Stars, which appeared to intersect the 
Santa Monica fault. The Metro Board directed staff to investigate alternative locations to the east 
that could avoid the Santa Monica fault while still serving Century City. Staff did not follow Board 
direction: instead of evaluating a range of alternatives, staff evaluated exactly one poorly 
selected location centered on Century Park East. This location raised a conflict with a large storm 
drain culvert which in turn forced a further eastward extension of the station crossover tunnel. 
Staff has ignored potential placement of a Santa Monica station that is between Avenue of the 
Stars and Century Park East, perhaps located closer to the southern boundary of South Santa 
Monica Boulevard. This particular location is far enough eastward and south to miss the Santa 
Monica fault strands identified in the Metro Seismic Fault Study, while also far enough west to 
avoid the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone also identified in the Metro Seismic Fault Study and the 
Benedict Canyon drainage culvert. Besides avoiding the seismic traps that befall the staff 
selected location, this particular location allows the construction of multiple entrances at minimal 
cost serving the corners at Century Park East, Avenue of the Stars and even reaching the 
northern side of Santa Monica Blvd.. A detailed industry standard walkshed modeling effort by 
BHUSD has confirmed that this particular location and entrance configuration will reduce or 
eliminate the near term ridership difference between stations. 

The TOD long-term impact on ridership — Even a casual walking tour of the proposed Century 
City station area will confirm the following observations: 

· Constellation is dominated by modern high rise transit adverse structures (e.g. 
ample subsidized parking, overly wide unfriendly streets, lack of an existing 
pedestrian culture). It is not ripe for redevelopment. 

· Santa Monica, inside Century City, is dominated by older high rises that are already 
more transit-oriented (e.g. less subsidized parking, more bus riders, established 
pedestrian patterns, ample pedestrian shortcuts). This area is ripe for 
redevelopment, which has already begun at both ends. Century City redevelopment 
will be skewed towards Santa Monica, not Constellation for decades. 

· Santa Monica will also serve Westwood and Beverly Hills. Adjacent commercial 
development is low rise and older. Both cities have adopted growth plans that 
envision redevelopment and replacement with greater density, transit-friendly 
buildings which  has already begun.  

A review of the development of the Century City area indicates that the Santa Monica 
station will encourage and benefit from long-term Transit Oriented development much 
more than Constellation. 
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Metro has failed to evaluate existing pedestrian habits and patterns. It is very 
surprising that Metro did extensive walking analysis and calculation without simply measuring 
existing pedestrian patterns and speeds. Had Metro observed Century City pedestrians, it 
would have found that there is a well-established pedestrian culture that is centered on Santa 
Monica Boulevard and in the Westfield Mall — but not on Constellation. It is basic transit 
planning to place stations where the people are already walking rather than to create a new 
culture. Had Metro measured walking speeds, it would have found that Century City 
pedestrians do not dawdle — they move substantially faster than the walking speeds used by 
Metro and they avail themselves of numerous shortcuts (like the pedestrian bridge over 
Avenue of the Stars). The result is that Metro's 10-minute walking radius zone is substantially 
larger than predicted. Santa Monica will attract riders from outside Century City and in large 
quantities. The net effect is that the ridership difference between Constellation and Santa 
Monica due to longer walking time will largely disappear. 

Area 3: Capital Cost Issues 

The FEIS/EIR cost analysis is a mish mash that fails to clearly identify, compare and contrast the 
cost differences between the Century City station and alignment alternatives. It is difficult to 
determine the source of many of the figures used and their method of calculation. In response 
for clarification and supporting cost estimate documents, Metro has responded that the cost 
information has been provided on the posted FEIS/EIR. 

It appears — but cannot be confirmed without Metro's documents — that Metro followed the capital 
cost estimate process described in detail in FEIS/EIR Technical Report 28. Accelerated Financial 
Plan — Section 2.1.2. which is an updated version of the process identified in FEIS/EIR Technical 
Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysisdated August 2010. That description indicates that the 
starting point for all capital cost estimates was the Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate  Report 
(120F) dated December 2010, which was then further adjusted to reflect expenditures to reflect 
"current in-progress estimate changes within each SCC category". 

