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Draft Final Geotechnical Summary Report
SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study

Community Comments and Responses
March 2010

Comments Received from the Glendale Community Meeting 1.20.10

First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Nancy  Kent Resident Glendale
The Executive Summary Draft Geotechnical Report states " Each zone has some challenges that will 
need to be addressed during the design and/or construction phases." Please resolve these challenges 
by cancelling this project. Do not spend additional funds on this, Thank you. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Richard Chogyoji Resident Los Angeles

The construction of the northbound 710 to any route to the 210 does not make any sense. Northbound 
710 motorists going to Glendale and the East San Fernando Valley will divert to the I-5 FWY from the 
710. Northbound 710 motorists going to Monrovia/Irwindale will divert from the 710 to I-10 to I-605 
northbound. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Rye Baerg Resident Montrose 
Would have liked to learn about the exhaust systems and their impact, along with other technical things. 
What about a tunnel from Pasadena to the Red Line on northbound Hollywood for a light rail? Will there 
be feasibility for other congestion reduction methods? 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Comments Received from the El Sereno Community Meeting 2.2.10

Clyde Williams Resident Los Angeles See attached comments. Responses are provided in a separate document.

Eric Hagenson Resident Los Angeles

Zone 3 certainly looks best and now that we know each tunnel route is feasible using existing 
technology. From what I have seen, I consider this tunnel to be an exquisite solution to the massive 
traffic jams caused by an 8-lane freeway being reduced to a 2 lane residential street by the time its 
goes through South Pasadena. Air pollution should be greatly reduced and with a minimum of disruption 
to surface rights. Once completed, it should be as visually undetectable as the Red Line in Downtown 
Los Angeles. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Peter Orona Resident Los Angeles
To Mr. Doug Failing: Is it possible to start the 710 Tunnel Southern portal just before the 10 FWY? Can 
the Southern portal be built between the 60 and 10 fwy's? Is it doable? Thank you so much for your 
help.

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

No Name Rail please. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Casey Reagan Resident Los Angeles Requested Exploration boring results for the testing conducted on Pullman St in El Sereno. Provided boring results of requested site. 

Comments Received from the San Gabriel Community Meeting 2.10.10

Sonia E. McIntosh Resident Alhambra

We have a lot of semi-trucks and traffic on Meridian Avenue and Alhambra Avenue. Will the air and 
traffic be let out of the tunnel onto Concord Avenue? How will the fumes and particulates/diesel gases, 
as per newspaper articles be mitigated? Does the Alhambra Wash that extends to Zone 3 in Alhambra 
under Emery Park , Laguna Wash connect to the San Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers. Why were so m 
any boring locations in Zone 3 so close together. I can see we need the Freeway completed- military 
needs it in Palmdale from Long Beach to Hawthorne. 

The selected exploration locations are based on the existing 
data available within each zone and on our understanding of 
the geologic conditions such that a similar level of data is 
available for each zone.  The primary focus was to 
characterize the various formations that were expected in 
each zone. Remainder of comment is noted, not within scope 
of Report.

Martin J. Waterman Resident Pasadena

The 710 Freeway extension is a ludicrous proposal that, if undertaken, would solve no problems. It 
would turn the E-210 freeway into a parking lot and it could cost untold billions in tax payer dollars. 
There is no logical reason to proceed with this project. None, zip, zero, zilch. The current state of 
California's economy negates any consideration of this project. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Comments Received from the Ramona Hall Community Meeting 2.17.10 

Nan Wollman Resident Los Angeles What direction does the pretend 710 traffic need the tunnel to go? After an earthquake if the tunnel 
vault shifts how do you repair it and how will that affect the neighborhood that uses the tunnel. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.
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Draft Final Geotechnical Summary Report
SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study

Community Comments and Responses
March 2010

First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Lisa Duardo Resident Los Angeles

I object to the spending of public funds toward this almost completed Study SR-710 Tunnel Technical 
Study, Alameda corridor was supposed to carry rail and truck freight. This area already has more than 
its share of major traffic arteries polluting our communities my expectation is that this tunnel idea ends 
with this Study on March 10, 2010. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Richard R. Vasquez Resident Los Angeles

I understand that environmental concerns are not being addressed by this that may or may not be done 
later. However, I do not hear anyone asking about the property value impacts caused by the tunnel. As I 
understand there will only be one entrance and one exit for cars and gases, and noise. Those big jet 
engines are going to be loud and awful to live near (my home). On the "tail-end" of the thing all of the 
smog from all of that traffic will pile-up in one neighborhood. We either got noise or smog. Either one is 
unacceptable. What about the homeless occupying the escape hatches! That will happen. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Peter Hirsch Resident Los Angeles 710 Alternative Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

 Ann  Walnum   Resident   Los Angeles 
I am terribly opposed to any "gap closure" route. The "gap closure" would not be helpful to local 
residents. We would be profoundly impacted permanently by air quality and noise. Construction impacts 
would be difficult. It is unfair for us to be penalized to help the trucking industry. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Comments Received from faxes, emails, or mail

 Thomas   Keiser   Resident   Arcadia 

Submitted three- page letter is in support of reducing the traffic congestion in Alhambra using other 
alternatives besides considering a tunnel. A tunnel does not make any sense. Extend the 710 through 
South Pasadena by building on a scale to match the Pasadena Freeway parkway. See also attached 
letter to Ron Kosinski and Terry Abbott.  Letter submitted 1.15.2010, see attached letter.

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

 Rody   Stephenson   Resident   La Canada  

 I thought the two presentations were well done.  I would have understood the tunneling constraints 
better if you had the Jacobs person speak first, followed by the geotechnical guy, Yoga.  It is too bad 
that you could not eliminate any of the zones.  But the tunnel guy said they could tunnel through 
anything, so that result may have been a forgone conclusion.  I suggest you do a rough estimate of 
tunneling costs for a typical route through each of the 5 zones.  There must be rules of thumb for cost 
per foot in the different kinds of soils and rocks. And what extra costs there are when you encounter 
water or gas.  Zone 5 is nearly twice as long as zone 3, so it must be much more expensive. I go to 
Long Beach about three times per year.  I would get some SLIGHT convenience if there was a short 
connection through zone 3.  That would avoid the bottleneck downtown on the I-5. However, I am 
strongly against any of the zones/routes because of the increased traffic, noise, and wear and tear on 
the 210 in La Canada.  Our section of 210 is already beat up, and the trucks won’t even drive in the 
right-most lane.  I think this tunnel is mainly being pushed to get trucks out of the port area and on their 
way.  Here are some ideas that might mitigate the concerns over trucks: Require that all cargo from the 
ports leave by train.  The Alameda Corridor has enough capacity to handle it all.  But the freight should 
stay on the trains at least until it is out of the basin.  Say one transfer point in Bakersfield for stuff going 
North, and another near Victorville for cargo going East.  But it would be best if the cargo stayed on the 
train until near its destination. Ban all trucks on the 710 north of the I-10.  Please include these options 
if you should go the next step to an EIR. This is not a step in the right direction for air pollution and 
Green House Gas emissions.  These, of course, must be included in any EIR.  Going to trains for cargo 
would be a step in the right direction and reduce pollution and GHGs.

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.
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SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study

Community Comments and Responses
March 2010

First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Casey Reagan Resident Los Angeles

If you can tell me where I can find the other boring site results it will be extremely helpful.

The information I'm interested in is the amount of groundwater which was found on average throughout 
the test areas compared to the Pullman St. location. Specifically I need to know if the Pullman Street 
location has a higher watertable that might indicate an underground spring or some kind of Artesian well 
or stream, or any kind of underground water source that would set this location apart from the rest of 
the results found in your study. If you can offer your expert analysis of my specific question I will be 
most appreciative and genuinely grateful.

I do have many suggestions that might help with the public relations aspect of your project from the 
John Q Public point of view like finding the areas that are overburdened by the non existence of a 
finished freeway including the residents along Collis Ave who deal with over 35,000 cars a day on their 
little two lane street because it acts as part of the link between the 710 at Valley Bl and Hermon, 
Highland Park, Eagle Rock, Pasadena and South Pasadena and inform them  how much more peaceful 
their lives will be as soon as your project is finished.  
 I think you'll find that targeting some of the most affected areas would bring more supporters to your 
outreach meetings to balance out the lynch mobs that I've witnessed at same. Just a thought.

Why is there so much focus on groundwater contamination?

Is it harder to drill through contaminated ground?
Is it a matter of spreading the contamination by drilling through these superfund areas?
What exactly is a superfund site?

Requested information was provided via email. Other 
comments are noted. Not within scope of report.

 John   Bednarski, PE  Resident   Altadena 

Submitted a one-page letter in support of the gap closure on 2/8/10. Resident of Altadena who 
commutes the gap each day and supports the tunnel option to minimize community impacts to South 
Pasadena, Pasadena, and Alhambra. Has concerns with the design, construction and maintenance of 
ventilation shafts. Traffic rush hour patterns must be carefully studied, and additional interchange 
modifications must be included to mitigate additional traffic that will be created by tunnel. Make the 
tunnel a car only facility and deny access to trucks.  Letter submitted 2.8.10

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

 Charles   Woolf   Resident   Los Angeles 

Faxed over comment card 2/18/10. Has any member of the SR-710 Tunnel Technical Study Steering 
Committee or Technical Advisory Committee received any financial contributions from design or 
engineering firms that might benefit  from construction contracts? If they have, who received the 
money, how much and who contributed it? How many decades of objection to this poorly considered 
proposal to extend the SR-710 does it take to make you realize the public rightly considers its 
destructive of our communities and a monument waste of our money. I look forward to your answer.  
Submitted 2.18.10

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

David Cota Submitted email on 3/2/10. We don't want this thing in our back yard. See attached email. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Harvey Zirler Resident La Canada 

Submitted email on 3/2/10. I am firmly opposed to the 710 extension. There must be other ways that 
are far more economical to relieve our freeway traffic. This monstrosity is not the answer, and it will only 
result in more traffic congestion for the foothill communities. Furthermore, I do not understand where 
the money will come from during such economic times. In my opinion there are many other priorities 
where the money should be spent.  Submitted follow-up email on 3/3/10. What do we need to do to kill 
the funding for the project? Who pays for the Final Draft and where is the money coming from? See 
attached email. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.
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Community Comments and Responses
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First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Miriam Ellis Resident La Canada 

Submitted email on 3/2/10. I believe that the 710 Tunnel is a very bad idea and a waste of taxpayer 
money. Boring a giant tunnel underground has all the makings of another boondoggle for people living 
in the area. Has everyone taken into account how traffic from a tunnel would impact residents along it's 
path? I live in La Canada, and the major increase of traffic running through our small town will cause a 
large elevation in noise from the hundreds of extra big rigs that will use the road, air quality will 
comprised  and when there is an accident along the route through our city, it will cause total gridlock on 
Foothill Blvd which is the only major route through the city. Please look at other ways to work out this 
issue. I doubt that it would have gotten this far if any of the planners lived along it's proposed route. 
There are much better ways to spend the millions of dollars this tunnel would use. How about in 
education? See attached email.

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Melissa Michelson Resident Alhambra
Submitted email 3/2/2010 I'm a homeowner in Alhambra and I will sell my house and move elsewhere if 
this tunnel gets built. I am opposed to this tunnel, even if it is supposedly a safe alternative. See 
attached email . 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Nancy Nickerson Resident Los Angeles

Submitted email 3/2/10. As a resident of Northeast Los Angeles, I strongly oppose the proposed 
tunneling extension of the 710 freeway on many levels, including increasing the truck travel in an era 
when we should be finding alternatives to freeway congestion.  I think the money could be better spent 
on exploring such alternatives. I am disheartened that this project which has been opposed by 
neighborhoods for years is still receiving funding and consideration.  I urge you to pull the plug on a 
wasteful and environmentally unfriendly project. See attached email. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Lacey Wagner Resident 

Submitted email 3/2/10. My name is Lacey Wagner and I oppose the 710 Tunnel project.  This tunnel, if 
completed, would absolutely destroy the character of our neighborhood, would greatly reduce the value 
of my home and would pose significant health hazards to the stakeholders of this community.  I find it 
deeply disturbing that you would seek to put an unwanted freeway tunnel in our developing and historic 
neighborhood, when it makes no sense logistically and serves the sole purpose of  increasing truck 
traffic from the port of Los Angeles. As a community we embrace greener forms of transportation: 
public transportation, walk able neighborhoods and a thriving bike culture.  Our pockets may not be as 
deep as San Marino and South Pasadena but we will fight this tooth and nail.  We will NOT allow this 
freeway to come through our neighborhood. See attached email. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Vinh Tran Resident La Canada 

Submitted email 3/3/10. The noise from the 210 is already so great that we hear it night and day, and 
we live over ½ a mile from the freeway.  When we take walks closer to the freeway, the noise is 
maddening.  If someone did a study on damage to one’s hearing at that decibel level over time, I’d bet 
damage would be documented.  It would be unconscionable to increase that noise pollution level with 
the 710 connection on an already bad situation.  We totally oppose the freeway extension project 
through our neighborhood! See attached email. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Daniel Stubbs Resident La Crescenta Submitted email 3/3/10. Not in support of the proposed tunnel. See attached email. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Frank Pasker Resident Los Angeles

Submitted letter via mail on 3/3/10. Does not support the proposal to extend the SR-710. He believes 
the extension will destroy the historic communities in this area and strain the state budget. Urges 
Caltrans to initiate a study that looks at all possible alternatives parallel without giving priority to the 
tunnel. He wants this study has to be conducted by a neutral third party to warrant it's validity. See 
attached letter. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Susan Bolan La Crescenta La Crescenta Opposes tunnel extension. Submitted letter 3.8.10. See attached. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Carol Teutsch Resident Los Angeles Submitted letter on 3.8.10. Opposes extension and thinks that endless exploring is wasteful. See 
attached letter. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.
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Community Comments and Responses
March 2010

First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Janet Ervin Resident South Pasadena
Submitted letter on 3.8.10. See Attached. Suggests that in order to determine feasibility, it is necessary 
to look beyond soil samples and all environmental concerns need to be evaluated. Believes that the 
Study failed to determine if a tunnel would solve commuter and/or freight traffic issues. 

The geotechnical study was performed in a route-neutral 
manner. Other comments are noted. Not within scope of 
Report.

Sharon Lilly Resident Los Angeles Submitted letter on 3.9.10 Resident is requesting a Feasibility Study that evaluates cost and 
environmental impacts. See attached letter. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Judy Bergstresser Resident South Pasadena
Submitted letter on 3.10.10. See attached. Believes the limited scope of the Study did not meet certain 
legal requirements. Has a few comments regarding the Geotechnical Study report. Please review 
attached letter. 

Comment 1 is not correct: The factors to be considered have 
been discussed and did not change during the study. 
Comment 2 is not correct: This has been the scope all along. 
Comment 3 is not true: This was in original scope of work. 
Comment 4: These are discussed from a feasibility 
perspective with the details to be addressed in a future 
phase. Comment 5 is noted. Comment 6 is not correct: The 
significant fault displacement is discussed. Comment 7: It 
does. The fault rupture is related to AP Zone. Comment 8: 
Seismicity is more important to be evaluated during design 
phase. Tunnels generally perform better than structures at 
the surface during seismic events. Rest of the comments: 
The follow up studies to be determined by Caltrans and 
Metro. Additional feasibility tasks were proposed and Task 
No. 5, which was turned down by TAC and SC.

Waynna Kato Resident South Pasadena

Submitted a letter on 3.10.10. Please see attached letter. States Draft Geotechnical Report did not 
cover earthquakes in depth. Has the following questions: How much does the boring machine cost? 
How do you know it is capable of boring through all the geological terrain? How can a tunnel be safely 
built if a boring machine of this magnitude has never been manufactured? see attached letter. 

Comment 1: Faulting and seismicity were evaluated and 
discussed.

Steve Pierce
President 
Crescenta Valley 
Town Council 

La Crescenta 

We [Crescenta Valley Town Council] support the alternate plan, proposed by Supervisor Michael 
Antonovich more than ten years ago, which would move containers from LA Ports to an inland site in 
Lancaster via rail. This would alleviate traffic congestion from many parts of Los Angeles as well as our 
community. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report. Comment 2: 
Forwarded to Caltrans and Metro for consideration. 
Comment 3: Previous project experience and current tunnel 
technologies indicate boring through all the geological terrain 
is feasible.

The Crescenta Valley Town Council is resubmitting a correspondence submitted in June 2009 with 
regard to 710 Tunnel project last year in June 2009. Please include this correspondence and the 
attached as part of the final geotechnical report. The Crescenta Valley Town Council is strongly 
opposed to the 710 Tunnel Project and the technical study which is underway. While the first letter sent, 
May 12, 2007, has not had a response, let us be clear in this correspondence. As elected 
representatives of the unincorporated area in La Crescenta, we have recently held a public meeting in 
which there was strong opposition to the 710 Tunnel Project. We request our opposition be 
acknowledged and file along with other Foothill Communities. It is estimated by experts that the 210 
freeway thru the Crescenta Valley would bear the brunt of the traffic and congestion resulting from the 
completion of the 710 tunnel. This is not acceptable to us and we cannot see any type of mitigation that 
would ease this unequal burden that our community is asked to bear. Congestion, noise, and pollution 
from the additional  traffic is unacceptable to our community. 

Additionally, we are strongly opposed to the study in progress. Studying five zones, at an approximate 
cost of $10 million, is wasteful and irresponsible, with funds that could be better used elsewhere in our 
state, especially during this time of budget crisis. More consideration should be given to the way 
taxpayer money is spent and the way taxpayer concerns are addressed. It appears that this project has 
been decided upon and the "study" is merely a way to waste our money on a project, not supported by 
a majority of municipalities. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.Cheryl Davis Crescenta Valley 
Town Council La Crescenta 

SCO/100890001/Comments-Geotech Report 3-2010 Page 5 of 7



Draft Final Geotechnical Summary Report
SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study

Community Comments and Responses
March 2010

First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Bill Clintworth Resident Los Angeles
Submitted hand written letter via fax on 3.10.10. Writing is not legible. Concerned with the safety of the 
tunnel in terms of earthquakes, fires and accidents. Believes that the tunnel option will not alleviate 
traffic in the area. Health concerns are also outlined in the letter. See attached letter. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Jan Soohoo Resident La Canada 
Flintridge

Submitted a letter via fax on 3.10.10. Wrote letter in response to "lack of detailed, specific information 
that the public demands by integrating information [she] learned at various public meetings with public 
questions and responses." Unsatisfied with responses to questions that would be answered in an 
environmental document. See attached letter. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Mary Ann Parada Resident South Pasadena

Submitted letter on 3.10.10. See attached letter. Comments were related to health concerns on having 
a freeway 500 feet from a school. Her comments also included news article statement made in 1997 by 
former Caltrans Director District 7, Robert Sassaman and  Pete Hathaway, Chief Deputy Director, 
California Transportation Commission. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Bill Graham

Board Member of 
Communities 
Against the 710 
Freeway

Burbank

Submitted letter on 3/10/10 and 3,000 petitions to "neutralize the Study, the Report, and the Project."". 
See attached letter. Believes Study was a not route neutral because they believe the report showed 
"bias in favor of Zone 3, the Meridian Route." Letter also states that the report does not address 
damage that seismic shacking and accidents can cause.  See attached letter with petitions.  

The geotechnical study is not biased towards Zone 3. No 
conclusions were presented in the report. Other comments 
noted. Not within scope of Report. The scope of work has 
been discussed in detail and was adhered to. Scope items 
were not added.

Nancy Campeau Member of United 
Against the 710 Los Angeles Submitted a letter on 3.10.10. Please see attached letter. Letter requests "a complete feasibility Study  

that is portal and route neutral." 

Comment 1: Gassy conditions and hazardous materials were 
part of the original scope. Comment 2: It is not correct. 
Tunnel alignments and portals are not known. Comment 3: 
Fault displacement is more critical.  Tunnels generally 
perform better than structures at the surface during seismic 
events.  Comments 4, 5, and 6 are noted. Disagree with the 
statement that "the report is not route and portal neutral."

