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ISSUE
This memo is in response to the most recent email from John Bollinger to Board
Members and Metro staff Mr_ Bollinger claims that the final Union Station Master Plan
(USMP) recommendations, one of which is to pursue a Program Environmental Impact
Review (EIR), contains "a number of serious issues, omissions and assumptions."
The Union Station Master Plan was undertaken at the direction of the Metro Board to
study, analyze and evaluate alternatives for addressing current and future transit needs
at Union Station, amongst other goals established by the Metro Board. For slightly more
than two years, the internationally experienced team of Master Plan consultants has
undergone a rigorous process of identifying, developing, and evaluating alternatives.
The USMP process has been thorough and transparent, with iterative review, feedback
and reporting to Metro's internal operations, construction and engineering and other
staff, community stakeholders, a technical advisory committee that included the
Planning Directors for both the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles, and
the Board of Directors.
DISCUSSION
Mr. Bollinger and his team have approached Metro staff at various stages of the USMP
process requesting that they be given an exclusive negotiating right for all commercial
development at Union Station_ They were advised that developer selection was pre
mature and that a sole source selection would not be recommended in the future. Their
position has consistently been that Metro should plan to allow for development over

the rail yard at Union Station as a means of maximizing development and one that
would meet their particular approach to development at the site.
Our team very carefully considered development options for the entire site, including
over the rail yard, and came to the conclusion that it was both infeasible, from an
economic standpoint, and, more importantly, would constrain the only location left for
the expansion of rail services at Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS). By way of example,
at a recent meeting regarding the current alternatives refinement study for the West
Santa Ana Branch (WSAB), Metro staff and representatives from the USMP team were
able to affirm that a new WSAB station could be supported above the rail yard or the
Gold Line, as the USMP poses no constraints to that option. It is this possibility and
future unknown possibilities for expanded transit that must be protected: allowing for
future expansion of transit at LAUS is a critical goal of Metro and the USMP, more
so than holding that space for commercial development.
Mr. Bollinger and his team have regularly provided input to the team and, although the
conclusions of the Master Plan process may not support their individual desires, they
were listened to, considered and given timely and clear responses. However, our
listening did not guarantee that Mr. Bollinger's ideas and opinions would prevail and
they did not.
Specific responses to his comments follow:
1. Mr. Bollinger alleges that ''the cost of demolishing and relocating the existing
elements at Union Station and Gateway Plaza is not adequately addressed in the
Master Plan. That cost is projected over $800 million, 62% of the total cost of
,
construction of $1. 3 billion.,
Mr. Bollinger appears to be misunderstanding the delineation of "transit" costs from
"public/private shared" costs and combining them together. The "transit" costs
associated with relocating Patsaouras Plaza are considerably less than he is
representing. That said, as has been documented in the Master Plan team's work,
there are many reasons why the Master Plan team proposes to relocate Patsaouras
Plaza, including operational efficiencies, enhanced safety, and improved transit
functionality.
2. Mr. Bollinger asks about the status of the existing art in the East Portal, Metro
Headquarters and Patsaouras Plaza as well as the style of architecture for the new
architectural elements at the East Portal.
First, the Master Plan does not impact the Metro Headquarters Building. The
disposition of artwork elsewhere is not established through the master planning
process. It would be reviewed and reintegrated into the plans as may be possible
and appropriate once the project moves past the planning stages into design.
Similarly, since the master plan was intended to address functional and
programmatic needs associated with guiding the long range future of Union Station,
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it is not of a level of development where architectural style is established. Any
representations shown are for the purposes of characterizing the scale and
organization of the plan and do not indicate any stylistic conclusions.

3. Mr. Bollinger states that "Gateway Plaza's original design incorporates millions of
dollars in foundations to support development of four future high-rise towers "The
Master Plan does not utilize these foundations but shows towers in different
locations, ignoring existing foundations."
The existence of structural elements in the Gateway parking garage which were
intended to support future buildings highlights the risks associated with constructing
structural accommodations for future work that is not yet fully designed, scheduled,
nor budgeted. In the time since those foundations were planned and engineered,
building codes have changed such that it is believed that the existing foundations
and garage structures will require substantial redesign, especially to address
seismic code changes, in order to allow future development.
Further, the USMP defers from the orignal design of Gateway Plaza because transit
ridership and usage has changed, increasing the importance of improved transfers
between modes of transit as well as pedestrian and bicycle connectivity. Finally, the
opening up the Union Station site to the east for a potential high speed rail terminal
and to the Los Angeles River requires rethinking of the east portion of the site.