Metro has precisely described all of the components of a final cost estimate in the Metro Final 
Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) dated December 2010. They include: an Estimating Basis 
and Assumptions Document, a narrative, an electronic Excel spreadsheet, detailed worksheets, 
backup documentation, and a historical cost database. However, Metro has refused to provide 
any of this backup to any of the estimates contained within any section of the FEIS/EIR Main 
Sections, Appendices or Technical Reports. Metro has refused to provide any cost estimate 
revisions that have taken place since December 2010. 

It is impossible to understand and interpret Metro's estimating process or conclusions without 
a complete set of supporting documents and backup. It is impossible to identify what changes 
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any change in total project cost. Unfortunately, as described below, total project cost varies widely 
throughout the FEIS/EIR and supporting documents. 

This report is primarily concerned with the relative cost difference between a Century City 
station and alignment at Constellation or Santa Monica, not the overall project cost. 
Unfortunately, without access to detailed estimate elements, it is very difficult to parse out the 
real cost difference between the Constellation and Santa Monica station alternatives in Century 
City. The cost differences are indirectly presented in various locations throughout the FEIR/EIS, 
and in varying and inconsistent amounts. 

The FEIS/EIR Section 09 Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis — Table 6-1 identifies cost 
ranges  for all eight of the station/alignment configurations currently being considered in the 
FEIS/EIR. By pairing the information in Table 6-1 one can determine the net cost difference between 
the Constellation and Santa Monica options: 

Matched pairs from FEIS/EIR Section 09 Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis— Table 6-1 

Station Combinations 
 
 

 
 

Total Cost 
Range ($2011 

millions) 

Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 
On-Street 

Westwood/VA Hospital 
South 

1 $4,348 $4,435 

Constellation 5 $4,369 $4,409 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

($26) 

 
Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 

On-Street 
Westwood/VA Hospital 

North 

2 $4,382 $4,468 

Constellation 6 $4,402 $4,442 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

($26) 

 
Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 

Off-Street 
Westwood/VA Hospital 

South 

3 $4,323 $4,410 

Constellation 7 $4,344 $4,384 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

($26) 

 
Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 

Off-Street 
Westwood/VA Hospital 

North 

4 $4,357 $4,444 

Constellation 8 $4,377 $4,417 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

($27)  

The answer is clear: Constellation is about $20-21 million more expensive than Santa Monica —

unless it is $26-27 million cheaper. Metro has provided no explanation for the wide range in estimates 

— or even why there is a range at all. There is nothing in either the FEIS/EIR Technical Report 28. 
Accelerated Financial Plan — Section 2.1.2, or in the FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08.  Cost and 
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Report (120F) dated December 2010 — the three estimating documents in the FEIR/EIS - that would 
generate such a wide range of cost expectations. 

This is not the only inconsistent indication of the cost difference in Century City. The FEIS/EIR 09 
Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis — Section 7-3  presents another cost estimate declaring 
that Constellation is "slightly" more expensive than Santa Monica, and that the cost difference is 
due to the greater length that would result in a cost increase of $25 million. 

The FEIS/EIR does not identify or explain the source of any of the cost estimates that it 
contains. Metro has simply indicated that all of the cost estimate information has been 
provided. There is no additional cost estimate information in the Appendices to the FEIS/EIR. 
That takes the analysis to the Technical Reports section of the FEIS/EIR. 

FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysis — Tables 3-1 and 3-2  offer a 
limited pairing option that should also identify the cost difference between Constellation and 
Santa Monica: 

Matched pairs from FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysis - Tables 3-1, 3-2 

Station Combinations 
 
 
 

  
  

 

Alt 2 Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 
Off-Street 

Westwood/VA 
Hospital South 

$4,357,988 

Alt 2 with Constellation Constellation $4,439,029 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

     
Alt 2 less Crenshaw Santa Monica 

Westwood/ UCLA 
Off-Street 

Westwood/VA 
Hospital North 

$4,171,089 
Alt 2 with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation $4,216,592 

Constellation is more (+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

 

The problem with this data is that the numbers are measuring exactly the same scope of work: 
they should be equal. Without access to the source documents refused by Metro, it is 
impossible to reconcile this difference. 

The FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysis completed in August 2010 
refers to the Metro Capital Cost Estimate Report dated May 2010, for the detailed SCC 
worksheets that support the estimates presented in FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and 
Financial Analysis completed in August 2010. Metro has refused to provide this report. Instead 
it provided the Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) dated December 2010. 
Presumably, this is a more advanced version of the May 2010 report and should be more likely 
to have been included in the FEIS/EIR cost analysis. The Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate  
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Report (120F) dated December 2010 contains the "Detailed SCC Worksheets" used to prepare an 
estimate for the various alternatives contained in FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and 
Financial Analysis, but not the estimates contained in the main FEIS/EIR. The "detailed SCC 
worksheets" contained in the Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) dated December 
2010 are in fact summary level sheets only that do not reveal any of the detailed components of 
a final estimate. Metro has refused to provide any of this backup to any of the estimates 
contained within any section of the FEIS/EIR, Appendices or technical reports. in components of 
The cost estimates for the various alternates match those in FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost 
and Financial Analysis:  

Matched pairs from Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Re tort 1120f) -Tabl 6-1, 6-2 

Station Combinations  
 
 

   
  

It 2 Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA 
Off-Street 

westwoodrVA 
Hospital South 

$4,3.57,983 

Alt 2C with Constellation Constellation 4„459,029 
Constellation is more (+ 'value:} or less i:- va Illel -expensive than Santa Monica  

 
 

 

     
Alt 2B less Crenshaw Santa Monica 

Veestwoocil UCLA 
off-Street 

Westwood/VA 
Hospital North 

$4,171,039 

Mt 2.E with Constellation 
less renshaw Constellation S4,216,592 

Constellation is more (4- value: or less aluej expens e than Santa 
M i  

 
 
 

 

 

Again, although the two technical reports are consistent, they are consistently wrong. The 
estimates are supposed to be measuring exactly the same scope of work: they should be 
exactly equal. Without access to the source documents refused by Metro, it is impossible to 
reconcile this very large difference. 

The Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) - Tables 6-1 and 6-2 dated December 2010 
does allow a separation between major cost codes in order to better understand the relative 
cost differences as shown by the pairings in the table below. Once again, these pairings are 
supposed to be measuring the exact same scope of work and should present the exact same 
cost difference for every type of system element. With the exception of the Systems Elements 
which are relatively close, the other cost estimate elements are so widely and inconsistently 
divergent that it calls the entire cost estimate into question. 
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Matched pairs from Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Reporti:120Fi - Tables 6.1, 6-2 

Station Combinations  
 
 

   
  

Guideway and Track Elements 
Alt 2 Santa Monica Westwood,/ UCLA. 

Off-Street 
Westwood/VA 
hospital South 

5831,68B 
Alt 2C with Constellation Constellation 5864,065 

Constellation is more ;+ value) or less I:- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Alt 2B less Crenshaw Santa Monica 
Westwood/ UCLA 

Off-Street 
Westw o od/VA 
Hospital North 

5843,853 
Alt 2E with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation 5864,870 

Constellation is more t+ value) or les.. - value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

System Elements 
Alt 2 Santa Monica 

I Westwood./ UCLA 
Off-Street 

' estwood/VA 
Hospital South 

5166,510 

Alt 2C with Constellation Constellation 5171,426 
Constellation is more l',-i- value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  

 
 

 

Alt 2B less Crenshaw Santa Monica 
Westwood,'' UCLA 

Off-Street 
Westwood/VA 
Hospital North 

$160,941 
Alt 2E with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation $165,240 

Constellation. is morei,̀ -i- value) or less 1.- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Stations 
Alt 2 Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA We stw ood/VA 

Hospital South. 
ri. 009,757 

Alt 2C with Constellation Constellation Off-Street $1,009,757 

Co nstel iation. is more i:+ value] or less I- value; expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Alt 2B less Crenshaw Santa Monica  
Westwocxl/VA 
Hospital North 

$916,007 

Alt 2E with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation 

W'estw ood/ UCLA 
Off-Street 5886,151 

Constellation is more ;+ value) or less (- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Sitework and special conditions 
Alt 2 Santa Monica Westwood/ UCLA Westwood VA 

Hospital South 
$317,178 

Alt 2C with Constellation Constellation Off-Street $321,164 
Constellation is more i',+ value) or less. 1- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  

 
 

 

Alt 2B less Crenshaw Santa Monica  
Westwood/VA 
Hospital North 

5320,011 
Alt 2E with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation 

Westwood) U CIA 
Off-Street 5298,108 

Constellation is morel:+ value) or less E- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Right of Way 
Alt 2 Santa Monica 'Westwood/ UCLA Westwoo.d/VA 