Carol Kramer Resident Midway
Submitted letter on 3.10.10. Interested in impacts and increase of traffic to the surrounding 
communities. Concerned with the safety of the tunnel in cases of terrorist attacks and accidents. 
Believes cargo rail is a better solution alternative. See attached letter. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Claire Bogaard Resident Pasadena
Submitted letter on 3.10.10. Urges Caltrans to reject the current Geotechnical Study  and begin another 
thorough Geotechnical Study that includes cost, funding and reviews other forms of public transit. See 
attached letter.   

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Joanne Nuckols Resident South Pasadena
Submitted letter on 3.10.10. Wants a credible answer on whether the tunnel should be built before it 
moves into environmental. Resident stated that "the project costs, on both social and fiscal are too 
great." See attached letter.    

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Coralie Galey Resident Sun 
Valley 

Submitted email 3.10.10. I live in Sunland and would like to see this extension finally completed, we 
really need it. I have 2 kids that attend Cal State LA and it takes so long to get there due to where the 
freeway ends. My kids say that the drive in traffic on surface streets, adds an hour to their commute. 
The tunnel sounds like the best solution. Thank you, The Galey Family in Sunland. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Clarisse Knapp Resident 

Submitted letter on 3/10/10. Please see attached. Has concerns about the Elysian fault and would like 
this fault to be added to the report. Included is a copy of the City of South Pasadena's General Plan and 
Safety, which contains information about faulting in the area and a copy of a letter written by the EPA in 
2000 opposing the freeway extension. Cost of Study: If $11.8 Billion was allocated only $5.6 Billion was 
used. Why was the actual cost of the Study reduced? 

Elysian Park fault is discussed in the Geotechnical Summary 
Report. Other comments are noted. Not within scope of 
Report.  This community member quoted a statement 
supposedly made by Mr. Doug Failing at the San Marino 
community meeting in June 2009.  However, according to 
Mr. Failing these quotes are inaccurate.  
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First Name Last Name Title City Comments Response in Geotechnical Report 

Harry Knapp Former Mayor of 
South Pasadena 

Submitted letter 3/10/10. See attached letter. Letter states that the purpose and need statement for the 
project determines the project and a lead agency would know by this statement if CEQA regulations 
apply. Caltrans negates that tunnel will open at Level F Service and claim performance efficiencies but 
this has never been fully explained to the public. Supports the "ACE" project in the San Gabriel Valley. 

The comments are not related to the current study.  
However, these comments are being noted and will be 
addressed, as appropriate, in future phases if it is 
determined to move forward with this project. This 
community member quoted a statement supposedly made by 
Mr. Doug Failing at the Highland Park community meeting 
(during the investigation phase of the study).  However, 
according to Mr. Failing these quotes are inaccurate.  

Julieta Gilbert Resident 
Submitted letter on 3/10/10. See attached letter. Letter states opposition for the tunnel extension. 
Concerned about pollution, poverty, and truck traffic that will be caused by the tunnel. Tunnel will also 
have impact on the indigenous flora and fauna. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Liz Amsden Resident Los Angeles

Submitted letter 3/10/10. See attached letter. Opposes a tunnel extension connecting the 710 freeway 
to the 2 freeway. The 710 should be extended along the original route to the 210 freeway. The tunnel 
would relieve noise and pollution issues. Advises Caltrans to look at the transit systems in Boston, New 
York, Montreal, and Paris to learn more about tunnels. Public Meeting hours should be staggered to 
make it accessible to all citizens who can't make the regular scheduled meetings. 

Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Joseph Potts Resident South Pasadena
Submitted email on 3/9/10. Found Draft Geotechnical Summary Report to be fatally flawed. The Study 
was unable to detect potentially catastrophic conditions which may lead to tunnel collapse. Provided 
examples of tunnel collapses around the world. 

It is true that there have been a handful of tunnel failures 
scattered around the world over the last decade or so. Many 
more projects have been completed without incident, 
conservatively more than 100. In several cases, the failures 
occurred in developing countries, and they can be attributed 
to operator errors--likely due to a lack of adequate training 
and skilled labor. The types of machines where these failures 
occurred are very sophisticated, and they have to be 
operated properly to be effective. 

The report focuses on local projects in similar geologic 
formations as the SR-710 tunnel, such as Metro's Eastside 
Extension where these sophisticated machines were 
operated properly and were very successful.

Peter Orona Resident Los Angeles Submitted 3 emails on 3/6/10. Each email has between 10-24 questions all relating to the EIR. All 
questions related to ventilation, portals and tunnel design. See attached emails. Comment noted. Not within scope of Report.

Tom Williams Resident Los Angeles Submitted 52 page letter. See attached Responses are provided in a separate document.
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From: Coralie Galey [mailto:casagaley@ca.rr.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2010 9:01 AM 
To: 710 Outreach 

Subject: 710 Fwy 

 
I live in Sunland and would like to see this extention finally completed, we really need it. I have 2 kids that 
attend Cal State LA and it takes so long to get there due to the where the freeway ends, and they say it is 
the drive and traffic on the surface streets that adds an hour to the commute. The tunnel sounds like the 
best solution.  
 Thank You, 
 The Galey Family , Sunland, Ca 
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Response to the “StopThe710” comments cover letter by C.T. Williams 

 

The study team appreciates the time and effort Mr. Williams committed in reviewing the 
subject report; however, we disagree with a number of the comments the reviewer has 
presented. The statements made by the reviewer regarding a change in scope without 
consent from TAC and SC are not justified. The evaluation of gassy conditions and 
hazardous materials was discussed in both TAC and SC meetings, as well as in a number of 
community meetings. This has been part of the original scope for this study and is essential 
in evaluating the subsurface conditions underlying the study area. As such, we believe that 
Mr. Williams is misinformed regarding his opinion of a varied scope of work. Task Order 5 
was presented to both TAC and SC to be responsive to community feedback, to address 
many of the concerns raised during these meetings. However, the study team was asked not 
to begin this study by TAC and SC. Authorization to proceed was never issued to the study 
team for Task Order 5. Many of the reviewer’s follow on comments are apparently related to 
tasks that were proposed in Task Order 5.  

The reviewer states that a thorough study has not been performed. We strongly disagree 
with this statement. To the contrary, the team spent considerable effort collecting data and 
presenting it as requested by TAC and SC. As requested by TAC and SC, the study team did 
not provide recommendations and has not stated whether or not any of the zones are 
favorable. TAC and SC requested that the readers of the report make their own conclusions 
based on the data presented in the report. All of the information presented is based on data 
obtained and/or reviewed during the study.  

The requirements for addressing seismic shaking are usually done during the design phase, 
after alignments have been selected for the study. It is premature to address these elements 
in detail during a geotechnical feasibility study. In addition, and as noted in the report, 
tunnels perform better than at-grade structures during a seismic event; fault displacement is 
more of a significant issue than seismic shaking. Similarly, addressing fire-life safety is a 
detailed design element and will be addressed in future phases.  

We strongly disagree with the statement that this report is an “utter distortion of feasibility, 
sound research and route neutral.” The focus of the study was to evaluate the geotechnical 
feasibility as discussed during TAC and SC meetings. Initial discussions during TAC and 
SC meetings included other elements, which were removed from the scope as determined at 
these meetings.  

The study team stands by the Geotechnical Summary Report and has provided information 
based on the data collected as part of this study. The report is not biased and, in our 
opinion, is not flawed. The report was reviewed by Caltrans senior staff and by the Metro 
Tunnel Review Panel, both of which have provided positive feedback.   

Responses to the reviewer’s specific comments follow. 
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Response to “StopThe710” comments by C.T. Williams 

 

The responses below have been numbered to correspond to the Comment Numbers shown 
in the “StopThe710” Comments, which is attached following these responses. 

(1) No revision necessary. The study team disagrees with this comment.  

(2) No revision necessary. The information collected during the field portion of the 
study has been analyzed and reviewed in preparation of the study. All of the data 
were analyzed and reviewed equitably. 

(3) No revision necessary. The study team disagrees with this comment. Tunnel routes 
have not been established in the study, and boring locations were established to 
determine the geotechnical feasibility of the five zones. Each of the five zones was 
evaluated using a route-neutral approach. 

(4) No revision necessary. The reviewer refers to boring “Zone1B9,” we believe that this 
might be a typo and the reviewer is actually referring to boring R-09-Z1B8. Data 
collected from boring R-09-Z1B8 were used in evaluating the geotechnical conditions 
underlying the general area of the current terminus of SR-710, for all five zones.  
Precisely which zone a boring was actually located in is irrelevant as the data 
collected were used in evaluating the geotechnical conditions encountered in the 
formation(s) observed within the boring. The formations encountered are 
independent of the zone limits. Boring R-09-Z1B8 lies within the City of Los Angeles 
limits, as the reviewer points out. 

(5) No revision necessary. Regional seismicity data, (including micro-seismicity data) 
was reviewed for all five zones in preparation of the study. 

(6) Evaluation of contaminants has been planned since the beginning of the study.  
Section 3.3.2 and Appendix A.1 have been revised and include a discussion of the 
monitoring conducted during the field investigation.   

(7) The study team disagrees with this comment, no revision necessary. The primary 
purpose of the field VOC screenings was to ensure the health and safety of field 
personnel. The headspace of soil and rock samples was screened using a MiniRAE 
3000 multi-gas monitor for hydrogen sulfide, methane, carbon monoxide, oxygen, 
and VOCs. All of the gas monitor screenings yielded results that were well below 
threshold limits. 

(8) The study team disagrees with this comment, no revision necessary. Evaluation of 
contaminants has been planned since the beginning of the study and was discussed 
in TAC/SC meetings. Hazardous materials and groundwater testing was not 
included in the scope of work for this study. This testing will be conducted in 
potential future phases of the project.  

(9) No revision necessary. Detailed hydrogeological analysis was not included as a part 
of the scope of work for this report. The expansion potential of samples is not related 
to RQD. The study team disagrees with the remainder of this comment. 
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(10) The subject definitions have been revised in the reports Glossary of Terms. Certain 
Members of the formations encountered within the study area can be very similar in 
nature, as would tunneling through these similar Members. The characteristics of the 
specific rock types present within each of the Formations were considered in the 
study. Detailed hydrogeological analysis was not included as a part of the scope of 
work for this study. This analysis will be conducted in potential future phases of the 
project. 

(11) The definition of “shear” has been added to the reports Glossary of Terms; the other 
referenced words were already included in the Glossary. The Caltrans logging 
manual (Caltrans, 2007) was used by the field personnel during logging of the 
borings. These terms are defined the Caltrans manual. 

(12) No revision necessary. RQD as defined by ASTM is intended for use in hard rock 
and the majority of the borings excavated where in soft rock. Caltrans guidelines 
require the use of RQD. Presenting the RQD values for soft rock is still valuable 
because it gives a general representation of the fracture density of the soft rock. 
A number of the borings conducted in Zone 3 encountered hard rock, and, as such, 
the “disclaimer” is not presented on those logs. 

(13) No revision necessary. “Fat clay” is defined in the Caltrans (2007a) manual, which 
follows ASTM guidelines. The Caltrans manual was used by the field personnel 
during logging of the borings and referenced in the report.   

(14)  The Glossary of Terms has been revised to include the subject words. 

(15) No revision necessary. The definition of Geologic Structure, as provided in the 
Glossary of Terms is considered sufficient. The report includes faulting in a separate 
section than Geologic Structure to highlight the significance of faulting in the region. 

(16) No revision necessary. Regional seismicity data, (including micro-seismicity data) 
was reviewed for in preparation of the study. 

(17) p.18\ES-1/1 

 The report has been revised accordingly. 

(18) p.18\ES-1/1 

 No revision necessary, the study team disagrees with this comment, the statement is 
based on SCAG’s Regional Long-Term Plan. 

(19) p.18\ES-1/2 

 No revision necessary. Hazardous materials and gassy conditions are inherently 
included in “geologic and groundwater conditions.” The referenced paragraphs are 
consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(20) p.18\ES-1/3 

 No revision necessary. This was not included as a part of the scope of work for this 
study, and will be conducted in potential future phases of the project. 
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(21) p.19\ES-2/2 

 No revision necessary. The City of Los Angeles is listed in the referenced paragraph.  
All references used are appropriately listed in Section 16 of the report. 

(22) p.19\ES-2/2 

 Reference to Section 2 of the report has been added to the paragraph. 

(23) p.19\ES-2/2 

 No revision necessary. A geologic reconnaissance was conducted and is discussed in 
Section 3.2 of the report. 

(24) p.19\ES-2/3 

 No revision necessary. Detailed geologic mapping was not included as a part of the 
scope of work for this study. A geologic reconnaissance was conducted as discussed 
in Section 3.2 of the report. 

(25) p.20\ES-3/1 

 No revision necessary. Piezometer is defined in the reports Glossary of Terms and 
discussed in the report. Piezometer measurements and details are presented in 
Appendix B. In most cases, the groundwater levels observed within the piezometers 
represent local, perched water and not the groundwater table.  

(26) p.22\ES-5/1 

 No revision necessary. Aquifer, as defined in the reports Glossary of Terms, is 
appropriate as used in the sentence, paragraph, and report as a whole. 

(27) p.22\ES-5/1 

 No revision necessary. This is a suggestion to be considered during potential future 
phases of the project and is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(28) p.22\ES-5/1 

 The subject sentence has been removed from the ES. 

(29) p.22\ES-5/3 

 The word “limited” has been removed. The referenced sentence is consistent with 
the scope of work of the study.   

(30) p.22\ES-5/5 

 The subject sentence has been revised accordingly. Also, see response to Comment 7. 
The study team disagrees with the remainder of this comment; the referenced 
sentence is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   
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(31) p.22\ES-5/5 

 No revision necessary. These are suggestions to be considered during potential 
future phases of the project. Soil contamination is discussed appropriately in the 
report. 

(32) p.23\ES-6/1 

 Study team disagrees with this comment; no revision necessary. The referenced 
sentence is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(33) p.23\ES-6/1 Item 4 

 Rock Mass has been added to the reports Glossary of Terms. The study team 
disagrees with the remainder of this comment. The referenced sentence is consistent 
with the scope of work of the study.   

(34) p.23\ES-6/1 Item 7 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. See response to Comment 7. The 
sentence is a suggestion to be considered during potential future phases of the 
project.   

(35) p.23\ES-6/2 Item 1 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly and is suitable for use during 
potential future phases of the project. 

(36) p.23\ES6-1 Item 4 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly and is suitable for use during 
potential future phases of the project. 

(37) p.24\ES-7/1 Item 1 

 No revision necessary. The referenced sentence is consistent with the scope of work 
of the study.   

(38) p.24\ES-7/1 Item 1 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. No “preferred or practical” 
alignment has been established within the zones. The referenced bullet is suitable for 
use during potential future phases of the project. 

(39) p.24\ES-7/1 Item 3 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope of 
work of the study. 

(40) p.24\ES-7/1 Item 3 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. The statement is suitable for use 
during potential future phases of the project. 
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(41) p.24\ES-7/1 Item 6 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. See response to Comment 7. The 
statement is suitable for use during potential future phases of the project. 

(42) p.24\ES-7/2 Item 1-2 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. The statement is consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(43) p.24\ES-7/2 Item 3 

 No revision necessary. The barrier effect of the faults is discussed in the report. The 
statement is consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(44) p.25\ES-8/1/Item 3 

 The subject bullet has been revised accordingly. The statement is suitable for use 
during potential future phases of the project. 

(45) p.25\ES-10/2 

 No revision necessary. The subject title and bullet are consistent with the scope of 
work of the study. 

(46) p.27-28\ES-10-11 

 The subject section has been revised accordingly. Zones 1 and 2, and Zones 4 and 5 
have been grouped together because of the similar geologic conditions present 
within these zones. 

(47) p.27-28\ES-10-11 

 No revision necessary. The referenced sections are suitable for use during potential 
future phases of the project. 

(48) p.27-28\ES-10-11 and p.27\ES-10/3 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. The statement is suitable for use 
during potential future phases of the project. 

(49) p.27\ES-10/4 

 The subject paragraph has been revised accordingly. The statement is consistent with 
the scope of work of the study. 

(50) p.28\ES-11/1 

 No revision necessary. The referenced sentence is suitable for use during potential 
future phases of the project. 

(51) p.28\ES-11/3-4 

 The subject sentence has been revised accordingly. The referenced sentence is 
suitable for use during potential future phases of the project. 
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(52) p.28\ES-11/3-4 

 The subject sentence has been removed from the ES. 

(53) p.28-29\ES-11--12 

 No revision necessary. All of these factors were evaluated in preparation of the 
study. The referenced section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(54) p.28\ES-11/4    

 No revision necessary. All of the data obtained from the boreholes, as well as those 
listed as references, were evaluated in preparation of the report. The referenced 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(55) p.28\ES-11/6    

 The subject sentence has been revised accordingly. The referenced sentence is 
consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(56) p.29\ES-12/2   

 No revision necessary. All of the data obtained from the boreholes and seismic 
studies were evaluated in preparation of the report. The referenced section is 
consistent with the scope of work of the Study. 

(57) p.29\ES-12/4   

 No revision necessary. See response to Comment 7. These are suggestions to be 
considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(58) p.29\ES-12/4 

 No revision necessary. See response to Comment 7. These are suggestions to be 
considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(59) p.29\ES-12/5 

 The referenced section has been removed from the ES. 

(60) p.29\ES-12/5 

 The referenced section has been removed from the ES. 

(61) p.29\ES-12/6 

 No revision necessary. The table presents comparisons to be considered during 
potential future phases of the project.   

(62) p.29\ES-12/5 

 No revision necessary. This statement is consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   
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(63) p.30\ES-13/1 

 Section 13 has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. A detailed evaluation of tunneling is premature because no alignment has 
been identified. The Concluding Remarks are based on the geologic conditions 
expected and our tunneling experience in similar conditions. 

(64) p.30\ES-13/1 

 See response to Comment 63. 

(65) p.31\S1-1/1-4 

 The report has been revised accordingly. 

(66) p.31\S1-1/1 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. A summary of comparison of 
conditions of tunneling concepts has been included in the report. The report is 
consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(67) p.31\S1-1/4 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The sentence is 
appropriate for inclusion in the background of the report. Traffic studies will be 
conducted during potential future phases of work for the project. 

(68) p.32-33\S1/Fig.1-1 to 1-3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. Figures 1-1 and 
1-2 are appropriate for inclusion in the report. Figure 1-3 does not exist. 

(69) p.34\S1-4/4 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
and zone limits are appropriate for the report. The boring program was revised 
based on the available data in Zones 4 and 5, and was discussed at TAC/SC 
meetings. 

(70) p.36\S1-6/2 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   

(71) p.35\S1-5/1-2 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are appropriate for the report. All items included in the scope of this study were 
discussed with TAC/SC. Financial feasibility was never a part of the study.  
TAC/SC suggested three parameters in previous meetings. 

(72) p.35\S1-5/6 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   
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(73) p.35\S1-5/7 

 No revision necessary. This report will be suitable for use during potential future 
phases of the project. 

(74) p.S1-6/1 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the Scope of Work of the 
study.   

(75) Section 2 

 No revision necessary. CalTech/JPL data are incorporated into the data reviewed for 
the report. The discussions of gassy conditions presented are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. Microseismicity data were reviewed in preparation of the 
report, consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(76) p.S2-3/2-5 

 No revision necessary. The discussion of the aerial photograph source in Section 2.3 
is sufficient. Review of aerial photographs is the standard of practice in geotechnical 
studies. Discussion of the aerial photograph review with respect to faulting is 
included within Section 2.3. 

(77) p.S2-3/2-5 

 No revision necessary. See response to Comment 7. Testing for potential 
contaminants was not included as a part of the scope of work for this study. 

(78) p.S3-1/3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. The “SRT” surveys were 
successful, and the data were reviewed in preparation of the report. The bolded 
words in the comment are defined in any Standard English dictionary. 

(79) p.S3-1/3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. The “SWS” surveys were 
successful, and the data were reviewed in preparation of the report. 

(80) p.S3-1/3 p.S3-2/1 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. The “LGR” was conducted, and 
the data were reviewed in preparation of the report. 