4. Mr. Bollinger questions the viability of building below grade parking on the parcel
along the southeast parcel (referred to in the Master Plan as the "Ramirez" site
where the existing Denny's restaurant is located) based on concerns regarding the
condition of soil in that parcel. He goes on to quote a cost for soil remediation.
We are not aware of data that supports Mr. Bollinger's statement of costs.
Nonetheless, this parcel is proposed to be a development parcel, the development
of which does not materially impact the Master Plan. It can be developed if proven
to be economically viable - or not if the costs of building on the site outweigh the
resulting value. The parking shown supports the on site development. Therefore, if
the development does not occur, the parking would not be needed.

5. Mr. Bollinger states a concern for the placement of structural loads on the Red Line
tunnel under Union Station.
The Master Plan is mindful of the Red Line tunnel box and its location has driven
many elements of the Plan. The Plan minimizes the height and scale of
construction directly over it as evidenced by the proposed shapes of the
development on the southeast parcel, which avoids tower loads directly over the
Red Line box. The Master Plan anticipates that minimal loading on the Red Line box
would be necessary and that the parking, amenities, and pedestrian bridge would
straddle the Red Line rather than transfer significant loads directly to it. Some
limited loading is foreseen, commensurate with the capacity or limited retrofit of the
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structure. This amount of loading is similar in nature to the loads imposed currently
on the Red Line box by the historic concourse, baggage building and rail yard. Any
structural supports or enabling works required are included in the cost estimate for
the USMP.
6. Mr. Bollinger states that the "Gateway Center Parking Garage was built like a "ship",
with footings, foundations, slabs and vertical retaining walls acting integrally in an
earthquake" and goes on to recommend that the existing footings and foundations
of the original plan should be used to accommodate new towers.
As was indicated in item #3 above, the original structure was built under a different
building code and current codes have different requirements regarding seismic
engineering of structures which will cause the existing foundations to be inadequate
to be used "as is."
7. Mr. Bollinger proposes that his client, Verde Capital Resources, has a structural
system which can "economically span the railroad yard" and "accommodate 2 million
of square feet of transit oriented development and 6000 parking spaces."
Verde Capital has not shown that such a structural system is in place anywhere in
the world, and illustrations have been limited to conceptual drawings and simple
models. Aside from the fact that such a development would permanently restrict the
inclusion of future modes of transit, such as the West Santa Ana Branch Light Rail
Line, at Union Station, a review of engineered systems for overbuild over rail yards
have not been found to be economically feasible for Union Station. Additionally,
aside from the technical and physical challenges, there would be additional
environmental impacts associated with the need to mechanically exhaust the diesel
fumes collected under the structure, air quality challenges for the TOD, and impacts
to the abilities to naturally ventilate and provide daylight into the concourse. Such an
overbuilding of the yard would also have serious impacts on the view shed to the
historic station.
The Master Plan process has invited and incorporated community input on goals,
issues and alternatives. It objectively and successfully addresses the priorities
established by the Metro Board.

NEXT STEPS
We recommend moving forward with consideration of the recommendations related to
the completion of the USMP at the October 15 th Planning and Programming Committee
and the October 23rd meeting of the Metro Board of Directors. If any Director has
additional questions, please contact Jenna Hornstock, Deputy Executive Officer, at
(213) 922-7437 or hornstockj@metro.net.
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ATTACHMENTS
A. 10/20/14 Email from John Bollinger
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Kerenyi, Susanne
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hollis, Calvin
Tuesday, October 21, 2014 5:24 PM
Kerenyi, Susanne; Hornstock, Jenna
Urgent! Request for meeting before October 23, 2014 to consider postponement of
recommendation to fund Union Station Master Plan EIR.
Union Station Master Plan Exhibits.pdf

From: John Bollinger [mailto:bollinqenb@qmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 03:48 PM
To: Leahy, Arthur
Cc: Jackson, Michele

Subject: Urgent! Request for meeting before October 23, 2014 to consider postponement of recommendation to fund
Union Station Master Plan EIR.

October 20, 2014
Dear Mr. Leahy:
This is to inform you that I have sent the following email to all
members of the Metro Board in an effort to set up meeting for
Verde Capital Resources, LLC, representatives to brief them on a
number of serious issues, omissions and assumptions of the Union
Station Master Plan EIR in advance of the Board consideration of an
item concerning approval of funding for the preparation of this EIR
scheduled for consideration at the Board's October 23 rd meeting.
The item has been pulled from the consent calendar for Board
discussion. The purpose of our briefing is to provide the
Board with background information on what these issues are, why
you would be well advised to postpone the item until they have
been addressed, and a recommendation on what action to take in
this regard.
ISSUES
The issues are summarized, as follows (Several exhibits from the
Master Plan identified by page below are attached for your
reference):
1