Hospital South 
$159400 

Alt 2C with Constellation Constellatio n Off-Street $178,173 

Constellation is more i'+ value) or less f- value) expensive than Santa Monica:  
 
 

 

Alt 25 less Crenshaw Santa Monica  
Westwood/VA 
Hospital North 

5101,639 
Alt 2E with Constellation 
less Crenshaw Constellation 

Westwood/ UCLA. 
Off-Street $178,173 

Constellation is more 0- v_alue) or less I:- value) expensive han Santa 
M i  
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FEIS/EIR Technical Report 06. Comparative Benefits and Costs Analysis — Table 5-1 introduces yet another 
cost estimate, stating that Constellation will be $4.1 million ("base year dollars") less 
expensive than Santa Monica. This report also demonstrates the disproportionate impact that 
small capital cost differences can have on the cost effectiveness rating: the $4.1 million cost 
savings will improve the Cost Effectiveness Rating from $31.96 to $31.29 (lower is better). The 
cost effectiveness rating is a key component of the federal funding application process. 

FEIS/E1R Technical Report 06. Comparative Benefits and Costs Analysis — Table 6-5 states that the cost 
impact of Constellation will be a $23.5 million cost increase, contradicting the cost savings 
in Table 5-1, and demonstrating that the Constellation station alternative will make the cost 
effectiveness rating worse. 

Metro simply presents (another) project cost estimate dated September 2011 in the FEIS/EIR  

Technical Report 28. Accelerated Financial Plan — Section 2.0 indicates that the total project cost is 
$5,129 million (YOE$) and $4,406 million (YOE$ w/o financing). The estimate is presented 
out of context and without explanation. Presumably this estimate reflects the current staff 
recommended LPA: Alt 2 less Crenshaw Constellation Westwood/UCLA On-Street 
Westwood/VA Hospital South. Presumably, the estimate reflects most current thinking 
regarding engineering design and project costs for all elements. The LPA cannot be compared 
directly to any of the preceding estimates because the scope of the LPA does not match any 
of the Alternates discussed in the balance of the FEIS/EIR, and because Metro has not 
provided the backup necessary to construct a comparable scope of work cost estimate from 
the prior estimates. However, an indirect comparison can be made of the primary cost 
elements against the other non-LPA alternatives: 

Alt 2 Alt 2C Alt 2B Alt 2E
  Guideway and Track Elements $331,633 $364,055 $843,353 $ P.,64,370 $ 1,150,00G 

System Elements $166,510 $171,426 $160,941 S165,240 S251,000 

Stations S1,009,757 S1,1)09,757 S,915,757 $EL1.6,151 $633r0013 

Sitework and special conditions $317,173 $321,164 53213,011 $293,103 $419,000 

Right of Way $159,400 $173,173 $1G1,539 $173173 $374,000 

Alt 2, 2C.,2B,2E from Metro Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) dated December 
2010 LPA from Accelerated Financial Plan Table 2-2 
 

Although the scopes are different between elements, costs should still be roughly comparable. 
The LPA costs are suspiciously and widely inconsistent with previous estimates. Again, there is 

The FEIS/EIR Technical Report 38. Century City Station Location Report — Table 2-2 presents a very 
complicated set of comparison estimates that theoretically compare all 16 of the different 
station entrance locations. However, Metro has refused to provide any backup whatsoever 
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regarding these sixteen estimates — none of which match any estimate value anywhere else 
in the FEIS/EIR — so that it is impossible to identify scope differences or any other basis for 
variation in cost between the alternatives. 

In summary, according to the FEIS/EIR, what is the cost difference between a Constellation 
and a Santa Monica alignment and station? It depends where you look: 

· Constellation is $20.5 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Section 09 Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis — Table 6-1  

· Santa Monica is $26.5 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Section 09 Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis — Table 6-1  

· Constellation is $25 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR 09 Chapter 6 Cost and Financial Analysis — Section 7-3  

· Constellation is $81 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysis — Tables 3-1 and 3-2  

· Constellation is $45.5 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Technical Report 08. Cost and Financial Analysis — Tables 3-1 and 3-2  

· Constellation is $81 million more expensive 
Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) - Tables 6-1 and 6-2  