(81) p.S3-4/1 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. Presenting the RQD values for soft rock is per Caltrans guidelines and is 
valuable because it gives a general representation of the fracture density of the soft 
rock. 
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(82) p.S3-6/2+7/1 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The title is 
consistent with the study contract with Caltrans. 

(83) p.S3-7/1 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   

(84) p.S3-7/2 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   

(85) p.S3-7/5 

 The subject sentence has been revised accordingly. The statements are consistent 
with the scope of work of the study.   

(86) p.50\S4-2/Fig.4-1 

 Figure 4-1 has been revised accordingly. The location of the Puente Hills Fault 
System with relation to the project area is discussed in Section 4.2.3.3 

(87) p.52\S4-4/1 and P.59\S4-11/2 

 No revision necessary. The two statements are independent, and as such do not 
require revision. 

(88) p.59\S4-11/3 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. The term “down-warp” is self explanatory, and presented in the singular 
form. 

(89) p.59\S4-11/3 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.  

(90) p.59\S4-11/4 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. Tunnel design and detailed seismic analysis were not included as a part of the 
scope of work of the study. 

(91) p.60\S4-12/1 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. Detailed seismic analysis was not included as a part of the scope of work of 
the study. 
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(92) p.66+69\S4-18/5+-21/Fig.4-9 

 No revision necessary. Detailed seismic analysis was not included as a part of the 
scope of work of the study. Caltrans seismic guidelines dictate that the PGA of a site 
(as shown in Figure 4-9) be rounded upward to the nearest 0.1 g. In addition, the 
PGAs presented in Figure 4-9 take into account the thrust faults that underlie the 
region. 

(93) p.73\S5-4/3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study and are based on our knowledge 
of these Formations. 

(94) p.75-76\S5-6/6-7/1 

 No revision necessary. The permeability of these Formations, as observed during 
this study, is presented in Section 4. 

(95) p.76\S5-7/5 

 The subject section has been revised accordingly. Contaminated groundwater and 
hazardous waste discussions are based primarily on the data available from the 
government agencies referenced in Section 6. Contaminant testing was not included 
as a part of the scope of work of the study. 

(96) Section 6 

 No revision necessary. Refer to response to Comment 7. Contaminant testing was 
not included in the scope of work of the study. The intent of Section 6 is to identify 
known contaminated areas within the study area, to be considered during potential 
future phases of the project. 

(97) p.77\S6-1\1 

 No revision necessary. Contaminant testing was not included in the scope of work of 
the study. The intent of Section 6 is to identify known contaminated areas within the 
study area, to be considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(98) p.78\S6-2/8 

 No revision necessary. Contaminant testing was not included in the scope of work of 
the study. Considering that no alignment has been delineated, the intent of Section 6 
is to identify know contaminated areas within the study area, to be considered 
during potential future phases of the project. 

(99) p.79\S6-3/2 

 No revision necessary. Contaminant testing was not included in the scope of work of 
the study. The intent of Section 6 is to identify known contaminated areas within the 
study area, to be considered during potential future phases of the project. 
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(100) p.76\S5-7\4 

 The subject section has been revised accordingly. The statements are consistent with 
the scope of work of the study. 

(101) p.79\S6-3/4-5 

 No revision necessary. Contaminant testing was not included in of the scope of work 
of the study. The intent of Section 6 is to identify known contaminated areas within 
the study area, to be considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(102) p.80\S6-4/Fig 6.1 

 No revision necessary. Contaminant testing was not included in the scope of work of 
the study. The intent of Section 6 is to identify known contaminated areas within the 
study area, to be considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(103) p.81\S7-1/2 

 The subject sentence and figures have been revised accordingly. 

(104)  

 The subject sentence has been revised accordingly. 

(105) p.81\S7-1/3 

 No revision necessary. The descriptions presented in the referenced section are 
suitable, considering there is only one Los Angeles River floodplain. 

(106) p.S7-2/5 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly. 

(107) p.S7-3/2 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. 

(108) p.83\S7-3/4 

 The study includes faulting in a separate section than geologic structure to highlight 
the significance of faulting in the region. 

(109) p.83\S7-3/4 

 No revision necessary. The statement is consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. 

(110) p.83\S7-3/5 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 
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(111) p.84\S7-4/3 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. 

(112) The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(113) p.84\S7-4/3  

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. 

(114) p.85\S7-5/1 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The Soundings 
are presented in Appendix C of the report. The statements are consistent with the 
Scope of Work of the study. 

(115) p.85\S7-5/4 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. 

 (116) p.85\S7-5/4/Fig.6-1 and p.86\S7-6/1 

 No revision necessary. The NPL site (tan areas) counts as 1, totaling 10.   

(117) p.86\S7-6/2  

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. As stated in the report, a tunnel invert of roughly 200 feet bgs was assumed 
for the study. 

(118) p.86\S7-6/1 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. 

(119) p.86\S7-6/3 

 Boring R-09-Z3B12 was mistakenly referenced, and has been removed from the 
statement. The tar noted in boring R-09-Z3B7 was not highlighted in the report 
because it was an isolated occurrence and the tar observed was very minor, 
consisting of a few specs of material. Based on experience, the Puente Formation is a 
petroleum source. Hydrocarbon testing results from boring R-09-Z1B7 are presented 
in Appendix E of the report. Zone 3 is underlain by limited amounts of Puente 
Formation versus Zones 1 and 2; thus, it has a lower potential. 

(120) p.86\S7-6/4 

 No revision necessary. This statement is based on the known conditions encountered 
during construction of the NEIS tunnel. 



RESPONSE TO “STOPTHE710” COMMENTS BY C.T. WILLIAMS 

TBG101109171205SCO/WILLIAMS_STOPTHE710 RESPONSES_DRD2993.DOC/100880004 14 

(121)  p.86\S7-6/5 

 No revision necessary. The statements are based on experience and are consistent 
with the scope of work of the study. 

(122)  p.86\S7-6/5 

 No revision necessary. The statements are based on tunneling experience in this area 
and are consistent with the Scope of Work of the study. 

(123)  p.87\S7-7/Item 5 

 The City of Los Angeles liquefaction maps were reviewed, and actually are the same 
as the CDMG liquefaction maps. No revision necessary. The statements are 
consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(124)  p. 87\S7-7/Item 6 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. 

(125)  p. 87\S7-7/Item 7 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. 

(126)  p. 87\S7-7/2 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(127)  p. 87\S7-7/3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(128)  p.87\S7-7/3 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(129)  p.88\S7-8/1 

 The “existing tunnel” is the NEIS, which is discussed in the report and shown in 
Plate 1. No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work 
of the study. 

(130)  p.88\S7-8/2 

 No revision necessary. The statement is based on previous tunneling experience and 
is presented as a general guide to be considered during potential future phases of the 
project.   

(131)  p.88\S7-8/4 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 
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(132)  p.83\S7-9/1 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. No revision necessary. The statements 
are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(133)  p.89\S7-9/1 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly, and is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(134)  Section 8 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. Section 8 is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. All of the data obtained during the study were utilized during 
preparation of the report. 

(135)  p.90\8-1/2 and p.90\S8-2/3 

 The subject statements and figures have been revised accordingly. 

(136)  p.91\S8-2/Stratigraphy 

 The study team disagrees with this comment. The subject section is consistent with 
the scope of work of the study. All of the data obtained during the study were 
utilized during preparation of the report. 

(137)  p.91\S8-2/5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments, no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. Specific liquefaction 
investigations were not included in the scope of work for this study; however, state 
and city maps were reviewed and have been used to describe potentially liquefiable 
areas within the study zones. The information collected during drilling of the 
borings is presented on the logs; nothing is “hidden.” 

(138)  p.91\S8-2/6 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. The statement is based on the conditions observed during the field portion of 
the study and based on previous experience. 

(139)  p. 91\S8-2/7 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study and with the request by TAC and SC to keep the report simplified. 

(140)  p. 91\S8-2/7 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study and with the request by TAC and SC to keep the report simplified. 

(141)  p. 91\S8-3/1 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study and with the request by TAC and SC to keep the report simplified. 
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(142)  p. 91\S8-3/3 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(143)  p.92\S8-3/3 

 This has been noted by the study team and has been flagged for potential future 
phases of the project. 

(144)  p.92\S8-3/3 

 Comment noted; no revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(145)  p.92\S8-3/4 

 The study team disagrees with the comments on bias. The subject statement has been 
revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(146)  p. 92\S8-3/5 

 No revision necessary. The statements are consistent with the scope of work of the 
study.   

(147)  p.93\S8-4/3-6+-5/1 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. The displacements were 
estimated using standard of practice methods, as referenced in the report. 

(148)  p.93\S8-4/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study.  

(149)  p. 93\S8-4/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. The information obtained 
has been summarized in simple terms. 

(150)  p.93\S8-4/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The discussion is stated in simple terms for the reasons stated by the 
reviewer. 

(151)  p.93\S8-4/5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. The Raymond fault is 
present in Zones 2, 3, and 4. Discussion of the fault in one zone based on data of the 
fault in another zone is completely acceptable. 



RESPONSE TO “STOPTHE710” COMMENTS BY C.T. WILLIAMS 

TBG101109171205SCO/WILLIAMS_STOPTHE710 RESPONSES_DRD2993.DOC/100880004 17 

(152)  p.93\S8-4/5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. No tunnel routes have 
been specified. 

(153)  p.93\S8-4/6 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. Plate 1 has been 
revised accordingly. A discussion of the “York Fault” is presented in Section 4.  
Discussion of the Raymond fault as presented in Section 4 is adequate. The Highland 
Park fault is not designated as active. The Alquist-Priolo maps were used in 
preparation of the maps and report. 

(154)  p.94\S8-5/2 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly and is consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(155)  p.94\S8-5/2 

 No revisions necessary. Details were not provided in order to keep the report simple. 

(156)  p.94\S8-5/6 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. These units 
are considered non-water bearing. 

(157)  p.94\S8-5/6 

 No revisions necessary. The statement is based on the packer tests, results of which 
are presented in Appendix D. 

(158)  p.94\S8-5/6 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The statement is based on experience. 

(159)  p.94\S8-5/8 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The 
statements are based on information gathered during this study and are consistent 
with the scope of work of the study.   

(160)  p.94\S8-5/9 and P.95\S8-6/1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(161)  p. 94\S8-6/1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 
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(162)  p.95\S8-6/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. 

(163)  p.95\S8-6/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. See response to Comment 7.   

 (164)  p.95\S8-6/4 

 The study team disagrees with these comments, no revisions necessary. See response 
to Comment 7. The statement is presented as a general guide to be considered 
during potential future phases of the project. 

(165)  p.95\S8-6/5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. All of the data collected 
during the study have been reviewed in preparation of the report. 

(166)  p.95\S8-6/5 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(167)  p.95\S8-7/1 

 The study team disagrees that these comments strayed from the route-neutral 
approach, and that the definition of shallow is “usually 5ft rather than 20ft.” The 
subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the scope 
of work of the study. 

(168)  p.96\S8-7/1 and 97\S8-8/3 

 No revisions necessary; the subject section is consistent with the scope of work of the 
study. See response to Comment 7. 

(169)  p.96\S8-7/2 and p.96\S8-7/2 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(170)  p.97\S8-8/2 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(171)  p.97\S8-8/3 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 



RESPONSE TO “STOPTHE710” COMMENTS BY C.T. WILLIAMS 

TBG101109171205SCO/WILLIAMS_STOPTHE710 RESPONSES_DRD2993.DOC/100880004 19 

(172)  p.97\S8-8/3 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. Puente Formation is mentioned in the paragraph. 

(173)  p.98\9-1/4 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly. 

(174)  p.99\9-2/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study.   

(175)  p.99\9-2/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The presence of volcanic rocks is presented in this section. RQD is 
unrelated to the expansion potential of rock. Expansive soils were discussed in this 
section for Zone 2 to show that the necking that was observed within some of the 
Zone 2 borings was a result of sample extraction and not due to soil/rock expansion. 

 (176)  p.100\9-3/3 

 The study team disagrees with this comment, no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(177)  p.100\9-3/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The South Pasadena anticline is shown in Plate 7. A discussion of the 
faulting in this area is presented in Section 4.   

(178)  p.100\9-3/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The Topanga Formation breccia makes up minor portion of the Topanga 
and is similar to the conglomerate member. The breccia is noted in Plates 1 and 2. 
Volcanics are discussed in the Key Ground Characteristics in Section 9.8 

(179)  p.101\9-4/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study.   

(180)  p.101\9-4/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. More detailed fault and seismic information is presented in Section 4. The 
Alquist-Priolo fault zones were reviewed in preparation of this section. 

(181) p.101\9-4/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study.   
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(182)  p.101\9-4/5 

 The study team disagrees with this comment; no revisions necessary. The discussion 
is clear. Detailed evaluation of the Raymond fault and all other faults will be 
required in potential future phases of the project. 

(183)  p.102\9-5/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The basis for the magnitude estimate is provided. Detailed discussions of 
faulting and a discussion of faults designated as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zones are presented in Section 4. 

(184)  p.102\9-5/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. These formations are non-
water bearing. 

(185)  p.103\9-6/1-2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. 

(186)  p.103\9-6/2 \9-6/3 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Portal locations are not known.   

(187)  p.103\9-6/4 

 No revisions necessary. See response to Comment 7. The subject section is consistent 
with the scope of work of the study. The conclusion presented in the report is based 
on experience with conditions similar to that of the study zone. 

(188)  p.103\9-6/5, p.104\9-7/1 and \9-7/3 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. The log of the boring that encountered volcanic rock is 
available to the public as part of the previous Metro study. 

(189)  p.105\9-8/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Discussions regarding constructing a potential tunnel across the Raymond 
fault are presented throughout the report. 

(190)  p.106\10-1/1 

 No revisions necessary. Boring R-09-Z1B8 is not located within the delineated limits 
of Zones 4 and 5. 
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(191)  p.107\10-2/3 

 No revisions necessary. We concur with this comment, and this is reflected in the 
report. 

(192)  p.107\10-2/5 

 No revisions necessary. The descriptions presented are generalized for use in 
potential future phases of the project. The information provided is correct. 

(193)  p.108\10-3/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The South Pasadena anticline is shown and labeled in Plates 7 and 8. 
A discussion of the faulting in this area is presented in Section 4.   

(194)  p.108\10-3/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. Data collected from the 
field portion of the study have been incorporated into the report. 

(195)  p.108\10-3/4 

 No revisions necessary. A discussion of faulting and seismicity is presented in 
Section 4.   

(196)  p.109\10-4/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(197)  p.110\10-5/1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(198)  p.111\10-6/1 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. See response to Comment 7. 

(199)  p.111\10-6/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The items discussed in the comment are all discussed in the report. 

(200)  p.111\10-6/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Liquefaction hazards zones produced by state and local agencies are 
based on the historically highest groundwater levels. The statement assumes a 
tunnel invert of 200 feet bgs. 
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(201) p.111\10-6/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Liquefaction hazards zones produced by state and local agencies are 
based on the historically highest groundwater levels.  

(202) p.112\10-7/1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly, and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. Because it is not clear where in Zone 4 or 5 the tunnel 
will be located, it is not known how, if at all, the Superfund site will affect potential 
tunnel operation and excavation. 

(203) p.112\10-7/5 

 This statement has been made based on previous tunnel experience. While the 
expected tunnel and diameter of the proposed tunnel are not known, the necessary 
cover is expressed in terms of the expected tunnel diameter. Furthermore, the tunnel 
profile may be deeper than two tunnel diameters in some places; this section states 
that it is desirable to have at least two tunnel diameters of cover when tunneling.  
While the excavation method has not been chosen, the method mentioned and 
explained is an example of a feasible method. 

(204)  p.112\10-7/7 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is based on the data collected and 
reviewed and is consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(205)  p.114\11-1/2 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. 

(206)  p.116\11-3/1-2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section and overall geologic evaluation of this 
portion of Zone 5 are consistent with the scope of work of the study.   

(207)  p.116\11-3/3 and /5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section and overall geologic evaluation of this portion of Zone 5 are consistent with 
the scope of work of the study. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps were 
reviewed and discussed in Section 4 and Section 11.4. Microseismicity was evaluated 
as part of the study. Details have not been included to keep the report simple, in 
accordance with the request by TAC and SC. 

(208)  p.116\11-3/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Little is known regarding the Alhambra Wash fault, and it was out of 
scope to do a detailed evaluation of the fault. The information provided is based on 
the current standard of practice and included review of relevant documents 
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regarding the fault. Details have not been included to keep the report simple, in 
accordance with the request by TAC and SC. 

(209)  p.117\11-4/2 

 The unnamed fault has been labeled in Zones 2 and 3. The subject section is 
consistent with the scope of work of the study. The referenced area is described in 
the report and on the map as “structural bedrock discontinuity.” Little is known 
regarding the “structural bedrock discontinuity,” and it was out of scope to perform 
a detailed evaluation of the discontinuity.  

(210)  p.118\11-5/3 and p.119\11-6/2 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. The section is written in general terms, conveying the amount of 
contamination in this portion of Zone 5. 

(211)  p.119\11-6/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is written in accordance to the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The statement is consistent with the scope of 
work of the study. All areas delineated by the state as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zones are subject to the associated Act. 

(212)  p.126\12-5/1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(213)  p.126\12-5/2 

 No revisions necessary. The referenced documents did not indicate the presence of 
cobbles or boulders. 

(214)  p.128\1 12.1.3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. We are 
aware that the size difference plays a role in the comparison; however, we wanted to 
point out that there are things we can learn from the case history of the MTA Red 
Line project in terms of similar geologic conditions, etc. 

(215)  p.128\1 12.1.3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The report is 
not stating that naturally occurring gas is expected because it was encountered in the 
Red Line excavation. Rather, the MTA Red Line was a project in which gas and 
contamination were challenges that were mitigated. 

(216)  p.139\3 12.4 

 No revisions necessary. A ventilation or traffic study is not within the scope of this 
study. This specific section is provided to compare some of the elements of a road 
tunnel with tunnels that may have different final uses. 
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(217)  p.140\13-1 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(218)  p.140\13-1/3 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(219)  p.140\13-1/6 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(220)  p.114\13-1/6- -2/1 and p.142\13-2/2 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(221)  p.141\13-2/2 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. The statement is based 
on the geologic conditions generalized for the zones; alignments and portals are not 
known. 

(222)  p.141\13-2/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
statements are consistent with the scope of work of the study. These conditions are 
not unique to the study area and have been addressed successfully in the past. 

(223)  p.141\13-2/4 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
statements, as well as the overall faulting and seismicity sections of the report, are 
consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(224)  p.141\13-2/4 /5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. Fault information provided 
is based on the current standard of practice and included review of relevant 
documents regarding the faults provided by government agencies.   

(225)  p.141\13-2/7 /9 /8 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. Potential tunnel routes have not been established.  
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(226)  p.141\13-2/7 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. The discussion of 
contaminated sites is based on our review of published documents, which are listed 
in Section 16.  

(227)  p.142\13-3/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. See response to Comment 7. 

(228)  p.142\13-3/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Examples of feasible tunneling option are provided, but a comprehensive 
review of feasible options was not part of the scope of this study. 

(229)  p.142\13-3/5 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(230)  p.142\13-3/6 and p.143\13-4/2 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly. The statement is presented as 
a general guide to be considered during potential future phases of the project. 

(231)  p.143\13-4/3-5 

 The study team disagrees with these comments. The subject statements have been 
revised accordingly and are consistent with the scope of work of the study. 

(232)  p.143\13-4/4 

 The subject statements have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the 
scope of work of the study. 

(233)  Appendix A 

 The boring logs have been revised accordingly and are consistent with the scope of 
work of the study. Also, see response to Comments 7 and 12.    

(234)  p.3\A1-1/3 /4 

 The samples were logged according to the material types and features observed in 
the field. Also, see response to Comment 12.    

(235)  p.4+5-16\1-12, p.4\a1-2/, p. 5-1\12, p.16\12/12 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly. This boring was drilled at an angle of 
60 degrees from horizontal. As such, elevations had to be modified accordingly 
versus the depth of the borehole.   
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(236)  p.5\1/12 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly.   