1. The cost of demolishing and relocating the existing elements at
Union Station and Gateway Plaza is not adequately addressed
in the Master Plan. That cost is projected over $800 million,
62% of the total cost of construction of $1.3 billion (Exhibit 01
- Investment Plan, and Exhibit 02- Patsaouras Plaza
Relocation)
2. MTA Headquarters, Patsaouras Plaza and the East Portal were
designed to last 100 years and match the Spanish Colonial Art
and Architecture of Union Station with over $5,000,000 in art
by over 50 artists in the community (See Exhibit 5 Plaza
Rendering). Will that art be demolished? What will be the
style of the proposed plan and how will it integrate with the
Historic Union Station?
3. Gateway Plaza's original design incorporates millions of dollars
in foundations to support development of four future high-rise
towers (See Exhibits 6 - Building Foot Prints and Exhibit 7 Axonometric Drawing). The rendering of Gateway Plaza in the
Lobby of MTA Headquarters shows these towers (See Exhibits
8 - Lobby Mural and Exhibit 9 - Aerial Rendering). The Master
Plan does not utilize these foundations but shows towers in
different locations (Exhibit 10 - Mixed Uses on Eastside),
ignoring existing foundations.
4. The site to be developed as an eight story parking garage in
Stage 2 of the Master Plan on the easterly boundary of Union
Station contains one of the most contaminated parcels in the
City, a former coal gasification site (Exhibit 4 - Parking
Structure Locations). Based on past cleanup costs on one-fifth
of the site, clearing remaining pollution on that site could cost
$20,000,000 or more.
5. Engineers of the Redline tunnel under Union Station advised
developers not to place structural loads on the roof of that
2

tunnel. The Master Plan proposes construction of retail
amenities and a five level parking garage over and around the
tunnel in Stage 2, and construction of a pedestrian bridge
across the railroad yard tracing the path of the tunnel (Exhibit
4 - Use of area above railyard and Exhibit 11 - Bridge
configuration). Will these structures bear on the tunnel?
6. The Gateway Center Parking Garage was built like a "ship",
with footings, foundations, slabs and vertical retaining walls
acting integrally in an earthquake. The proposed Plan would
breach the integrity of that structure. The lower levels of the
parking garage are below the water table and utilize a
waterproofing system to divert water away from the walls of
the garage. Breaching this system will be costly (See Exhibits
04 and 06). To avoid these problems the existing footings and
foundations of the original plan should be used to
accommodate new towers, rather than, placing them at the
locations proposed by the Plan.
7. The original Gateway Master Plan contemplated the
development of the air rights over the rail yard (See Exhibits 5
and 9). Implementation of that concept was planned for a
future phase when an economic system for spanning the rail
yard could be devised. The present Plan makes no such use of
the air rights (see Exhibit 03 - Use of air rights). Verde Capital
Resources now proposes a system which economically spans
the railroad yard and can accommodate a 2 million of square
feet of transit oriented development and 6000 parking spaces,
eliminating the need to demolish the existing Plaza, East
Portal, parking garage and multi-family housing on the site and
freeing adjacent space for additional transit oriented
development (see Exhibit 12 - Aerial view of VCR proposal and
Exhibit 13 - Overlay of VCR proposal on railyard.
3

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the issues outlined above are far too serious and
costly to be passed on to a later stage by approving the
preparation of an EIR based on the present plan. These issues
need to be dealt with now, during the planning stage, when a
change will be far less costly than making changes during the
design or construction stages ($5 million vs. $1.3 billion). The
Board must consider postponing it's approval until the outstanding
issues have been addressed and the options for development of air
rights have been investigated and incorporated into the Plan.
RECOMMENDATION
Therefore, it is recommended that the Board direct staff to: 1.
Conduct a thorough and comprehensive assessment, 2. Prepare a
response to the above issues, incorporating the concept of air
rights development over the railroad yard into the Master Plan, and
3. Return with a revised Plan, before requesting that the Board
authorize funds for the preparation of the EIR on the Master
Plan.
CLOSING REMARK
I have been asked by David Noble, Chief Architect for Verde Capital
Resources to present this request on their behalf. You are urged to
respond to this request. VCR's representatives will be available to
meet with you at your convenience to make a brief presentation on
this matter.
Respectfully submitted,
John Bollinger
Representative
4

Verde Capital Resources, LLC

John Bollinger
323-823-7442
bollingerib@gmail.com
This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.
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ESTIMATED ON-PROPERTY COSTS
Transit Improvement Costs
Shared Public/Private Costs

-

$0.41 b

Master Plan Investment

-

$1.71 b

Private Development Investment Investment On-Property
including Development

$1.30

b
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