· Constellation is $45.5 million more expensive 
Final Capital Cost Estimate Report (120F) - Tables 6-1 and 6-2  

· Constellation is $4.1 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Technical Report 06. Comparative Benefits and Costs Analysis — Table 5-1  

· Constellation is $23.5 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Technical Report 06. Comparative Benefits and Costs Analysis — Table 6-5  

· Constellation is $19.9 million more expensive 
FEIS/EIR Technical Report 38. Century City Station Location Report — Table 2-2  

· Constellation is $58.6 million more expensive FEIS/EIR Technical Report 38. Century City 
Station Location 

· Santa Monica is $64.4 million more expensive FEIS/EIR 
Technical Report 38. Century City Station Location 

· Santa Monica is $25.7 million more expensive FEIS/EIR 
Technical Report 38. Century City Station Location 

The FEIS/EIR has presented over a dozen separate estimates of the 
cost difference between Constellation and Santa Monica, with a difference between the 
estimates $145 million. 

Beyond the chaos of the Metro estimating approach, there are some hard factual differences 
between Constellation and Santa Monica both in station design and placement that do make 
a significant difference in cost. An objective cost-focused design would make the following 
differences: 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority — Proposed Westside Extension 
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· Tunnel length — The Constellation alignment is longer than Santa Monica; that cannot 
be changed. 

· Station and Crossover length — The FEIS/EIR station design for Santa Monica is 200 
feet longer than Constellation. They are the same functional stations. They should be 
the same size. 

· Station depth - If the Santa Monica station is placed between the two alternates 
reviewed by Metro, it will miss the Metro faults and the large storm drain channel. This 
will allow the Santa Monica station to be shallow; Constellation cannot move and must 
remain deep because of geometric constraints. Cost of excavation and shoring increase 
exponentially with depth. 

· Station access — Constellation will be built completely in the street and will require 
100% decking at the surface — on a sloping street. This is unavoidable. Santa Monica 
could be placed within the boundaries of the existing median strip + one lane of traffic. 
This would allow construction without 100% decking which is substantially faster and 
less expensive. 

· Gassy conditions — Constellation is gassy; Santa Monica is not. The exterior wall systems 
for the station box will be much simpler and less expensive than at Constellation. 

· Oil Field conditions — Constellation requires tunneling through an oil field with 
added costs and delays; Santa Monica avoids the oil field. 

· Real Estate — Metro has assumed that right of way across the high school will be 
$10,000. It will not be that small. Right of way for Constellation is substantially 
more expensive because of the larger number of properties to be traversed and the 
cost of dealing with property impacts, even for underground easements. 

· Station and crossover box — costs of the structures and finishes should be very 
similar because they serve the same patron loads and functions. 

· Entrances — multiple entrances are recommended for both stations because of the 
enhancement to ridership. The entrances at Santa Monica can be spread further apart 
than at Constellation, increasing the total quantity of access tunnels square footage. 
However, this cost is substantially reduced if the access tunnels are incorporated into 
the station box excavation and/or serve double duty providing construction access 
and permanent patron access. 

These differences are very real. It is estimated that they would exceed $100 million in 
cost advantage of Santa Monica over Constellation. 

Area 4 — Impacts on the Beverly Hills High School  

The FEIS/EIR unilaterally concludes that there will be no adverse impacts to the Beverly Hills 
High School, either the existing buildings or to future development. This conclusion is false 
and ignores the information provided by BHUSD to Metro on its current use of, and future 
needs for, the site. 
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Metro has ignored the long term mission and requirements of the campus — The BHUSD sent 
Metro a detailed planning document Master Plan Implications for Metro Tunnels dated April 
2011 that identified the long term needs of the campus, especially its requirements for future 
development and the need to preserve specific areas and depths for future developments. The 
FEIS/EIR fails to even mention or acknowledge this document or its requirements. The 
FEIS/EIR makes no accommodation for the long-term requirements and development of the 
campus. Despite notice and knowledge, the Metro FEIS/EIR has ignored the specific long-term 
requirements and development of the campus which BHUSD has advised Metro staff will be 
substantially and negatively impacted by the Metro tunnel alignment and depth. 