(237)  p.3-4\A.1 p.A1-1, -2/Report+Table A-1, p.5-16\1-12/12 

 VOC readings inadvertently were not measured at this boring. 

(238)  p.16\1-12/12 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly 

(239)  p.5-14\1-10/12 

 No response necessary; the samples were logged according to the material types and 
features observed in the field. 

(240)  p.17-27\1-11/11, p.17\1/11, P.23\7/11 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly.   

(241)  p.18-19\2-3/11 

 See response to Comment 7, as well as revised Section 3 and Appendix A. 

(242)  p.17-27\1-11/11 

 The samples were logged according to the material types and features observed in 
the field. 

 (243)  p.28-39\1-12/12 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly. The samples were logged according to 
the material types and features observed in the field. The RQD note is valid for all 
soft rock encountered during the study; see response to Comment 12. 

 (244)  p.28-39\1-12/12 

 No revisions necessary; see response to Comment 7. 

(245)  p.30\3-12/12 

 The subject log has been revised accordingly. The samples were logged according to 
the material types and features observed in the field.  

(246)  p.40-57\1-18/18 

 No revisions necessary; see response to Comment 7. 

(247)  p.58-71\1-14/14 

 No revisions necessary; see response to Comment 7. 

(248)  p.276-285\1-10/10 

 No revisions necessary; see response to Comment 7. 
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(249)  p.278\3/10, 279-285\4-10/10 

 No revisions necessary, the Fernando Formation Siltstone Member is a very fine-
grained sedimentary unit. Just because a unit is mapped as a siltstone (i.e., Tfsl) does 
not mean that the unit can vary locally to a claystone. 

(250)  p.2\B-1/1 

 No revision necessary; the piezometers were placed in the vicinity of the anticipated 
tunnel. Obviously a tunnel would not have a consistent depth bgs in areas with 
variable topography, such as the study area. 

(251)  p.2\B-1/1 

 The subject statement has been revised accordingly. 

(252)  p.2\B-1/Table B-1 and Footnote 

 See response to Comment 250. 

(253)  3\B-2\Fig. B-1 

 See response to Comment 250. 

(254)  p.33\C.2/Table 5 

 No response necessary. The groundwater depth was estimated using downhole 
geophysical and MASW data. 

(255)  p.10\C1-8/4 

 No revision necessary. These tasks will be conducted during potential future phases 
as the project proceeds. 

(256)  p.35 Table 3 

 No revision necessary. These discrepancies are typical as the downhole equipment 
could not be lowered to the total depth of the borings drilled because of sloughing or 
caving after casing removal. 

(257)  p.2\C2-1/Table C-1 

 No revision necessary. All of the data were reviewed in preparation of the report.  
Per the request of TAC and SC, the report was written with a less technical 
approach; thus, some of these details were omitted from the report. The seismic lines 
conducted for “subsurface evaluation” were conducted for just that, a general 
subsurface evaluation. 

(258)  p.6\1/1, /2 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. See response 
to Comment 257. Numerous faults were identified on the surveys and are discussed 
in the report. The surveys were “strategically” placed along areas where faulting or 
anomalous geologic conditions were suspected. The surveys were used as a tool to 
aid in interpreting the subsurface geology of the study area. 
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(259)  p.13\8/3 

 No revisions necessary. See response to Comments 257 and 258. 

(260)  p.13\8/4 

 No revisions necessary. See response to Comments 257 and 258. 

(261)  p.14\9/5, p.15\10/2, p. 15\10/5-15\11/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. See response to Comments 257 and 258. Locating subsurface features 
using geophysical techniques is rarely conclusive when used as the sole source of 
information. These surveys were used as a tool to aid in interpreting the subsurface 
geology of the study area. 

(262)  p.35\C.1/Figure 1, Tables C-1 and C-11 

 No revisions necessary. The subject sections are consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. These surveys were used as a tool to aid in interpreting the subsurface 
geology of the study area. 

(263)  p.33\C.2/Table 5 

 No revisions necessary. See response to Comments 254, 257, and 258. 

(264)  p.9\1/1, p.24\16/1 

 No revisions necessary. The subject section is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. Also, see response to Comment 257. 

(265)  p.23c-3,15/3 

 The study team disagrees with these comments; no revisions necessary. The subject 
section is consistent with the scope of work of the study. The data gathered from 
these surveys were used in conjunction with the other seismic surveys and 
subsequently used during the analysis and interpretation processes for the study 
zones. 

(266) p.24\16/4 

 No revisions necessary. The subject statement is consistent with the scope of work of 
the study. These surveys were done to confirm that bedrock is over 400 feet bgs. 
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Community Meeting Minutes 



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Community Meeting #1 Summary 

January 20, 2010 
Wilson Middle School, Glendale 

6:30 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on January 
20,  2010,  to  present  findings  from  the  SR‐710  Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  (Draft 
Report) to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at Wilson Middle School in the City 
of Glendale.  In attendance were fifty (50) members of the community.  
 

SR‐710 Study Team members who attended  included the  following project management staff 
from Caltrans: Richard Land,  Interim District 7 Director; Abdi Saghafi, SR‐710 Tunnel Technical 
Study Project Manager; Deborah Harris, Chief, Media Relations and Public Affairs; Maria Raptis, 
Public  Information  Officer;  Pratheep  Piratheepan,  Geotechnical  Lead;  Derek  Higa,  Design 
Manager;  and  Garrett  Damrath,  Senior  Planner.  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Authority (Metro)  staff  Lynda  Bybee,  Deputy  Executive  Officer‐Regional 
Communications Programs also attended. Additional Study Team members who participated in 
the meeting  were:  Yoga  Chandran  of  CH2MHILL;  Steve  Klein  of  Jacobs  Associates;  Ramon 
Chavez of CH2M HILL; and Bruce Schell of Earth Mechanics; Rebecca Barrantes,   Glenda Silva, 
and Sharon Martinez of The Sierra Group; Rena Salcedo and Debbie Rusas of GCAP Services; 
and Katherine Padilla and John Limon of Katherine Padilla & Associates.       
   

MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m. There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and  Modern  Tunnels  and 
Technologies. The Open House format provided community members with the opportunity to 
ask questions and engage in one‐to‐one conversations with expert Study Team Members.  
 

The audience was welcomed by Richard Land, Interim Caltrans District 7 Director.  Mr. Richard 
Land explained that the purpose of the community meetings is to share the results of the Draft 
Geotechnical Summary Report and to provide an overview of the data collected in each of the 
five  (5)  Study  Zones.   Mr.  Land  informed  attendees  that Caltrans  and Metro would  use  the 
information from the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report and determine the next steps.   Mr. 
Richard Land added that this  is not an environmental study, and only  is a geotechnical study. 
Mr. Land recognized Elected Official representatives who were  in attendance, which  included:  
Yvonne  Hsu  representing  Congressman  Adam  Schiff;  Julianne  Hines  representing 
Assemblymember  Anthony  Portantino;  Hon.  Donald  Voss,  Mayor  Pro  Tem  of  La  Canada 
Flintridge; and Ann Wilson, Technical Advisory Committee Member  from La Cañada Flintridge.   
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After the  introductions, Mr. Land handed the meeting over to Yoga Chandran who began the 
presentation portion of the meeting at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 

Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, the Study Team’s geotechnical experts, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation that described the Study purpose and scope; exploration program findings; Draft 
Geotechnical  Summary  Report;  key  geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling;  and  tunneling 
technologies  used  to mitigate  such  geotechnical  factors.    They  also  provided  a  summary  of 
geotechnical data for each of the five (5) Study Zones. 
 

Following  the  geotechnical  presentation,  Rebecca  Barrantes,  Outreach  Project  Manager, 
provided  a  brief  overview  of  the  neighborhood  and  community  outreach  process,  including 
Steering and Technical Advisory Committee meetings, community meetings, presentations, and 
canvassing for the Exploration Program. Upcoming community meeting dates were provided to 
all the guests. Finally, attendees were encouraged to provide written comments related to the 
geotechnical findings by February 3, 2010. 
 

COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study Team members are indicated in italics.   
 

Exploration Testing & Analysis Methods 
 

1) What  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  classification  of  faulting  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake? What offset for fault displacement was used to determine the feasibility of the 
extension chamber? 
 

The Raymond fault displacement was determined to be at 2 to3 feet. Both the Raymond and 
Alhambra Wash  Faults  are  considered  active  by  California Geological  Survey  and United 
States Geological Survey. The Eagle Rock and San Rafael Faults have not been proven to be 
active; however for the purposes of this study, these faults are considered to be potentially 
active. This means that they do not move as frequently as an active fault. The time between 
rupture  of potentially  active  faults  can  be anywhere  from  tens  of  thousands  to  a million 
years.  The York Boulevard  fault was not  considered  to be active. As  far as displacement, 
there has never been a historical rupture on the Eagle Rock or San Rafael Faults.  To conduct 
our analysis an empirical world‐wide based analysis was completed. All earthquakes  in the 
world were  studied  to  determine  the  displacements  that  certain magnitude  earthquakes 
caused.  
 
There are calculations and formulas used to compare this data with the faults that are in the 
study area. Using this method, it was determined that based on the length of the fault, a 6.0 
–  6.5 magnitude  earthquake was  capable  of  being  produced.  Previous  studies  suggested 
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that the Raymond Fault had the potential of causing a 6.7 magnitude earthquake. Using the 
6.7 magnitude earthquake scenario, and compared that to world‐wide data for earthquakes 
of that magnitude, a displacement of 3.2 feet was derived.   Some conservatism was added 
and bumped the displacement up to 4 feet, which is about 30% more than what data would 
actually show.  In addition, the fact that we used a 6.7 magnitude earthquake  instead of a 
6.5 magnitude adds another 20% of conservatism.  
 
There are values that would exceed what would be expected based on previous experience 
with earthquakes. Not much consideration has been given to whether displacement would 
be strictly vertical or horizontal, however,  it  is expected that  it would be a combination of 
the two.  Specific displacements and vertical slips are items that would be considered in the 
future.  More  engineering  is  needed  to  provide  more  details  about  the  amount  of 
conservatism  to  include.  For  example,  the  Hollywood  tunnel  was  designed  for  a  7  foot 
displacement. 

 
2) What other methods were used for in‐situ (in the field) testing other than boring? 

 
In addition to the borings, pressuremeter tests were conducted, which is in‐situ (in the field) 
testing  of  different  geological  materials  encountered  to  determine  the  strength  of  the 
material. Collected samples were tested in the lab for strength as well. Multiple techniques 
were  used  to  determine  the  strength  of  the  material  and  seismic  measurements  were 
completed.   Three testing methods were used  for this testing. Core penetration tests were 
not conducted because they are not effective for the material types and depths of materials 
which needed to be tested.  

 
Tunneling Technologies 
 
3) What is the success with recent tunnels built in the last 15‐20 years? There have been a lot 

of earthquakes in Asia (Japan) and in Southern California and we also have a lot of methane 
gas and groundwater. We have built  some  tunnels  locally, as you have discussed  in your 
presentation. Has our  tunnel  technology worked well? Have  there been  tunnel collapses? 
What has happened to these tunnels?  I am not  just referring to success  in terms of safety 
and engineering but also  in terms of costs. We pay taxes and would  like traffic congestion 
relief but would like it to be done within a reasonable amount of costs.  
 
 Following the Northridge earthquake, the Red Line was up and running soon and there after 
with  virtually  no  damage  to  pre‐existing  tunnels  in  operation.   Metro Gold  Line  tunnels, 
which were completed this fall, were completed on time and within budget. There was no  
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settlement  as  a  result  of  the  tunnel  excavating  operations.  There  have  been  excellent 
outcomes with Metro tunneling projects. 
 
Regarding  seismic  performance, worldwide  experiences  have  shown  that  tunnels  tend  to 
perform well during earthquakes. This is mainly because they are surrounded by the ground 
and the tunnel structure moves with the ground.  This is different from a building that is up 
in  the  air  and  not  supported  by  anything,  where  it  is  subject  to  movement  from  the 
vibrations created by an earthquake. The ground dampens the vibrations  in a tunnel.   The 
track record  for tunneling  in Los Angeles has been very good. Cal OSHA  is an organization 
that  is  required  to  enforce  tunnel  safety  orders  and  regulate  contractors  very  closely; 
especially when the hazardous gases during construction is high. 
 

4) Do you  see any  logistical  framework differences  from our  faults here with  respect  to  the 
venting situation and tunnel stability versus those for the tunnels built in Madrid and Paris?  
 
Ventilation and fault displacement are completely unrelated. The ventilation would have to 
be designed  to  function  in an earthquake and  it would not be any more of a hazard  than 
anything else. 
 

5) Do you feel that there is a concern regarding water contamination or water displacement if 
you  tunnel? When Metro  did  the Hollywood  tunnel,  there was water  displacement  and 
pumping required. As we  look at our  future, Mayor Villaraigosa has outlined a water plan 
for the City of Los Angeles that will look at groundwater issues. One concern is the drought 
that will continue in Southern California, and will this be a problem because we are going to 
be displacing or contaminating water as part of this development? 

 
There have been newer tunnel technologies introduced since the Hollywood Hills project. The 
special pressurized face tunneling methods, which have been discussed in the presentation, 
do not allow drainage of  the groundwater and would not be affected by  the  tunneling.  If 
tunneling in contaminated groundwater and water is brought into the tunnel, it would need 
to  be  handled  and  disposed  of  properly.    It  would  be  relatively  a  small  amount  of 
groundwater when compared  to  the entire groundwater  table. The Hollywood Hills  tunnel 
was built using a different technology and some groundwater did drain into the tunnel. This 
created some groundwater impacts to the area around the tunnel that had to be mitigated. 
That was avoided with pressurized method  that was present. The  reason   examples  from 
Madrid  and  Paris were  discussed, was  because  in  planning  some  of  the  tunnels  in  other 
areas  it was  recognized  that  in order  to construct  those projects,  they had  to avoid  those 
groundwater    impacts.  This  new  technology  was  employed  specifically  to  avoid  those 
impacts. 
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Geotechnical Criteria for Tunneling 
 
6) Doug Failing said at the beginning of the meetings that I attended, that nothing would stop 

them from tunneling in any of the five zones. What are the defining criteria that you knew 
of since the beginning of this process that would prevent tunneling in the five (5) Study 
Zones?  

 
A geotechnical feasibility study for the tunnel and The Draft Geotechnical Summary Report 
are now completed. The information from the Final Geotechnical Report will help determine 
if an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the next step.  
 
The tunnel can be built through anything and the criteria will come later, during the EIR. In 
the environmental phase, several other  factors will come  into the picture when comparing 
zones including costs and which alignment would provide the best air quality and congestion 
relief. That analysis was precluded during this study. This  is strictly a geotechnical study. A 
complete cursory review of the factors was proposed under Task Order No. 5 but staff was 
told not  to proceed with  that by  stakeholders. The  criteria are part of  the environmental 
process, which is a fairly standard process that Caltrans follows for all of its projects.  

 
Geotechnical Report 
 
7) Is  it  true  that  the  Final  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  will  not  recommend  a  route 

preference or that any route will be pursued and that  it will only show that a tunneing  is 
technically feasible?  

 
The  study will not  recommend a  route. Caltrans and Metro will  take  the  information and 
data contained in the Final Report and use it to decide if additional studies are needed.  

 
8) Attendee  read  a  statement  from  Section  8.6  of  the Draft Geotechnical  Summary Report 

which refers to a portal for Zone 2. If this is a route neutral study, how can you have a portal 
location already chosen?  
 
References to a portal in the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report referred to a portal area in 
general, and not to a specific portal location. In each zone, there will potentially be a portal. 
This will be clarified in the Final Report.   
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Public Participation & Comments 
 
9) How are you planning to incorporate public comments into the Final Draft?  
 

Based on public comments, such as the one stated by the attendee about the portal in Zone 
2, clarifications will be made to the Final Report. Also, all public comments will be included 
as an Appendix to the Final Report. 

 
10) Are there other feasibility studies for other options outside of a tunnel?  I attended the La 

Cañada Flintridge community meeting and  there were a  lot of people  in attendance who 
opposed this project. When is the opposition going to be answered? What happens to our 
comments besides  them getting buried  in  the back of  the Final Report? Will Caltrans and 
Metro continue with the project without thinking about the communities involved and the 
effects on all of those people who had opposition to the project in the first place?   
 
During  this  technical  study  process,  community  involvement  has  been  encouraged. 
Community  involvement will also be encouraged during an environmental document phase 
should  that occur. Caltrans and Metro are public agencies  that  receive  feedback  from  the 
public on all matters under their authority. The feedback and comments received during the 
Study will not be lost in the process. Public feedback is part of the process and becomes part 
of the record to move  forward to Caltrans and Metro.   As Caltrans and Metro are making 
decisions,  the public  feedback  is not  lost. There are decision points along  the way, where 
public  input will be  invited. When Metro has Board meetings, they are open to the public. 
They have  representatives  that sit on  their governing boards  that certainly  represent you. 
Your local, state, and federal elected officials have listened to you and have registered their 
feelings and comments. This is a public process and throughout that process your comment 
has various places where it is heard and considered. This community meeting is one of those 
places. Certainly, when moving  forward  to  the environmental process,  there will be many 
opportunities for questions to be answered and comments to be considered. 

 
Funding 
 
11) With  the State’s  financial problems, how are you going  to get money  for a  tunnel? With 

respect to our federal government, our government’s infrastructure is far behind other First 
World  countries.  It  really  needs massive  railroad,  passenger  and  freight  improvements. 
Where are you going to get the funding? There are great needs out there.  I think that the 
two high speed trains in Spain seem to alleviate more traffic than the tunnel there.  

 
The funding issue is a significant issue that is being discussed on both the state and national 
level, not just for this project but other infrastructure needs. A funding source would need to 

6 | P a g e  
 



 

be  identified before moving  forward with a project  similar  to  this or even  to address  the 
regional congestion problem that  is occurring now. There have been a number of solutions 
proposed,  such  as  developing  public‐private  partnerships,  or  charging  a  toll.  There  are  a 
number  of  options  that  have  been  put  on  the  table  that  Caltrans  and  the  community 
partners would have to consider. This  is a significant challenge going forward for people  in 
California and across the County.  
 
To  put  it  in  perspective,  look  at  the  existing  infrastructure  throughout  the  State,  annual 
needs are over $6 billion  to address needs  for  the  existing  system and  keep  the  roads  in 
shape.  This does not include funding to address congestion needs. Only $1.3 billion per year 
is being spent on existing infrastructure and there is a funding gap over a few billion dollars. 
There are some significant issues and it will take healthy leadership in the country and state 
to address this.  
 
The public understands  that  there are  transportation needs  that  can be met and  there  is 
some  support  out  there  for  understanding  the  need  for  a  solution.  When  the  public 
understands what can be done and that it can be delivered, this will create an environment 
to get the support needed for funding transportation. 
 

12) When  is the next Metro meeting where they will decide on Measure R funding? Is there a 
deadline date  for  the use of Measure R  funding?  If you do not get  the additional  funding 
needed to go to the next phase, is there a deadline date to return all the remaining money? 
 
There was a formula included with Measure R which can be accessed on the Metro website. 
Included within that formula is a more than 30‐year period of expected revenues from sales 
tax.    If  funds are not used  for a project over a certain amount of  time,  the board can  re‐
allocate  those  funds  but  there  is  a  super‐majority  requirement  to  make  that  change. 
Relevant to that, the funds must be re‐allocated in the sub‐region that they were originally 
committed to. The next steps will be when the Final Report is submitted to Caltrans and the 
Metro Board who will be  reviewing  it  for  future  considerations.  It  is not known what  the 
policy will be at this time. The completion of the Final Report will be  in March 2010 and  it 
may come to the Metro Board as early as April 2010. Metro meeting agendas are posted on 
www.Metro.net, so the public can be informed on the process. 
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13) It  was  stated  earlier  that  $11.4 million  was  dedicated  to  this  study.  If  we  had  already 
completed borings and proven  tunnel  feasibility  in  the Metro Study, why did we have  to 
complete a tunnel feasibility study? What have we gained from this study? 

 

When Metro completed the study in 2006, there was criticism about whether all the options 
were looked at. The Metro study only looked at a portion of Zone 3 and conducted a total of 
3 borings. During this study, detailed data from a broader area was collected.  The extent of 
The SR‐710 tunnel Technical Study builds upon the Metro study completed in 2006, and goes 
well beyond that study. The $11.4 million that was set aside was not all used. There were 
two consultants on board.  CH2M Hill was the geotechnical consultant and The Sierra Group 
was the outreach consultant. The contract amount for CH2MHILL is $5.3 million and for The 
Sierra Group  is  $1 million.  There were also additional  costs added  to pay  for  community 
meetings. The total cost of this study was $7 million. 

 

14) Why did we  spend  all of  this money on  a  study  that  is not  going  to  answer  all of  these 
questions? Why didn’t we complete an EIR instead of this study? 
 

Only $7 million of the $11.4 million budget was spent on the geotechnical study.  If tunneling 
is  to be considered a viable option,  technical  feasibility  is needed  to be established before 
beginning an environmental phase. The expenditure of $7 million to complete the technical 
studies has to be compared with the cost of an environmental study, which would be $30‐40 
million and the actual construction of a tunnel would be $3‐5 billion. The determination that 
it  is  technically  feasible  to build a  tunnel  in  these  zones  is  required before going  into  the 
environmental document phase and spending more money. There is no conclusion whether 
to go into the EIR, but that may be the direction. 

 

Next Steps 
 

15) You were not able to eliminate any of the 5 zones. What happens after the Final Report  is 
done? My recollection is that this was funded by an earmark from one of our Congressmen. 
I  assume  the money  is  gone. When  are  you  going  to  get  to  the  phase  of  laying  out  a 
tentative  route  for  each  of  these  5  zones? When  are  you  going  to  get  to  the  phase  of 
costing  it out and completing an environmental  impact  report? Are you  funded  for  these 
next steps? 

 
The  decision  about  whether  to  proceed  with  additional  studies  has  not  been  made  by 
Caltrans and Metro yet.   The Final Geotechnical Summary Report along with  its findings  is 
going  to Caltrans and Metro  for  their consideration about what,  if any, additional studies 
will be completed. 
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There were  three components  to  funding. There was a  funding component of $2.4 million 
dollars from Congressman Adam Schiff, through the Federal Highway Administration’s Safe 
Accountable  Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A  Legacy  for Users  (SAFETEA‐LU) 
funds.  There  was  an  additional  $4  million  dollars  from  Caltrans  through  regional 
improvement funds.  There was also an additional $5 million dollars from Metro from their 
regional transportation  improvement funds. The funding for this Study was not exhausted. 
Metro has set aside Measure R money for the next phase. Measure R is a quarter‐cent sales 
tax  in Los Angeles County, passed  last November and  is being divided up amongst various 
projects, including this Study, if the decision is made to go to the next phase, which is an EIR. 
Caltrans and Metro will decide when and  if to proceed to the next step, but the funding  is 
definitely coming from Metro. 
 
 

16) If we complete an EIR, what factors would you consider? Would you consider rail? Would 
you  consider  a  rail  option  over  a  freeway  option?  Would  you  look  into  public‐private 
partnerships? Would you consider carpool  lanes and  toll roads? Will all of  these  items be 
considered during an EIR? 
 
For any transportation project, the study of alternatives is part of the process. It is required 
by  law as part of the EIR process, which would take about 2 ½ ‐3 years to complete,  if the 
Metro Board and Caltrans make that decision.  A no‐build option would also be studied in an 
EIR. As part of the other alternatives, other complimenting options would be studied as well. 
This study has focused on a tunnel only. 
 
During  the EIR process, other modes of  transportation, are studied  that could compliment 
the tunnel. One example  is the SR‐710 South Freeway Freight Corridor project, which adds 
truck lanes from the ports to the SR‐60 Freeway. It is currently going through the EIR process 
and Metro is the lead agency on that project. The project looks at other modes, such as zero 
emission  trucks and other  technologies available besides  just adding  lanes  to  freeway. As 
part of the traffic study that  is  included  in the EIR, traffic  improvements on surface streets 
near the tunnel will be studied.  

 
The  discussion  of  funding  sources  is  something  that  would  be  considered  during  the 
environmental phase but  is a  separate discussion  from  the  EIR, which  really  looks at  the 
impact.  
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17) Is Task Order No. 5 completely off the table or will it be done at the end of this process? 
 

Task  Order  No.  5  is  completely  off  the  table  because  if  the  decision  to  proceed  to  the 
environmental document phase is made, that would accomplish much more than Task Order 
No. 5 had proposed to do. 
 

18) Have you talked to your  legal team about whether you can proceed to the environmental 
stage given the federal injunction on the project? It has been in place since 1999.  
 

The legal aspects are not completely known; however the injunction could have only applied 
to the surface extension only.  

 

19) If you do not believe that the federal injunction applied to a tunnel, why did you not finalize 
the case once and for all before you proceed with the tunnel? 
 

The legal group in Caltrans would have to answer this question. The decision may have been 
rescinded  in 2003.   Staff needs to consult with the Caltrans  legal team to understand how 
this injunction affects the current consideration of a tunnel.   
 

20) When the Final Report is completed, will the advisory committees be disbanded? 
 

Should  further  studies  proceed,  Caltrans  and  Metro  are  open  to  keeping  the  advisory 
committees intact and also support this with any other structures needed to assist with the 
environmental process.  This is a very valuable part of the study that should be considered as 
we move on to the next phase. 
 

21) Metro completed a  feasibility  study and when questions were asked,  the public was  told 
that  it was  just a  smaller part of a  feasibility  study and  they  could not answer all of  the 
public’s questions. The public was  informed  that a  feasibility study would be done before 
the environmental process  and now we have  this  study.   As we  are  getting  through  this 
study, there  is a realization that this too  is not a feasibility study and  is simply a technical 
geological study. We have yet to see a study that looks at our regional problems, such as air 
quality and  traffic congestion problems. We are  looking at a very narrow  scope  that  says 
there is a “gap” that needs to be filled.  Some of the studies that have been done show that 
if we close this gap, the tunnel would open at a service level of F.  From my understanding 
of Caltrans regulations, you cannot open a  freeway that performs at that quality and  I do 
not understand how you can open a tunnel where you cannot open a freeway at a certain 
service level. The additional problem I have with this study is that it does not give us  
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anything that enables public policy decision makers to make decisions. It does not give any 
direction. All we are told is given the time, given the money, and given the political will, we 
can build anything we want. We do not know what the best thing to do is and we do not  
know what the worst thing to do is. That does not give any direction to public policy makers 
and  it  feels a bit as  if  the public  trust has not been honored with  this study and we have 
great  concerns  about  that.  Assemblymember  Anthony  Portantino  is  persistent  and 
consistent. We have been asking these questions since the beginning of the Study and will 
continue to ask these questions until we find some kind of resolution, answer, or solution. I 
went to a panel that the University of Southern California put on and Secretary Bonner from 
the Business Transportation  and Housing, who has  jurisdiction over Caltrans, was on  the 
panel. Many other experts were on  this panel. One of  the experts,  in my opinion, had a 
profound opinion. He said that you cannot come with a regional problem with a solution in 
place  and  study  to  the  solution.  You  have  to  study  the  problem  and  let  flow  from  the 
problem a solution that is correct for the region. You cannot force a solution. When do we 
get the feasibility study that we have been promised? 

 
The legislation that funded this study mandated that the geotechnical feasibility of a tunnel 
would  be  considered  on  a  route  neutral manner.  Before  that,  the Metro  study  had  only 
looked at one zone or one route for extending the freeway. A surface route was discussed for 
40 years and  it did not work. Thus, the  idea of using the tunnel as a possible solution was 
considered. Getting to the level of feasibility to address all issues requires a whole different 
level of study that we are not contemplating at this time. A decision has not been made at 
this moment.  The  public’s  trust  is  in  the  future  remaining  studies.  There  has  been  great 
feedback  from  the  community meetings  that will be  considered during  future  studies and 
into the environmental process.  
 
In order to get into the issues raised by the community regarding how to address congestion 
in the region, the environmental phase is required.  The environmental phase is where traffic 
and air quality analysis, regional transportation needs and different alternatives are studied.  

 
 
Miscellaneous  
 
22) Can  you  explain  what  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  is  doing  regarding 

contaminants in Zone 1? 
 
Treatment is in place for the contamination in Zone 1. The EPA is monitoring treatment and 
it  is expected to take several years for  it to be completed.   At this point there  is not much 
data available about the effectiveness of the treatment; however there may be more data in 
about a year or two. 



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Round 2 Community Meeting #2 Summary 

January 26, 2010 
San Marino Center 

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on January 
26, 2010, to present findings from the SR‐710 Tunnel Study Draft Geotechnical Summary Report 
(Draft Report) to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at the San Marino Center in 
the City of San Marino. In attendance were eighty‐six (86) members of the community.  
 

SR‐710 Study Team members in  attendance included the following Caltrans staff: Richard Land, 
Interim  District  7  Director;  Abdi  Saghafi,  SR‐710  Tunnel  Technical  Study  Project  Manager; 
Deborah  Harris,  Chief, Media  Relations  and  Public  Affairs; Maria  Raptis,  Public  Information 
Officer;  John  Ehsan,  Chief,  Geotechnical  Design,  South;  Derek  Higa,  Design  Manager;  and 
Ainsley  Chiang,  Transportation  Engineer.  Staff  team members  from  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority (Metro)  included: Doug  Failing,  Executive Director  of 
Highway  Programs  and  Lynda  Bybee,  Deputy  Executive  Officer‐Regional  Communications 
Programs.    Additional  Study  Team  members  who  participated  in  the  meeting  were:  Yoga 
Chandran and Ramon Chavez of CH2MHILL; Steve Klein of Jacobs Associates; and Bruce Schell 
of Earth Mechanics; Rebecca Barrantes, Glenda Silva, and Sharon Martinez of The Sierra Group 
(TSG); Rena Salcedo and Debbie Rusas of GCAP Services; and Katherine Padilla and John Limon 
of Katherine Padilla & Associates.       
   

MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m.  There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  Purpose,  Organization  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and 
Modern  Tunnels  and  Technologies.  The  Open  House  format  provided  community members 
with  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  engage  in  one‐on‐one  conversations with  expert 
Study Team members.  
 
Rebecca Barrantes, meeting facilitator, began the meeting by thanking the City of San Marino 
for  providing  the  venue.  Elected  Officials  and  representatives  from  the  local  area  were 
introduced. Ms. Barrantes proceeded to review the ground rules for the Question and Answer 
portion of the meeting.  
 

Richard Land, Caltrans Interim District 7 Director was introduced and gave welcoming remarks. 
Mr. Land reviewed the purpose of the SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study, which  is to gather and 
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analyze geotechnical data that might be encountered if a tunnel is considered to extend the SR‐
710. He explained that the purpose of the community meeting was to share the results of the 
Draft Geotechnical Summary Report which  contains exploration program data  collected over 
the last two years.  
 
Mr. Land  informed attendees that Caltrans and Metro will use the Draft Report to determine 
the next steps.   He added  that  this  is not an environmental study, and  is only a geotechnical 
study. Mr.  Land  thanked  the  community  for  attending  the  community meetings  and  staying 
involved throughout the Study.  
 
Mr.  Land  noted  that  the  study, which  builds  upon  the Metro  Tunnel  Feasibility Assessment 
Study conducted in 2006, gathered and analyzed additional geotechnical data and identified the 
challenges for each of the five (5) Study Zones. He added that once the findings were finalized, 
Caltrans  and  the  Metro  Board  would  determine  if  they  would  move  forward  to  the 
environmental phase.  
 
Finally,  Mr.  Land  recognized  the  elected  officials  and  their  representatives  who  were  in 
attendance. They  included: Hon. Mike Ten, Councilmember, City of South Pasadena; Hon. Dr. 
Allan Yung, Councilmember, City of San Marino; Hon. Eugene Sun, Mayor, City of San Marino; 
Hon. Richard Ward, Councilmember, City of San Marino; Hon. Dr. Richard Sun, Councilmember, 
City of San Marino; and Matt Ballantyne, City Manager, City of San Marino.  
 
The Study Team’s geotechnical experts, Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation  that described  the  Study purpose and  scope;  the exploration program  findings; 
the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report;  the key geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling; and,  the 
tunneling technologies used to mitigate such geotechnical factors. Mr. Chandran and Mr. Klein 
also provided a summary of geotechnical data for each of the  five  (5) Study Zones within the 
Study area. The Study Team reported  that  it  is geotechnically  feasible  to  tunnel  in all  five  (5) 
Study Zones according to the Study’s conclusion. The detailed presentation  is available on the 
Study website at www.710tunnelstudy.info. 
 
Following  the  geotechnical  presentation,  Ms.  Barrantes  provided  a  brief  overview  of  the 
neighborhood  and  community  outreach  process,  including  Steering  and  Technical  Advisory 
Committee Meetings, community meetings, presentations, and canvassing for the Exploration 
Program. Ms. Barrantes also provided  the upcoming community meeting dates,  including  the 
next community meeting scheduled for February 10th in San Gabriel. Ms. Barrantes also noted 
that the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report was available on DVD in public libraries within the 
Study  area.  Finally,  attendees were encouraged  to provide written  comments  related  to  the 
geotechnical findings by February 9, 2010. 
 

2 | P a g e  
 

http://www.710tunnelstudy.info/


 

The  following  additional  attendees  were  introduced  by  Mr.  Land  before  the  community 
dialogue portion began: Hon. Dr. Richard Schneider, Mayor of South Pasadena; and  Julianne 
Hines, District Director, Office of Assemblymember Anthony Portantino, 44th District. 
 

COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study Team members are indicated in italics.   
 

Current Need for Tunnel 
 

1) What is our current need to complete this Study, let alone go forward with an EIR? 
 

The project has been a part of the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 
Regional Transportation Improvement Plan and Metro’s Long Range Plan for many years.  It 
is  the single most  important project  for  improving air quality and  it  is certainly something 
that Caltrans and Metro would like to do. 
 

2) Pasadena conducted a study a couple of years ago that said that  less than 25% of vehicles 
traveling through the corridor on the surface streets were through traffic. How will a tunnel 
to extend the 710 alleviate surface street traffic when less than 25% of the current traffic is 
through traffic and the tunnel would only be made for through traffic? 
 

Caltrans is not familiar with the referenced study. Assuming that this process moves into an 
environmental  document,  traffic  analysis  and  generation  is  a  very  important  part  of  the 
piece. The question will get answered in the next phase, if the decision to go on to the next 
phase is made. 
 

3) The  tunnel  concept  has  bothered me. Where  are  all  of  these  cars  going  to?  The  I‐210 
Freeway is very congested all the way down to the I‐15 Freeway. Are you going to alter the 
I‐210 Freeway to accommodate the trucks and cars? I am puzzled.  
 

Assuming  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  is  done, most  people  on  the  I‐210 
Freeway will continue  to go north  through different means. The question  is how are  they 
getting there and where are they coming from. Very old studies have suggested that the I‐5 
Freeway and Fremont Avenue are heavily congested because commuters are taking them to 
find their way through to the corridors they want to go. This route is not going towards an 
undeveloped area, so  it will not produce additional traffic. Existing traffic patterns and re‐
distribution of the traffic will be a more efficient method of making the trip.  

 
Once outside a certain level of influence, the impact goes back to zero again and there is no 
impact as far as traffic flow is concerned. 
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Tunneling Technologies & Design 

 
4) The Raymond Fault is a vertical slip fault. State geologists several years ago mentioned that 

the worst case scenario earthquake  is capable of being a 7.5 magnitude. Your worst case 
scenario  for  the  Raymond  Fault  could  give  a  9  foot  vertical  slip.  That  is  an  awful  large 
distance to have engineers account for when designing a tunnel. What are your comments 
about this? 

 
The  information mentioned  is older  information. Vertical displacement has a  tendency  to 
preserve  itself. Regarding the magnitude of an earthquake, the Raymond Fault  is about 12 
miles  long.   A  fault  that  is  12 miles  long  is  not  capable  of  generating  an  earthquake  of 
magnitude 7.0  earthquake. There are actual numbers  in  the Draft Report  that give more 
details about that. 
 

5) During  an  earthquake,  how  will  people  get  out  of  the  tunnel  if  they  are  200  feet 
underground? I have not seen any drawings of stairways or elevators. In the presentation, 
you mentioned  that  there would be bubbles around  the outside of  the  tunnel  to protect 
them  in an earthquake.   Are  there going  to be bubbles around  the elevator shafts or  the 
stairways? What happens if we lose electricity? Those elevators are not going to work. How 
far apart are the escape shafts going to be and how much area above ground will they take 
up? Not  just  the  shaft  itself, but  the  land  that Caltrans will be  required  to  take  from  the 
homeowners. 

 
 A  tunnel  conceptual  design  has  not  been  completed  and  experience with  other  projects, 
such  as  the Madrid  tunnel  can  be  used  as  project  examples.    In  this  country,  there  is  a 
national regulation and requirement to insert cross passages that connect the tunnels every 
650 feet along the tunnel alignment.  The Madrid tunnel has emergency egress in the deck 
below  the  roadway  deck  so  they  can  drive  emergency  vehicles  in  and  out  and  use  it  to 
evacuate people.  Alternatively, if one tunnel has a fire in it, the people in the tunnel would 
go  through a cross passage  to  the adjacent  tunnel where  they would be  taken out of  the 
tunnel and evacuated. There is a lot of sophisticated technology available to be employed to 
operate  these  tunnels safely  including operations centers with closed circuit  television and 
cameras throughout the tunnel so emergencies can be seen and responded to quickly.  
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6) Will emergency exits be at each end of the tunnel? 
 
One scenario is that there would not be any egress inside of the tunnel and evacuees would 
have  to  be  taken  out  by  emergency  response  vehicles  and  driven  out  of  the  tunnel.  
Alternatively, there could be points along the tunnel where they could go to the surface, but 
there would be a  lot of stairs to climb as the tunnel would be 200 feet below surface. The 
most likely operational scenario is to find a way to evacuate the tunnel safely from end‐to‐
end.  Again,  none  of  this  has  been  decided  and  this  is  an  important  step  in  the  design 
process.  

 
Geotechnical Criteria for Tunneling 
 
7) Who was responsible for changing the parameters of the scope? At one point, there were 

10 parameters. Then  it went  to 3 parameters upon  the  request of  the Technical Advisory 
Committee and Steering Committee. Now there have been 2 more parameters added to the 
evaluation  table:  gassy  ground  &  hazardous materials.  These  were  not  included  in  the 
original  scope and were only presented  in  the  report. Who  is  responsible  for  the  scope? 
Who  is  specifically  responsible  for  the  addition of  gassy  ground  and hazardous materials 
without consent of the Technical Advisory Committee and Steering Committee? 
 
In terms of the gassy conditions and hazardous materials, they have always been a part of 
the scope. They are part of the geotechnical exploration program. These conditions exist  in 
the zones and all conditions were looked at to determine tunneling feasibility.  
 

8) How do you rank tunneling feasibility criteria?  
 
The  advisory  committees  directed  staff  and  consultants  not  to  rank  tunneling  feasibility 
criteria, but only to present the geotechnical facts without making any conclusions.   

 
Geotechnical Report 
 
9) With respect to the tunnel projects that have been included in your Draft Report, I noticed 

that  there  was  mention  of  a  very  recent  tunnel  project  that  was  referenced  in  the 
presentation  involving the Badlands. In  light of the fact that this was a very significant and 
recent tunnel project,  I wonder why that one or the Sylmar tunnel was not  included? The 
Inland Feeder was completed within the last 6 months and that is also a very major project 
within Southern California. The Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) used for that project was  
referenced during  the presentation. The  Inland Feeder project was problematic. Why did 
you not include another fatal and problematic project called the Newhall tunnel? 
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The  tunnels discussed  in  the Draft Report under Relevant Experience are projects  that are 
going  through  the  same geological  formations as  those  found  in  the  five  (5) Study Zones. 
Those other tunnels were not built in the same formations. The Riverside Badlands tunnel is 
not  in  one  of  the  formations  that  we  highlighted.  The  Riverside  Badlands  tunnel  was 
discussed  for  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  because  it  is  a  good  example  of  tunneling 
through non‐uniform conditions. Tunneling  is possible through hard rock, sedimentary rock 
and other soil conditions. The Newhall tunnel had a gas explosion and it was constructed in 
the same formations. The other tunnels that were mentioned in the Draft Report were some 
of  the  larger highway  tunnels  that were  similar  in magnitude. They were used because  it 
was important for people to recognize that certain technologies were available. There are so 
many tunnels built in the world and we had to draw the line somewhere and chose specific 
projects for specific purposes. 