The BHHS serves several important and protected public missions: it must provide the 
secondary education of all high school students within the City of Beverly Hills; it serves as 
a community center under a Joint Powers Agreement with the City of Beverly Hills; it acts 
as the primary community disaster and emergency gathering center; and it provides critical 
public open space in an area underserved by public parks and green space. All of these 
missions will continue for the foreseeable future. 

There is no viable alternative location for the campus - The BHHS has been the sole high school 
campus serving Beverly Hills for the last century; it will remain the sole campus serving the 
community for the next century. Even if possible, it would be prohibitively expensive to expand 
the campus beyond its existing property boundaries. The campus must accommodate whatever 
growth or changes in student population or education mission or community service mission 
occur over the next century, and it must be able to do so within the existing campus boundaries 
and without disruption to its continuing missions. It is the fiduciary responsibility of the BHUSD 
to preserve the ability to construct new facilities and re-construct existing facilities to meet all 
ongoing campus missions for the reasonably foreseeable future. 

The campus must grow — Student population will increase proportionate to area 
residential population growth. In recent decades, City growth has lagged well behind 
regional growth. Approximately half of the population resides in rental units, the average 
age of which is now well beyond the normal replacement age. It is quite possible that the 
City will incur disproportionately higher growth as it catches up to the region. 

Student population will also increase as the education mission evolves - There are numerous  
factors that could dramatically shift the student population upward besides population growth: 
including, incorporation of community college classes onto the campus (now being negotiated); 
shifting of students from private to public schools (already occurring); expansion of adult 
education (occurring); allowance of out of district attendees (recently decreased); State 
adjustment of boundaries and attendance (unpredictable and beyond the control of BHUSD); 
Federal orders to allow students to switch from low performing to high performing schools 
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(being debated). A long term student population between 3,000 and 4,000 students is 
likely; a substantially higher population is reasonably predictable. 

The BHUSD has defined a reasonable space restriction — The BHUSD did not attempt to 
preserve space to the center of the earth. It has defined a prime building area with a bottom 
elevation of 200 as being a realistic reservation of space for new buildings based upon a 
realistic estimate of near-term space and parking needs. However, there are numerous factors 
related to the long term mission (e.g. incorporation of community college coursework onto 
campus, expansion of the joint use community activities on campus — both of which are 
actively under discussion at this time) that would definitely increase the underground parking 
requirement even further. If an additional layer of parking were required, the space reservation 
would drop to elevation 185. By keeping the space reservation at elevation 200 the BHUSD has 
made a very reasonable definition of its future requirements. 

Campus redevelopment is real, imminent and will be ongoing -The fact that there will be 
substantial redevelopment on the campus is undeniable: many of the buildings are now over 80 
years old and require replacement or major renovation. Over the next century, every existing 
building on campus will require replacement. That replacement must occur in a phased 
approach that maintains existing capacity while building new structures. There is already a 
shortfall of space to serve the current population that must be addressed. The BHUSD has 
already passed two construction bonds to fund the first phase of redevelopment. The 
first  phase of that redevelopment is fully funded, is now in planning and design and will 
be into  construction well before Metro starts building its tunnels.  

Metro has failed to treat all property owners equally — Between the release of the 
DEIS/EIR and the FEIS/EIR, Metro received information that the developer adjacent to the 
Westwood/UCLA Off-Street station planned a hotel with four stories of underground parking. 
Metro revised the FEIS/EIR design substantially by dropping the tunnel and station elevation to 
ensure at least 30 feet of clearance below the underground parking garage. The bottom of the 
station was 50 feet down; now it is 90 feet down. (Reference DEIS/EIR Drawing C-705T and 
FEIS/EIR Drawings C-318.) The drop in station elevation forced additional changes in the station 
design with an attendant increase in construction schedule, cost and risk to Metro. 

Similarly, Metro has adjusted its alignment under the Westfield Mall, dropping the bottom of 
the station and tunnel as it crosses the Westfield Mall by 20 feet. Although Westfield has not 
planned a major expansion of underground parking, it will now have 50-60 feet of clearance 
between the top of tunnel and the bottom of planned future structures. (Reference DEIS/EIR 
Drawing C-701P and FEIS/EIR Drawings C-115.) 