 
10) Has the tunnel panel reviewed the progress of this Draft Report or will they in the next few 

months?  They  are  being  supplemented  on  Thursday  to  review  the  SR‐710  Tunnel  Study. 
According to a Metro agenda  item, Dr. Martin  is getting paid a few thousand dollars a day 
specifically including the SR‐710 Tunnel Study. 

 
Dr.  Martin  reviewed  the  preliminary  Draft  Report.  The  Draft  Report  incorporates  Dr. 
Martin’s  comments.  He  will  also  review  the  Final  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  (Final 
Report) and provide  feedback, which will be  incorporated  into  the Final Report. The other 
panel members were not available to review the report.  
 
 

Public Participation & Comments 
 
11) Your presentation shows that February 9th is the cut off for public comments, but you also 

said 10 days from the date of this meeting. If you attend the last meeting, do you have 10 
days from that meeting? 
 
People  attending  this  meeting  have  10  days  from  the  date  of  this  meeting  to  submit 
comments.    If someone attends the  last meeting, they have 10 days  from that meeting to 
submit comments. 
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12) If you  look at  the maps,  the grand majority of  the communities  that you are studying  fall 
within  the 44th Assembly District.  In  looking at  the  locations of  the community meetings 
and not one of them  is  in the 44th Assembly District. Why are you showing such a  lack of 
consideration for the people who live in the 44th Assembly District? 
 
Thank you the comment will be taken into consideration. 
 

13) Comments are supposed to be responsive to the Report, not to the public meeting. I have 
never  seen  a  public  process  where  the  date  will  be  arbitrarily  set  and  then  moved 
depending on when whether or not you happened  to attend a meeting  in El Sereno, San 
Gabriel or anywhere else. We would like to establish a date that is uniform for all. 
 
Thank you the comment will be taken into consideration. 
 

Funding/Costs 
 
14) Have you done cost analysis for the tunnel? 

 
Consultants were  not  asked  to  get  into  financial  feasibility.  The  study  did  not  look  into 
specific cost estimates  for each zone or  financial  feasibility analysis.   Cost  is an  important 
question, but  is not part of the current scope for determining tunneling feasibility  in any of 
these corridors. Guidance as to what the next steps are will be sought from the Metro Board. 
These are very important questions for the environmental phase. 

 
15) Should we have a fault that ruptures the outer of the tunnels, what are the potential costs 

of repairs to that damage? 
 

The  seismic  events  that  are  being  considered  are  very  severe,  once  in  a  lifetime  seismic 
events. In the tunnel lining that was designed for the East Bay Mud Project, which is a water 
tunnel, the outer lining is designed so it forces displacements through sheer fuses. There are 
a  couple  of  different  places  where  the  tunnel  would  be  reinforced  to  handle  the 
displacement and maintain  the  integrity  of  the  tunnel.  If a  7 ½  foot displacement of  the 
tunnel, the tunnel would be taken out of service,  inspected and repaired.   These are severe 
types of criteria that are being discussed. 
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Next Steps 
 
16) Have there been any surveys or will there be surveys completed about where people want 

to go to when they come off the North end of the SR‐710 Freeway and where people are 
coming from when they get on the SR‐710 South? 
 
Once  the  Study  is  completed,  it  goes  to  the Metro  Board,  and  the  Board will make  the 
decision to go into an environmental document.  During the environmental document phase, 
traffic  studies will  be  completed  using  regional  traffic models.  In  some  cases,  origin  and 
destination studies will be conducted.  It  is very easy  to study  routes  that are pre‐existing; 
however, in this case a route does not really exist and being able to find the people who are 
potentially going to use  it  is challenging. Usually there are models that show predominant 
travel patterns based on  surveys  that are done periodically and  that  is worked  through a 
map to come up with origins and destinations.  

 
17) This  question  is  in  regard  to  the  Environmental  Impact  report  (EIR),  which  has  been 

referenced as the next probable step. I understand that the Final Report is not to culminate 
in  a  recommendation  to  proceed  in  any  one of  the  five  (5)  Study  Zones.  Is  it  correct  to 
assume  that  the  EIR will  encompass  all  five  (5)  Study  Zones?  Is  the  EIR  intended  to  be 
compliant with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)?   

 
The decision to proceed to an EIR has not been made. The EIR could consist of five (5) Study 
Zones, or there could be direction to drop or add zones. An EIR starts with the basic purpose 
and need. All studies would have to be National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA 
compliant. 

 
18) What are the criteria that would allow us to go forward to the next step? How do you weigh 

each of the criteria? 
 
The Metro Board  is made up of  thirteen  (13) elected official members  that will make  the 
decision regarding this study and constituent input is extremely important to each member. 
They  also  listen  to  discussions  at  their  board meetings  very  carefully.  The  question  that 
needed to be answered is: “Is it technically feasible to build a tunnel?” With that comes the 
question of whether there are enough questions out there to make a decision to go to that 
next  step.  People  are  asking  questions  about  air  quality,  financial  feasibility,  and  portal 
locations.   Those are all  excellent questions and  if  the  Study goes  forward,  the questions 
deserve to be answered. There is no solid answer because 13 individuals will be making the 
decisions. The decisions will be based on  their own experience and  information  that each 
board member receives. The criteria will change for each one.  
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19) Do you anticipate recommending to your respective Boards to obtain public comment if the 
scope of the EIR will not encompass all five zones?  
 
There  is  no anticipation  regarding  this  and  decisions  have not  been made.  The meetings 
where these decisions will be made are all public meetings where public comment is taken. 
The decisions to do an EIR are driven by purpose and need, which includes public comment. 

 
20) I would  like to know the decision making timeline. What meetings are coming up that we 

can attend?  What actions that can be taken at those meetings?  
 
 There are four (4) remaining public meetings that were  indicated and possibly the need to 
address  the  issue  in  the 44th Assembly District and adding another meeting.   After  that, 
once the Report  is final, the schedule of meetings will be on the project website as soon as 
available.  Staff has indicated that it is looking at early March 2010 for the completion of the 
Final Report. The  last meeting  is scheduled  for Wednesday, February 24th. Ten days after 
that is March 5th, so in order to incorporate all comments from the public, the last meeting 
for  the Steering Committee  (SC) and  the Technical Advisory Committee  (TAC) will have  to 
take place after March 5th. Next would be an issue of whether this is taken forward to the 
Metro Board and the time frame for that. Metro Board meeting agendas are published well 
in advance on their website.  
 

 
Miscellaneous  
 
21) What happens to the people  in the tunnel during an earthquake? What are they going to 

feel? How are they going to react? Are there going to be collisions down the tunnel if there 
is an active earthquake? 
 
If there  is significant ground shaking, there  is going to be activity  in the tunnel.   Activity  in 
the  tunnel during an earthquake  is hard  to predict.  In addition  to designing a  tunnel  that 
does not rupture, consideration will also be made on how to get people out of the tunnel. 
Fire safety, emergency egress, and so on will also be looked at. What would happen inside of 
the tunnel would be the same as on a surface freeway, if you are near or on an active fault, 
it can be very severe. 
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22) Is there a date for the SC and the TAC to meet at this time? 
 
A date has not been set at this time for the Technical Advisory and Steering Committee to 
meet. 

 
23) I believe  there are other  studies done by other experts  that  connect  the Raymond  Fault 

with Santa Monica and Hollywood Faults. The daisy chain could produce a rather large and 
rare event. Is that being considered? Is there some sort of risk level that would have to be 
considered? 
 
The  issue  is a valid point. Some people have taken the extreme view that faults never end. 
However, when looking at the way that faults have ruptured, a connection cannot be found 
between  the  Hollywood  Fault  and  Raymond  Fault.  It  is  assumed  that  these  are  discreet 
faults and have modeled according to that. Most recent opinions support this. 

 
24) One of the big  issues that Assemblymember Portantino has been talking about  is ensuring 

that we have the public’s trust. In that light, back at the beginning when the presentations 
were taken around to all the different communities, there was a commitment made that a 
full feasibility study would be done before going into the EIR. This [commitment] was made 
at a Board meeting at Metro as well. When asked the question before about when we are 
going to get these studies, the answer has always been that  it will be done  inside the EIR. 
But  the commitment was made  that  the  full  feasibility  study and analysis would be done 
prior  to  that. When you have  this  thing going on  for as  long as  it has been going on and 
there is such little public trust around this project, you cannot simply say trust us. When are 
those commitments going to be fulfilled? Are they going to be fulfilled? If the answer is that 
those questions would be addressed during  the EIR,  then to me  the answer  is  that public 
trust is not going to be honored. 

 
This consists mostly of a statement, not a question.  The decision to move forward or not will 
be made by a Board at the elected official level. Whether that consists of additional studies, 
or if this Study answers the base question, will be subject to the decision of the Metro Board.  

 
 
25) There seem to be a number of  issues regarding feasibility that have not been covered and 

that you do not plan to cover until some time way off in the future. Particularly with regards 
to  financial  feasibility,  you  have  totally  disregarded  all  costs.  The  Southern  California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) projection provided in January 2008 was $11.8 billion. I 
would like to know if this has been shared with the Spanish company that has been geared 
up to do this project.  
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Secondly, the health consequences are infeasible considering that Huntington Hospital is on 
one end of the route and Grifols, the blood vaccination firm, on the other end. You have not 
addressed either one of those issues nor informed those institutions of your plans.  
 
I  understand  that  you  are  not  selecting  this  potential  route;  however  you  are  not 
determining anything except for going forward with a public‐private partnership option this 
Thursday. I also think that the health consequences need to be addressed, considering Mr. 
Failing’s  comment  last  year  in  June 2009  in  this  very  room,  that  cancer and emphysema 
rates are higher near  tunnels  is absolutely a  true  statement.  It was published  in  the  San 
Marino Tribune on June 2nd. It was quoted by Winston Chua and I have a copy of the article.  

 
Doug Failing stated he did not make that statement that was  in the referenced newspaper 
article.  
 
A CEQA document, along with all  the other  things  that address air quality  in addition  to 
greenhouse  gasses,  is  certainly  a  part  of what  is  being  added  to  environmental  studies. 
Health  risk  assessments  are made  under  the  NEPA.  Those  issues  do  get  studied  in  the 
environmental document phase. A decision on whether to proceed with the environmental 
document will be made after geotechnical  studies are appropriately  incorporated. Health 
risk assessments, air quality assessments, and other things will be studied either separately 
or as part of that. There  is no commitment to proceed to an environmental document. The 
$11.8 billion estimate did not come from Metro or Caltrans. The $11.8 billion  is not a solid 
amount that has been endorsed as being the project cost. 

 
26) As you showed in the presentation, regardless of the route taken, the community of  

El Sereno will be affected  the most.  In  fact, El Sereno as we know  it will cease  to exist.  I 
understand  that  you  will  have  to  take  property  for  cut  and  cover.  Once  you  start  the 
tunneling, how far down do you have to go before you say that you will not need to take 
property? Where do you say we are not going to take your property because the tunnel  is 
too far down? 

 
No studies have determined where tunneling will begin and that  is a  function of what the 
geotechnical conditions are. At Valley Boulevard the bedrock is 100 feet plus or minus a few 
feet and going south it gets even shallower. If tunneling began in that end, the starting point 
of the tunnel would not be at Valley Boulevard; rather, tunneling would start further south 
and closer to the I‐10 Freeway. By the time Valley Boulevard is reached, a depth of 100+ feet 
below the surface would be achieved and there should be enough cover. If this is true, most 
likely there would not be a need to take any property. 
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27) Will  insurance  companies  of  the  residential  or  commercial  building  owners  have  to  re‐
assess how  they  are  going  to  cover  these properties? How will  this  impact  the property 
owners? Have you made any contact with any of these insurance companies? 
 
 There is a great deal of experience with tunnels in the Greater Los Angeles area, specifically 
with  the  Gold  Line  and  Metro  Red  Line  tunnels.  There  has  been  no  known  impact  on 
insurance for those who have property above the tunnels.  
 

28) There was mention that there would be a new assignment to the committee members by a 
gentleman at this meeting tonight. What is the answer to that question? 
 
The structure of the Metro Board  is made up of five (5) County Supervisors, four (4) people 
appointed by the City of Los Angeles, and four (4) more  individuals assigned by city groups 
around  the  region. All Metro Board members are elected officials.  In an election,  they are 
subject  to  change; however, Caltrans  is not aware of any election  coming up  in  the near 
future. 
 
The committees  that Metro has are still  in existence with no known changes  to structure. 
Once  a  year,  in  June/July  the Board  Chair  changes.  The Board Chair  gets  the  purview  to 
appoint  various  members  that  are  sitting  on  the  Board  to  committees.  At  this  time, 
membership on committees can change. The Board itself is based upon a series of elections, 
and there are not any elections due that should change membership until at least November 
2010.  
 

29) Since the technical study came out and you placed a portal  in a residential area, we have 
been working with  a  Los  Angeles  Councilman  and  Caltrans  to  place  the  portal  south  of 
Valley Boulevard. The Los Angeles City Council passed a motion to move the portal south of 
Valley Boulevard. When are you going to do the same thing and put it on your plans moving 
forward? 
 
The Study does not have a portal  located at any particular place. Caltrans was directed to 
not  locate portals. The Mayor of Los Angeles and Los Angeles City Councilman Huizar have 
made it clear that if a project were to move forward, the City of Los Angeles would like the 
portal to be south of Valley Boulevard. That  is not a part of the Study that the consultants 
have been directed to complete. Appropriate direction from the Metro Board will be received 
assuming that it gets to that point in the process. 
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Participant  Clarification:  The  portal  is  in  your  technical  study  report.  It  is  located  on 
Alhambra Avenue, Concord and Lowell.   
 
 
The Report contains cross sections which identify the portal locations simply for the purpose 
of showing where the tunnel could be. It is for illustration of the extent of the Study area but 
it does not mean that this is where the portal will be. The consultants needed to have a way 
to express what was found. Specific portal locations are a part of the next steps in terms of 
picking  an  alignment.  The  issue  of  portal  location  has  been  raised  before  and  it will  be 
seriously considered in clarifying this point in the Final Report. 



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Round 2 Community Meeting #3 Summary 

February 2, 2010 
Los Angeles Christian Presbyterian Church, El Sereno  

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on February 
2, 2010, to present findings from the SR‐710 Draft Geotechnical Summary Report (Draft Report) 
to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at the Los Angeles Christian Presbyterian 
Church  in  the  community  of  El  Sereno.    In  attendance were  sixty‐five  (65) members  of  the 
community.  
 

SR‐710 Study team members in attendance included the following Caltrans staff: Richard Land, 
Interim District 7 Director; Deborah Robertson, Deputy District Director; Abdi Saghafi, SR‐710 
Tunnel  Technical  Study  Project Manager; Deborah Harris,  Chief, Media  Relations  and  Public 
Affairs; Maria Raptis, Public Information Officer; John Ehsan, Chief, Geotechnical Design, South; 
Derek Higa, Design Manager; Ainsley Chiang, Transportation Engineer;  and Garrett Damrath, 
Senior  Planner.  The  staff  members  from  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority (Metro)  included:  Doug  Failing,  Executive  Director  of  Highway  Programs;  Lynda 
Bybee,  Deputy  Executive  Officer‐Regional  Communications  Programs;  and  Shahrzad  Amiri, 
Deputy  Executive Officer.  Additional  Study  Team members who  participated  in  the meeting 
were:  Yoga  Chandran  of  CH2MHILL;  Steve  Klein  of  Jacobs  Associates;  Bruce  Schell  of  Earth 
Mechanics; Rebecca Barrantes, Glenda Silva, and Sharon Martinez of The Sierra Group  (TSG); 
Rena  Salcedo  and  Debbie  Rusas  of  GCAP  Services;  and  Katherine  Padilla,  John  Limon  of 
Katherine Padilla & Associates.       
   

MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m. There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  Purpose,  Organization  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and 
Modern  Tunnels  and  Technologies.  The  Open  House  format  provided  community members 
with  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  engage  in  one‐to‐one  conversations with  expert 
Study team members.  
 

The audience was welcomed by Councilmember Jose Huizar.  He assured the community that as 
their  representative, he would be  involved  in  the process, adding  that he along with Council 
members Gil Garcetti and Ed Reyes passed a motion that would oppose tunneling  in Zones 1 
and  2.    Councilmember  Jose  Huizar  clarified  that  as  city  representatives,  they  do  not  have 
jurisdiction  over  this matter;  however,  as  a  city  they  passed  the motion  to  document  their 
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stance on the issue. He promised that, as a member of the Metro Board, he would assure that 
this Study remains transparent process. 
 

Councilman  Huizar  informed  attendees  that  he  voted  “No”  on  the  proposal  to  study  the 
possibility of constructing a  tunnel  through a public‐private partnership approach.   He stated 
that he believes that it is premature to discuss such methods until Caltrans and Metro complete 
the community meetings to discuss the results of the Study. The Councilman thanked Caltrans 
and Metro for discussing the Study with the community and obtaining their input.     
 

The meeting was  then handed over  to Richard  Land, Caltrans  Interim District 7 Director. He 
explained that the Study was designed to explore the feasibility of utilizing a tunnel to address a 
regional  transportation  issue. He added  that  the purpose of  the Community Meetings was  to 
share  the  results of  the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report, which presents  the exploration 
data collected  in each of the five (5) Study Zones, and provide an overview of the contents of 
the Study.  Mr. Land clarified that this is not an environmental study, and is only a geotechnical 
study that would provide a better understanding of the soil formations  in all the five zones  in 
the Study. He informed attendees that Caltrans and Metro would use the information from the 
SR‐710 Draft Geotechnical Summary Report and determine the next steps.  
 
Mr.  Land  recognized  elected  officials  and  representatives  who  were  in  attendance,  which 
included:    Julianne  Hines  representing  Assemblymember  Anthony  Portantino;  Alana  Yanez 
representing  Assemblymember  Kevin  De  Leon;  Arturo  Chavez,  District  Director  for  Senator 
Gilbert Cedillo and Hugo Garcia, President, El Sereno Neighborhood Council.   
 

After  the  introductions, Mr.  Land  introduced  Yoga  Chandran  of  CH2MHIll,  who  began  the 
presentation portion of the meeting.  The presentation portion of the meeting was convened at 
approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 

Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, the Study Team’s geotechnical experts, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation that described the Study purpose and scope; exploration program findings; SR‐710 
Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report;  key  geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling;  and  tunneling 
technologies used to mitigate such geotechnical  factors.   A summary of geotechnical data  for 
each of the five zones within the Study area was also provided. 
 

Ms.  Rebecca  Barrantes,  Outreach  Project  Manager,  provided  a  brief  overview  of  the 
neighborhood and community outreach process, including the Steering and Technical Advisory 
Committee meetings, community meetings, presentations, and canvassing  for the Exploration 
Program. Upcoming community meeting dates were provided  to all guests. Finally, attendees 
were encouraged to provide written comments related to the geotechnical findings by March 
10, 2010 and explained  that  the  rolling due date  from previous meetings had been  replaced 
with the new fixed date. 
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Mr.  Land  interjected  to  introduce  Mr.  Henry  Lo,  Field  Representative  for  Senator  Gloria 
Romero. 
 
COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 
The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study team members are indicated in italics.   
 
Exploration Testing & Analysis Methods 
 
1) Are proposed routes going to be completely contained within each zone? You have sections 

between zones. Are these possible areas for routes and what about the areas that have not 
been explored?  
 
The tunnel  is envisioned to be  in one zone or the other. This study  is route neutral and the 
tunnel could go from one zone to another, but that is not highly probable. These zones are 
considered  to be  the practical  zones  for  constructing  this  transportation  link.  There  is no 
alignment implied by these zones. In reviewing the Study area, zones were chosen according 
to practicality and could possibly connect the SR‐710. The route is unlikely that it would cross 
from  one  zone  to  the  other.  The  zone  lines  are  somewhat  arbitrary.  If  this  goes  to  the 
environmental process, a number of specific alternatives could be developed.  

 
Tunneling Technologies & Design 
 
2) This tunnel is not desirable unless it has the least impact for all communities. A few months 

back, I asked Mr. Doug Failing if it would be feasible to put the southern portal between the 
I‐60 and I‐10 freeways. El Sereno is going to be inundated with tons of traffic and pollution, 
having the tunnel begin at Valley Blvd. does not work. We will have to contend with maybe 
two or three scrubbers. My question would have been included in Task Order No. 5, which 
was not conducted. Is that specific southern portal  location possible and can you seriously 
consider it? Has this been seriously analyzed? 
 
Beginning  the  portal  south  of  the  I‐10  Freeway  will  be  fairly  difficult.  The  portal  could 
possibly be  located before Valley Boulevard.     The south portal will most  likely have much 
less impact, if any impact at all. 
 
Is it feasible from a technical standpoint? Yes, as far as the tunnel location itself, whether it 
is before Valley Boulevard, after Valley Boulevard or  further down  the SR‐710  Freeway  is 
something  that has not been  looked at. This would be considered at  the  time alternatives 
are being  looked at to address regional traffic  issues. There has not been any study about 
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where to locate the tunnel and all the alternatives for portal locations, and which zone is the 
most viable. This study was meant to be as route neutral as possible for  looking at all five 
zones to study the feasibility of building a tunnel as an option. 

 
3) Where is the tunnel going to start and end? What is it going to look like? How will it affect 

traffic on the main streets in the area? 
 
The assumption would be between  the  I‐10  Freeway and Valley Boulevard. Based on  the 
space and distance available,  the portal will most be  located before Valley Boulevard and 
from that point  it will be underground going north. Where  it ends will depend on which of 
the  zones  is  chosen  and  this  is  something  to  be  decided  further  down  the  line.  No 
intermediate access is anticipated to the tunnel at this point but that will be determined at 
an  environmental  document phase. Benefits of having  intermediate access  or not will be 
looked at  if  there are more studies. Most of  the  time, portals are designed with aesthetic 
consideration for how it will fit in with the communities around it. Concepts will be created 
to protect those inside the tunnel during design.  

 
4) How will  the pollutants  from  the  tunnel  affect  the  community of  El  Sereno?  In  this  very 

building  I  heard  the  scrubber  technology  would  be  the  most  expensive  process  for 
constructing a tunnel. Can you address the feasibility from a cost perspective? 
 
There are  technologies available  to clean air and discharge clean air.  If  it was determined 
that  discharges were  environmentally  unacceptable,  it would  have  to  be mitigated.  The 
technology  available  can  deal  with  those  types  of  issues.  Cost  estimates  and  technical 
evaluations have not been made at this point. It is unknown if the tunnel would be expensive 
or inexpensive. 
 

5) At the Raymond Fault  in Zone 3, how much additional excavation  is  involved to make the 
monstrous tunnel vault? What is on the surface at the route point where the tunnel crosses 
the Raymond Fault?  

 
This would depend on how much movement  the  fault was anticipated  to make during an 
earthquake.  The  Study  only  addresses  the  general  geotechnical  feasibility  of  building  a 
tunnel through these zones. Later studies would dictate where exactly the zones would cross 
faults and therefore exact streets are unknown at this point.  

 
 
 
6) I would  like  to  correct your  statement  saying  that you did not do any  studies where  the 

portal is going to be. You do have portal locations in your technical feasibility study for the 
portal  in El Sereno. You are  saying  that  this  is  route neutral. No matter where you go, El 
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Sereno  is  going  to be  affected.  This  is not  route neutral. Why did  you pick Concord  and 
Alhambra Avenue for a portal?  
 
The Study did not  look at any portals. The Draft Report  identifies the south portal near the 
end of the SR‐710 Freeway  in the El Sereno neighborhood. A separate portal study, would 
choose an alignment, evaluate  it, and make sure  it meets  the standards. Caltrans has not 
completed a portal study. The next step is to evaluate that. The portal is identified there for 
schematics only. This study is guided by the route neutral concept; a specific alignment has 
not been looked at.  
 

7) It  is our firm objection to have the portal; north of Valley Boulevard.   The portal has to be 
south of Valley Boulevard as the Los Angeles City Council has taken a stand on as well. 
 
In these recent community meetings, it has been highlighted that a portal could be feasible 
south  of  Valley  Boulevard.  With  more  studies,  details  about  a  portal  south  of  Valley 
Boulevard could be provided. Without  looking at this  in depth,  it  is not 100 percent certain 
that a portal will located in this general area.   
 

8) Will you have to complete additional geotechnical studies south of Valley Boulevard? 
 
There was no need to conduct geotechnical studies for that area because of existing data. 
The  data  from  the  area  provided  enough  information  on  the  geological  conditions  to 
substantiate it for the purpose of feasibility.  
 

Geotechnical Report 
 
9) The gassiest ground  in  the Draft Report  is  located either  in Zone 3 or Zone 4. Zone 4 has 

highest median level of gassy ground. In Zone 3 you have the highest level of recorded gas 
for the entire project. Why did you identify Zone 3 as only moderate and Zone 4 as  low  in 
gas potential when  they have  the highest  recordings? When Metro  constructed  the Red 
Line’s Phase 1 at Union Station, gas was not a problem in the rock areas, it was a problem in 
the alluvium. That was the same finding in Zone 4, Boring 4, where we have a lot of gas in 
the  alluvium.  Assigning  the  Puente  formations  as  being  the  gassy  unit when  it  has  the 
lowest permeability  in Zone 1 and 2 and a  little bit of gas  in Zone 3  seems  strange. The 
borings are not  consistent with  the  text. By  the way,  there were  two borings given  in El 
Sereno as having oil. There is oil in El Sereno under Eastern Avenue. In the text it says that  
oil was also  found  in Zone 3, but not at  the boring  that you  indicated  in El Sereno. There 
seems to be a lot of difference between the borings and the text. 
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Gassy conditions recorded  in the borings were pretty  low. Although, gassy conditions were 
encountered during the borings, they were not high enough to be of concern. The data and 
tunneling conditions in each sewer tunnels where there are gassy conditions exist and it was 
reported that Puente  formations are known to have higher potential  for gas. This was the 
reason for stating that this formation has more potential for gas.   
 
It is common to find some oil staining and residue in borings in the El Sereno neighborhood. 
Those localized small oil deposits are common types of formations. The deposits found were 
recorded.   

 
Public Participation & Comments 
 
10) This meeting  is  to  inform  the  community about what you  found and hear back  from  the 

community  about what  they  think  about  this.  The most  direct  line  is  from  Alhambra  to 
South Pasadena to Pasadena. It is also the segment that has the most earthquake faults and 
now  I  am hearing  that  it has  gassy  conditions. You have no hearings or presentations  in 
Alhambra, South Pasadena, or Pasadena. These potentially follow the closest alignment that 
has been proposed since 1949. Those people have to go some place else to go to a meeting. 
Why did you not have any meetings in Alhambra, South Pasadena or Pasadena?  
 
Meetings were held in these cities where exploration was conducted; in addition all of these 
cities  were  notified  about  the  Exploration  Program  when  it  occurred.  Meetings  were 
publicized  in all communities within  the Study area. An additional meeting was added  for 
Northeast Los Angeles. There were six meetings held to cover a lot of cities in a very broad 
area. In the second round, we had a great expanse to go through.  The decision to hold six 
geographically‐based meetings was made  to capture a grouping of cities.   An extra effort 
was made to ensure that all cities knew about the meetings.  
 
<The participant prompted the Study Team to answer the question again> 
 
All 6 meetings were scheduled and regionally grouped to target all cities in the five (5) Study 
Zones. Staffed worked closely with  those  cities  to make  sure  that  their  constituents knew 
about the meetings. The information on the meetings was posted on the website as well. 
 

11) I have a suggestion. I have been a resident for almost 40 years. I am also an environmental 
specialist and I understand what you are talking about. What I am hearing is that you have 
not clarified well enough what point you are at  in the process. The answers are sounding 
very vague and  insufficient  to everybody here. You might need  to consider  some  type of 
workshop to better explain where you are  in the process because while  I understand and 
know  what  you  are  talking  about,  not  everybody  does.  There  is  a  process  and  it  is  a 
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transparent  and  complex  process.  It  takes many  years  and  a  lot  of  time  but  there  is  a 
process.  I  can  take  time  to  explain  it  to  you,  as  a  local  resident  who  understands  the 
process, where your voice will be heard. This Study  is  just  to  talk about  the  feasibility of 
doing a tunnel. They may not do a tunnel. They may do something else, maybe mixed use. 
There may be other considerations they will have to look at. 

 
12) I understand  that  you  are  frustrated with  the question; however Councilman Huizar was 

here to say that he wanted to ensure that people had fair access to these meetings and that 
there  was  transparency  in  understanding  how  these  meetings  are  conducted.  Rebecca 
herself  said  that  she  has  been  talking  to  the  elected  officials  to  assure  them  that  her 
constituents have fair access to these meetings. What were the criteria for how you chose 
where you are having these meetings? Did you simply look at the map and go 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and 6? There had to be some criteria  in there. As the representative of an elected official, 
Assemblymember  Portantino,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  constituents  had  equal  access  to 
these meetings. When you came around the first time, you told them you would be back to 
present this material to them but you are not going back to my district. I am very concerned 
about this. And  I am going to tell you right now,  if this ends up being through our district 
and my constituents have not had an adequate chance to hear this for themselves, I do not 
know what my  boss will  do.  So  I  am  just  letting  you  know  that  I  am  very  interested  in 
understanding what your  thought process was. What were  the criteria  for having chosen 
these meetings?  
 
The meeting locations were chosen geographically. Meetings were dispersed throughout the 
five (5) Study Zones.   

 
Next Steps 

 
13) I have not  received  literature  regarding  this meeting or  the SR‐710 Freeway.  I  found out 

about this meeting from my neighbors. You are discussing all of these things such as rocks, 
gasses and so on, but have you taken a vote on what the residents think about this? What is 
going to happen to our neighborhoods? Are our property values going to go up or down? 
What happens if you are digging something and our properties are damaged? Who is going 
to be responsible? How are you going to ensure our safety?  

 
At this point, only one alternative, the potential of a tunnel as an option, is being looked at 
to  address  regional  traffic  issues.  No  other  alternatives  are  being  looked  into  at  this 
moment. The next phase will look at all the different alternatives, including doing nothing, to 
address traffic  impacts  in the region. For each one of the alternatives, community  impacts, 
and traffic and air quality studies will be addressed. In that phase, an alternative, including a 
tunnel  alternative  would  be  chosen.  This  is  where  the  process  of  evaluation  will  try  to 
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address  traffic  congestion  in  the  area.  There  is  no  determination  that  the  only  way  to 
address the traffic situation is through a tunnel.  
 
The environmental process would be present the alternatives and different  impacts. Along 
with the preferred alternative, and this is typically not put to a vote. How that final decision 
is actually made depends on the transportation agencies  involved and funding and moving 
forward with  a  project.  The  community  and  elected  officials will  be  involved  during  the 
process. This  is a very  transparent process. Caltrans or Metro are not going  to be making 
decision without public input. 

 
14) You mentioned  that  during  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  you will  be  looking  at  all 

alternatives. Does that include alternatives other than a tunnel? Can you tell me what those 
alternatives are? 
 
All  alternatives  have  not  been  identified  but  all  would  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
environmental process.  All modes will be looked at during this process.  The funding has not 
been  allocated  for  the  EIR.  Some  funding  has  been  allocated  as  part  of Measure  R,  but 
Caltrans and Metro still have to make a decision about budget. 

 
Miscellaneous  
 
15) I went online and  found  the  results of all  the borings with  the exception of  the Pullman 

Street boring, which  is near and dear to me due to a cause that  is very close to my heart, 
which is the Elephant Hills issue. That data will be very useful. I know it happened because 
my friend  lived right across the street from  it.  It was  listed with a boring number but says 
data in unavailable.   
 
A boring was completed there.  Leave your contact information and the information will be 
emailed to you.  
 

16) Can you provide the 3‐D files from the presentation online? 
 
Yes, the 3‐D files can be posted on the website.  



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Round 2 Community Meeting #4 Summary 

February 10, 2010 
Jefferson Middle School, San Gabriel 

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on February 
10,  2010,  to  present  findings  from  the  SR‐710  Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  (Draft 
Report) to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at Jefferson Middle School  in the 
city of San Gabriel.  In attendance were forty (40) members of the community.  
 

SR‐710 Study Team members in attendance included the following Caltrans staff: Richard Land, 
Interim  District  7  Director;  Abdi  Saghafi,  SR‐710  Tunnel  Technical  Study  Project  Manager; 
Deborah  Harris,  Chief, Media  Relations  and  Public  Affairs; Maria  Raptis,  Public  Information 
Officer; Derek Higa, Design Manager; and Garrett Damrath, Senior Planner. Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) staff  included Doug Failing, Executive Director 
of Highway Programs.  Additional Study Team members who participated in the meeting were: 
Yoga Chandran and Ramon Chavez of CH2MHILL; Steve Klein of  Jacobs Associates; and Bruce 
Shell of Earth Mechanics; Rebecca Barrantes, Glenda Silva, and Sharon Martinez of The Sierra 
Group; Rena Salcedo and Debbie Rusas of GCAP Services; and Katherine Padilla and John Limon 
of Katherine Padilla & Associates.       
   

MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m. There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  Purpose,  Organization  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and 
Modern  Tunnels  and  Technologies.  The  Open  House  format  provided  community members 
with  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  engage  in  one‐to‐one  conversations with  expert 
Study Team Members.  
 

The audience was welcomed by Katherine Padilla, meeting facilitator, who outlined the format 
of the meeting and asked for their cooperation in creating a respectful environment during the 
question and answer portion.   Ms. Padilla  introduced Richard Land, Caltrans  Interim District 7 
Director.   
 
Mr.  Land  explained  that  they would  be  discussing  Study  results  to  address  the  tunnel  as  a 
potential alternative for traffic challenges in the region.  He added that the Study merely looks 
at a tunnel and whether it is technically feasible as an option in the corridor. He also added that 
Caltrans and Metro had been mandated to look at this option in a route neutral manner. 
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Mr. Land  stated  that  the purpose of  the community meeting was  to  share  the  results of  the 
Draft Geotechnical  Summary  Report  (Draft  Report)  and  to  provide  an  overview  of  the  data 
collected in each of the five (5) Study Zones.  It was noted that this meeting was the fourth of 
six  (6) planned  community meetings. He  informed attendees  that Caltrans and Metro would 
use  the  information  from  the  Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  and  determine  the  next 
steps.   He  added  that  an  environmental phase would provide  the opportunity  to  look  at  all 
alternatives, including the option to do nothing.   
 
Mr. Land recognized elected official representatives who were  in attendance, which  included:  
Julianne Hines representing Assemblymember Anthony Portantino. After the introductions, Mr. 
Land handed  the meeting over  to Yoga Chandran who began  the presentation portion of  the 
meeting at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 

Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, the Study Team’s geotechnical experts, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation that described the Study purpose and scope; exploration program findings; Draft 
Geotechnical  Summary  Report;  key  geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling;  and  tunneling 
technologies  used  to mitigate  such  geotechnical  factors.   Mr.  Chandran  and Mr.  Klein  also 
provided a summary of geotechnical data for each of the five (5) Study Zones. In closing, they 
stated that the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report was completed in November 2009 and the 
Final Geotechnical Report would be completed in March 2010. 
 

Following  the  geotechnical  presentation,  Rebecca  Barrantes,  Outreach  Project  Manager, 
provided a brief overview of the neighborhood and community outreach process, including the 
Steering and Technical Advisory Committee meetings, community meetings, presentations, and 
canvassing for the Exploration Program. Upcoming community meeting dates were provided to 
all  the  guests.  Attendees  were  encouraged  to  provide  written  comments  related  to  the 
geotechnical  findings  by March  10,  2010.   Ms.  Barrantes  informed  attendees  that  the  Final 
Report would be presented to both committees tentatively on March 18th, 2010 at Lake Avenue 
Church in Pasadena. 
 
Katherine Padilla opened the community dialogue portion of the meeting by stressing that the 
focus is to ensure that attendees have a thorough understanding of materials presented. 
 
COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study Team members are indicated in italics.   
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Tunneling Technologies & Design 
 

1) In Zones 4 and 5 there  is an area with bedrock discontinuity.   There  is a possibility that a 
fault not designated as active could destroy the tunnel. Are you going to consider all active 
faults in your design?  

 

There are a number of active faults.  In Zone 5, there  is a bedrock discontinuity, which was 
addressed  in  the  Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report.  The  bedrock  discontinuity  seen  is 
probably the result of a fault, but it might not be an active fault. The Alhambra Wash Fault, 
which  is  considered  active,  goes  through  Zone  5.  There  is  a  feature  that  shows  some 
movement  that happened within  the geological material.  It does not mean  it  is an active 
fault.  
 

If  the Study moves  forward  to  the design phase, all  faults and  features will be  taken  into 
consideration and designed for these conditions.  

 

2) How do you plan on adapting to the transition in the very dramatic lane change on the  
SR‐710  Freeway  as  it  currently  exists  above  ground  to what  you  are  proposing  to  build 
underground? 

 

This  question  would  be  answered  in  the  environmental  phase.  The  connections  and 
transitions  to  the  I‐10 Freeway northbound would have  to be designed. A design has not 
been made because that was not part of the scope of work.  

 

3) The SR‐710 Freeway is already about five lanes. Are you going to build a seven lane tunnel? 
Are you planning on this having three lanes in each direction? 

 

This would have to be designed from a geometric standpoint.  Multiple lanes, such as seven 
lanes, would be designed in a future environmental phase.  

 
4) Zones 4 and 5 have stable soil. I am worried about the rest of the zones and sinking. What 

kind of mitigation would be done to prevent this? 
 

Depending  on  the  zone  selected  and  conditions  of  the  zone,  a  pressurized  face  boring 
machine would be used, which mitigates groundwater pressure and unstable soil. This type 
of boring machine was  recently used on  the Eastside Extension Project. The  technology  is 
available  and  if  designed  appropriately,  constructing  a  tunnel  in  this  manner  will 
appropriately mitigate these conditions. 
 
From  a  faulting  standpoint,  the  primary  concern  is  safety  in  the  tunnel. During  a major 
earthquake,  if there  is a surface rupture, shaking can be  felt whether  in the tunnel or  in a 
building. 
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5) What experience does Caltrans have  to undertake  the  job of building a 50‐foot diameter 
tunnel that is 7 miles long? 

 
In looking at the tunneling industry and firms in Southern California, many experts in tunnel 
design and contractors with extensive tunnel building experience can be found. Whether a 
30‐foot diameter or 50‐foot diameter  tunnel  is built,  the design and  the  technology  is  the 
same. Contractors have to make sure that the tunnel design is done appropriately. Caltrans 
is  currently  building  a  30‐foot  diameter  tunnel  up  in  the  Bay  area  and  using  similar 
technology. Metro has also built many tunnels, some that are 30‐feet in diameter.  
 

6) I trust that tunnel design is feasible. I am from Madrid and know that tunnels work and do 
not fall down. How many lanes, how deep, how many exits are all important. I understand 
that we have not decided on these yet, but only that  it  is  feasible. When are we going to 
know the practical information about the tunnel? Who will be studying how to design it? 

 
Over  the  last  few  community meetings  there  have  been  a  number  of  questions  about  if 
tunneling  is  feasible and where would  it start. All of  the zones begin at where  the SR‐710 
ends.  There has been a  lot of  concern about where  it will  start and  there are no  studies 
addressing this nor the geometric aspects and tunnel options.  Those questions may or may 
not be addressed in an environmental phase because various alternatives will be considered. 
In finalizing an environmental document, geometrics for various options, such as the tunnel 
as a particular option would be  studied. What  zones are  the best  from an environmental 
standpoint?  How  large  will  the  entry  be?  At  which  location  the  tunnel  will  go  down 
underground? These questions have not been studied. 
 