Metro has failed to consider BHUSD's Plans to Expand the School Use on Site —BHUSD 
made an explanation of its development plans, just as was done by other developers along the 

alignment, in the Master Plan Implications for Metro Tunnels  document dated April 2011 that 
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was provided to Metro. Metro blythely states that "the vertical alignment of the tunnel would be 
55 to 70 feet below the ground surface (to the top of the tunnel), which would allow for 
construction of an underground structure over the tunnel at a future date." (Reference FEIS/E1R 

Chapter 8 — Public and Agency Outreach — Section 8.8.3.) This is inconsistent with BHUSD's plans 
for the high school site. There is no separation between the top of the Metro tunnel and the 
BHHS development: the tunnel will encroach into the planned BHHS development for over 600 
feet — virtually the entire width of the BHHS campus. This does not even take into account the 
protective envelope around the tunnel structure which Metro typically requires. Only under the 
existing administration buildings does the tunnel not encroach, but the top of tunnel will be 
only 10-15 feet below the future BHHS development. 

Metro has completely ignored the Master Plan Implications for Metro Tunnels document dated April 
2011, and does not even acknowledge it in the FEIS/EIR, much less change its design to 
accommodate the legitimate development needs of the BHHS. Metro has made serious and 
expensive design changes to allow developers to proceed as they wish but has refused to make 
any accommodation to the BHHS. The disparate treatment is further compounded by the 
impact on the parties: developers can modify the size of their project or go somewhere else to 
work around Metro; the BHHS cannot shrink its project needs and it cannot go anywhere else. 

Metro has made an extensive analysis of the potential for vibration on existing structures and ignored 

the impact on future structures. Every possible building scenario at BHHS requires underground 

construction and to the maximum extent possible. There is no separation between the tunnel and the 

structure. This is not acceptable for the planned continued use of the site for school purposes. 

Vibration is not the only reason for separation of school structures and Metro's proposed tunnel. There 

are also concerns related to minimizing settlement and protecting the tunnel structures from other 

construction. Metro has defined the adequate minimum separation between top of tunnels and bottom 

of structures by its actions in its adjustment of the Westwood/UCLA Off-Street station to achieve a 40 

foot separation between the top of tunnel and the lowest level of the parking structure. (Reference 

FEIS/EIR Drawing C-318.) This must be the minimum acceptable separation — or Metro would not 

have placed the tunnel so deep and incurred unnecessary added cost. Metro's planned crossing of the 

BHHS campus would have to be substantially deeper to comply with Metro's own best practices and to 

treat BHHS the same as it is treating developers and other property owners along the alignment. It is 

not a question of Metro lowering the tunnel enough to get out of the BHHS buildings, it must be 

lowered another 40 feet to achieve the minimum acceptable separation. 

The FEIS/EIR fails to adequately address issues relating to oil wells — The Constellation 
alignment — but not the Santa Monica alignment - must cross an old oil field under the BHHS 
campus. There is evidence of dozens of abandoned oil wells in the area in addition to the 
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oneslisted in the State DOGGR logs and identified by Metro. This poses the very practical 
question of finding these wells and dealing with them during tunneling. Metro has provided a 
detailed description of the multiple methods that it will use to explore in advance of tunnel 
advancement to identify any wells in the alignment; it does not appear that Metro has 
included the additional cost required for this work in the Constellation cost estimates. 

Metro has also presented a very detailed description of how Well Casings may be removed 
with an open face tunneling machine. However, Metro states that this project will use a 
closed face, earth pressure balance, or slurry tunnel boring machine. Site conditions preclude 
use of an open face tunneling machine. Working outside of the face on a closed face machine 
as described by Metro is extremely difficult and expensive and is simply not done except in 
extreme conditions. There is no indication that that Metro has considered any of the impacts 
of the type of work Metro will be required to undertake if it chooses the route which takes it 
through these oil fields. Further, the conclusions set forth in the FEIS/EIR are completely 
contradictory to Metro's conclusions in connection with other projects and proposed projects 
addressing similar issues. 

Conclusion. 

The FEIS/EIR and related documents provided by Metro fail to fairly and adequately assess 
the impacts of its proposed project, particularly as to the selection of a site for a station to 
serve the Century City area of Los Angeles. The data presented by Metro to support a 
recommendation that a station be built at Constellation, and rejecting its previous designation 
of a Santa Monica Blvd. station site, fails to consider the varied and numerous impacts on the 
public and fails to support a conclusion that the proposed Constellation site is in the interest 
of the public. 
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