 
Geotechnical Criteria for Tunneling 
 
7) Based  on  the  diagrams  and  models  that  you  have  shown  which  zone  has  the  best 

characteristics or most cost prohibitions for building a tunnel?  
 

This assessment has not been made. This would be addressed  in an environmental phase. 
For geotechnical purposes, challenges have been identified.  

 
8) Groundwater  is  a  prominent  feature  in  Zone  5.  In  the  two  summary  tables  that  you 

provided (Table #’s 32 and 42) there was no mention of groundwater. I presume that is not 
considered important? In the report, it indicates that the top of the shields will most likely 
be 150  feet below  the  surface and  the bottom of  the  shields will be 200  feet below  the 
surface. That is approximately 40 pounds for square inch (psi) at the top edge and 60+ psi at 
the bottom of the shield. These are very high pressures  for under the ground and usually 
tunnel  machines  do  not  like  to  have  more  than  1  ½  bar  of  atmosphere,  or  pressure 
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differential,  because  it  is  too  hard  to  prevent  blowouts.  Why  is  there  little  discussion 
regarding the groundwater in Zone 5 and its impact to the tunneling method? 

 
Tunnels have been constructed previously with similar conditions and have been successfully 
completed. 

 
9) Out of the five zones, which one would most likely be the zone picked for the route? 
 

The Study has determined that the tunnel is technically feasible as an option. Which zone is 
best  and what makes  sense  from  traffic  and  air  quality  standpoints, will  be  studied  in  a 
future environmental phase if Caltrans and Metro decide to proceed.  

 
Geotechnical Report 
 
10) In the maps you are producing, there are not enough  landmarks to show where the zones 

actually are.  
 

In  the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report,  there are maps  that provide  street  references 
that help locate the zones. Some of the maps seen in the presentation are more detailed in 
the report, which are available online. 

 
Public Participation & Comments 
 
11) I  am  a  little  frustrated  because  there  have  been  a  lot  of  comments  about  how  elected 

officials have asked for this or that. I want to make it clear that my boss, Assemblymember 
Anthony Portantino, believes that the very first step going forward needs to be a concerted 
effort  to win  back  the  public’s  trust  in  any  potential  project.  In  the  40  to  60  years  that 
something has been going on with the SR‐710, there has been a lot of back and forth.  There 
has been a  lot of betrayal, and a  lot of confusion, and a  lot of upset about this extension. 
We are talking about your tax payers. We are talking about your community.  We are talking 
about your air quality, your congestion, and this should be about serving the people and not 
about connecting two routes on a map. Assemblymember Anthony Portantino feels that the 
first step needs to be helping the public understand what is going on and for everybody  
 to have access to this.  There is confusion because I think that for a lot of you this is the first 
time you are hearing about a  lot of  this  stuff, based on  the questions  that  I am hearing. 
There was a  first round of community meetings  in other parts of  these communities, and 
they  did  the  Study  and  now  are  coming  back  with  this  second  round  to  different 
communities.  I  am  not  pleased  with  how  the  outreach  meetings  have  been  placed.  I 
personally am really upset because I do not feel that the constituents of our district had fair 
access to hearing back the results from this Study. I do want to pledge to you that are here 
tonight that Assemblymember Portantino  is absolutely committed to holding Caltrans and 
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Metro  and  everybody  else  involved  in  the  project,  by  holding  their  feet  to  the  fire  and 
continuing to push for them to be transparent and accessible to you, the people, because 
no project is so important that it should come at the expense of the public trust. This is your 
money. This is your community and you need to be respected in this process.   

 
Next Steps 
 
12) I  read  somewhere  that  it would  take  approximately  five  years  of  studies  if  you were  to 

decide to tunnel. Is that correct? Based on your experience, is there a ballpark figure of how 
long it would take to complete a tunnel in Zone 5? Are we talking about 10 years for studies 
and construction? Is that about right? 

 
It would definitely be  less than 10 years for construction of a tunnel, possibly about 3 to 5 
years; however, there are no studies on the exact time frame. 

 
13) I have some understanding that this may be funded by a public‐ private partnership. Is that 

true? 
 

There are  financial  feasibility  studies being done  for different  funding options. The public‐ 
private option can be considered an option. 
 

14) The Alameda Corridor dropped down 10 to 15 feet. Can you do something like that through 
Zone 3, rather than design a tunnel that will go 150 feet down? 

 
This is a question that would be studied during an environmental phase.  

 
15) If  you  do  have  a  tunnel,  will  trucks  be  allowed?  One  suggestion  is  to  have  the  trucks 

separated out from the traffic and deal with them in some other way. 
 

This is a question that would be studied during an environmental phase.  
 
 
16) Is it true that you are considering charging a toll? 
 

The tunnel could be privately funded or it could charge a toll. It could be a private entity that 
comes forward and advances money, which Caltrans or Metro pays back over a long period 
of time.  
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Miscellaneous  
 
17) I do not understand how you can talk about extending the SR‐710 Freeway without already 

knowing how you can connect the existing SR‐710 Freeway to any of the five zones. It tells 
me that you have an option of not connecting the SR‐710 Freeway to any of the five zones 
and can do an independent transit just like we have in Long Beach which dies in Alhambra 
and ends at Long Beach. I do not understand.  

 
The Study was  limited to  looking at the geotechnical feasibility. The options to extend and 
connect the SR‐710 would be studied in the future and is not a part of the current scope.  
 
This is a route neutral technical study where we looked at five (5) different zones. The intent 
was to provide more information on the technical feasibility of a tunnel as a potential option 
to address traffic conditions  in the corridor. The next  logical step for addressing the traffic 
conditions  in  the  corridor  would  be  done  in  an  environmental  phase.  The  tunnel  as  an 
option, different types of mass transportation as options, and a “no build” option would be 
studied. The point of this Study was to determine whether a tunnel could be considered as a 
technically feasible option.  

 
 
18) My understanding was that the freeway was going to continue from the SR‐710 Freeway on 

Valley Boulevard and go under Pasadena, which is a connector to the I‐210 Freeway. What 
happened to that simple plan? 

 
A number of  elected officials asked  for a  route neutral  concept  for  extending  the  SR‐710 
Freeway. Route neutral means  looking at all the practical options for extending the SR‐710 
Freeway within all of the five (5) Study Zones.  There was no focus on specific alignments or 
looking into any traffic studies. After this Study is completed, Caltrans and Metro will make 
decisions about what the next steps are. 

 
19) In your introduction, Mr. Land, you mentioned traffic mitigation and improving traffic in the 

corridors.  I would  like  to know specifics about the  traffic  that Caltrans  thinks needs  to be 
mitigated. What  is the official purpose and need statement for the project?  Is  it the same 
purpose and need statement as the surface route? 

 
A purpose and need statement is an official part of an environmental document. This project 
does  not  currently  have  an  environmental  document  being  developed.  There would  be  a 
need  to  develop  an  official  purpose  and  need  statement  as  part  of  the  environmental 
document  process.  A  reference  that was made  to  an  old  environmental  document  done 
many years ago by Caltrans and the purpose and need statement could be different or could 
be the same. The environmental document process would need to begin in order to develop 
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a purpose and need statement. There was a specific request to look at developing a purpose 
and need  for  this specific project a  few years ago before beginning  the  tunnel evaluation. 
The  concept  came  of  a  tunnel  instead  of  a  surface  route  was  introduced  because  of  a 
number  of  environmental  concerns. A  number  of  elected  officials  became  concerned  and 
asked whether a tunnel  is  feasible before establishing  it as an option and moving  forward 
with an environmental process. 

 
20)  I  assume  ventilation  would  be  necessary,  in  particularly  longer  tunnels.  How  will  the 

ventilation system work?  
 

Ventilation would be needed for a longer tunnel, but it will depend on flow and a function of 
speed.  

 
21)  Are we really married to the idea of a tunnel? Is this about a tunnel or something else?  
 

This particular technical study  is only about the  feasibility of a tunnel as an option  for the 
further study in a future environmental phase.  

 
22) The Alhambra Wash Fault is active and goes through Zones 4 and 5. Would this indicate that 

the  areas  above  the  Alhambra  fault  be  suitable  for  zoning  as  an  active  fault  area? Will 
owners within that property have to notify new buyers that they are potentially in an active 
fault zone? 

 
Yes. Faulting and seismic activity has to be well defined. The California Geological Survey is 
very  reluctant  to confirm  zone  faults  that are uncertain. Whether  it gets  zoned as a  fault 
zone or not is not important to the Study. There were two to three possibilities about where 
that fault may go and that is why there are a couple of geophysical lines going across. Based 
on that information, and the geological survey, it is not going to be zoned as a fault zone. 

 
 
23) Is  this  being  reviewed  by  tunnel  experts  from  Caltrans?  Are  there  other  people  besides 

Caltrans experts, not consultants or committees that can help with the Study?  
 

Yes. Dr.  Jeff Martin, a  tunnel expert  from USC and a member of  the Metro Tunnel Panel, 
reviewed the Draft Report. Both the Technical Advisory and Steering Committees also have 
reviewed  the  report.  Members  of  the  Committees  are  not  necessarily  tunnel  experts 
however; they represent the different jurisdictions within the Study area. Agency and private 
sector  tunnel experts were also used  to  review  the Draft Report and advise us during  the 
Study. 

 
 



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Round 2 Community Meeting #5 Summary 

February 17, 2010 
Ramona Hall, Highland Park (NELA) 

6:00 p.m. – 8:10 p.m. 
 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on February 
26, 2010, to present findings from the SR‐710 Tunnel Study Draft Geotechnical Summary Report 
(Draft Report) to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at Ramona Hall in Highland 
Park.  In attendance were one hundred and three (103) members of the community.  
 

SR‐710 Study Team members in attendance included the following Caltrans staff: Richard Land, 
Interim  District  7  Director;  Abdi  Saghafi,  SR‐710  Tunnel  Technical  Study  Project  Manager; 
Deborah Harris, Chief, Media Relations and Public Affairs; and Maria Raptis, Public Information 
Officer. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) team member Doug 
Failing, Executive Director of Highway Programs also attended. Additional Study Team members 
who participated in the meeting were: Yoga Chandran and Ramon Chavez of CH2MHILL; Steve 
Klein  of  Jacobs Associates;  and  Bruce  Schell  of  Earth Mechanics; Rebecca  Barrantes, Glenda 
Silva,  and  Sharon Martinez  of  The  Sierra  Group;  Ed  Salcedo  and  Claudia  Gonzalez  of  GCAP 
Services; and Katherine Padilla and John Limon of Katherine Padilla & Associates.  
   

MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m. There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  Purpose,  Organization  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and 
Modern  Tunnels  and  Technologies.  The  Open  House  format  provided  community members 
with  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  engage  in  one‐to‐one  conversations  with 
knowledgeable Study Team Members.  
 

The audience was welcomed by Katherine Padilla, meeting facilitator, who outlined the format 
of the meeting and asked for their cooperation in creating a respectful environment during the 
question and answer portion.   Ms. Padilla  introduced Richard Land, Caltrans  Interim District 7 
Director.   
 
Mr.  Land explained  that  this meeting would discuss Study  results  to address  the  tunnel as a 
potential alternative for the traffic challenges in the region.  He added that the Study looks at a 
tunnel  and whether  it  is  technically  feasible  as  an  option  in  the  corridor  in  a  route  neutral 
manner. 
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Mr. Land stated that the purpose of the community meetings was to share the results of the 
Draft Geotechnical Summary Report and to provide an overview of the data collected for each 
of  the  five  (5)  Study Zones.    It was noted  that  this meeting was  the  fifth out of  six planned 
community  meetings.  He  informed  attendees  that  Caltrans  and  Metro  would  use  the 
information  from  the Draft Geotechnical Summary Report and determine  the next steps. Mr. 
Land  added  that  an  environmental  phase  would  provide  the  opportunity  to  look  at  all 
alternatives, including the option to do nothing.   
 
Mr.  Land  then  introduced  Los  Angeles  City  Councilmember  Jose  Huizar,  who  made  the 
following statement to the community:   
 
“Thank you,  I wanted to come by and say hello and thank all of you for being here and being 
involved. This meeting tonight here  in NELA,  I thought  it would be very  important to have this 
meeting here considering that we have alarmed many of the residents in this area. This process 
that is going on, the boring process, the agencies call it route neutral. One thing the Los Angeles 
City Council did  is to oppose Zones 1 and 2 through NELA. We heard the community  loud and 
clear,  it  just makes no  sense  to come here  to NELA.    In  the event  there  is a  tunnel  that goes 
through El Sereno, we want  to make  it  clear  that  the portal begins and ends  south of Valley 
Blvd. I sit on the Metro Board of Directors.  There was a proposal for a study for private/public 
partnership  for a  tunnel, and  I was  the only  vote against  that.  I  thought  it was premature,  I 
thought it was unnecessary and I thought that all the proposals were route neutral. So I agreed 
with many of you that we need to look at this intently, ask the right questions and we need to 
get through this community outreach. So I did want to stop by and say hello and thank you for 
your  involvement  and  activism.  Two  of my  staff members  are  here  to  listen  and  inform  the 
community. Finally I wanted to, as we go forward and the city of Los Angeles is taking its official 
position, I think it’s important to look at the agencies that are making these decisions. Although 
we, the City Council of Los Angeles have some say, we are members that are representing these 
areas and we are advisors in this role.” 
 
 
 
Question and answer session for Huizar: 
 
Q: You have heard  that your community  is opposed  to  tunneling  in Zones 1 and 2, but most 
people  in  this  room are opposed  to Zones 1  through 5. We do not want a  tunnel anywhere. 
Metro needs to  look at other options.   We need to  look for other options and get the people 
out of their cars and the freight on the trains. 
 
Huizar: As we get more information we can look back and see what the City of Los Angeles’ 
position should be.  This is a step by step process. 
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Q: Where should we be pushing, if the city of Los Angeles is only in an advisory role? 
 
Huizar: Caltrans and Metro are the appropriate agencies who will be making these decisions. I 
sit on the Board at Metro, so I do have a vote there. 
 
Q: We represent the area of Hollywood with the Metro tunnel. I suggest we wait for the star 
trek solution. Let’s wait 200 years and beam all the traffic up. 
 
Huizar: Thank you and I look forward to further discussion. Thank you very much. 
 
 
 
Mr. Land thanked Councilmember Huizar for his comments and attendance to the meeting. He 
then recognized elected official representatives who were in attendance, which included:  Edel 
Vizcarra,  Planning  and  Transportation  Deputy  for  Los  Angeles  Councilmember  Jose  Huizar; 
Suzanne  Jimenez,  Field Deputy  representing  Los  Angeles  Councilmember  Ed  Reyes,  Julianne 
Hines  representing  Assemblymember  Anthony  Portantino;  and  Hampden  MacBeth 
representing  Congressmember  Adam  Schiff.  He  then  turned  the meeting  over  to  Katherine 
Padilla.  
 
Katherine Padilla outlined the guidelines for the meeting and  introduced Yoga Chandran from 
CH2MHILL for the presentation portion of the meeting. 
 
Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, the Study Team’s geotechnical experts, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation that described the Study purpose and scope; exploration program findings; Draft 
Geotechnical  Summary  Report;  key  geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling;  and  tunneling 
technologies  used  to mitigate  such  geotechnical  factors.    They  also  provided  a  summary  of 
geotechnical data  for each of  the  five  (5)  Study Zones.  In  closing,  they  stated  that  the Draft 
Geotechnical Summary Report was completed  in November 2009 and  the Final Geotechnical 
Report would be completed in March 2010. 
 

Following  the  geotechnical  presentation,  Rebecca  Barrantes,  Outreach  Project  Manager, 
provided  a  brief  overview  of  the  neighborhood  and  community  outreach  process,  including 
Steering and Technical Advisory Committee meetings, community meetings, presentations, and 
canvassing for the Exploration Program. Upcoming community meeting dates were provided to 
all  the  guests.  Attendees  were  encouraged  to  provide  written  comments  related  to  the 
geotechnical  findings  by March  10,  2010.   Ms.  Barrantes  informed  attendees  that  the  Final 
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Report would  be  presented  to  both  committees  tentatively  on March  30th  at  Lake  Avenue 
Church in Pasadena. 
 
Katherine Padilla opened the community dialogue portion of the meeting by stressing that the 
focus  is to ensure that attendees have a thorough understanding of materials presented. She 
explained that her role as facilitator  is to maintain an atmosphere of respect, and to create a 
learning environment. 
 
COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study Team members are indicated in italics.   
 
Tunneling Technologies & Design 
 
1) In several different places,  the  report  refers  to  the portal  in Zone 2.    It  indicates  that  the 

Raymond Fault will cross it.  Since only 40% of the Northwest end has the Raymond Fault, it 
indicates  that  you  have  determined  the  portal  to  be  on  the  Raymond  Fault  and  not  in 
Mount Washington?  Can you please comment? 

 
Specific portals have not been located at any of the ends of any of the zones. No locations or 
portals have been sited as a result of this study. 
 
[The meeting attendee noted that they quoted the specific sections from the study at the 
Glendale meeting that stated that a specific portal had been sited.] 
 
No locations or portals have been sited as a result of this study.  
 

2) This question  is  for Mr. Chandran:    You  talked  about  various  faults.    I  lived  through  the 
Northridge  earthquake.   What  about  faults  that  have  not  been  identified?   How  do  you 
account  for  construction  for  faults  that  have  not  been  found?  What  about  horizontal 
displacement?  All you have spoken about is vertical displacement. 

 
Studies  show where a  fault  line exists.   As  far as  vertical movement,  technology exists  to 
address this.   Most faults have about 8‐1  laterally to withstand those types of movements.  
There  is  a  mixture  of  lateral  and  vertical  displacements  of  only  about  200  feet.    The 
Northridge earthquake came up about a mile deep at its shallowest point.   

 
3) If there are faults that are unknown, will you design the tunnel to withstand an unknown  

earthquake? 
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There was no displacement in the Northridge earthquake.  It was all the shaking that caused 
the  damage.  Displacement  is  the  breaking  of  ground  surface  wherein  one  side  moves 
relative to the other side.  The tunnel will be designed to withstand shaking, but will only be 
able to withstand displacement at the identified fault locations. With Northridge, there was  
some  uplift,  but  that  was  something  that  would  not  have  been  felt  or  affected  any 
structures. The tunnels will be designed to withstand all the shaking  in the region. Tunnels 
are designed to sustain about 20% vertical movement and 7.5% horizontal movement. 

 
4) The first gentleman that spoke said that this tunnel would to alleviate congestion.  I would 

like to have seen photographs of the tunnels constructed here and  in other countries that 
have been used and how they affect their communities.   It seemed  like you were showing 
us what gun we would  like you to shoot us with.    It  is pretty painful to watch all of these 
graphics, when we do not want a tunnel here. 

 
The point of  the Study  is  to address  the  regional  transportation  issues on  the north‐south 
corridor on the SR‐710 Freeway.  The point of the Study was to determine whether a tunnel 
is  a  geotechnically  feasible  option  to  address  those  issues.    The  tunnel  in Madrid went 
through the downtown area which is a very densely populated and historic region. There is 
also a tunnel under downtown Los Angeles.  

 
5) As you well know, we had a lot of rain recently and this is one of the things I am concerned 

about  in addition to costs, air pollution etc., and  is that the existing SR‐710 freeway had a 
huge amount of standing water on the freeway. Where is the water going to go if we have a 
tunnel? I also started thinking about the fire on the I‐5 freeway in a very short tunnel where 
lives were  lost and all the cars that had 20 gallon gas tanks that can explode on  impact.    I 
was concerned about a 4 to 5 mile tunnel with all those vehicles that have gas in the tanks 
or  possibly  terrorism  in  the  tunnel. What  are  the  emergency  parameters  that  go  into  a 
tunnel to address water drainage and putting out fires?   

  
The water  that  runs  into  the  tunnel would be  very  limited and would only  come  into  the 
tunnel through the ramps. There will be drainage and pumps and back‐up pumps and back‐
up  systems  specifically  for  this purpose.   Regarding  the  issue of  tankers and normal  cars, 
recognition  is given to the fact that all the vehicles going  in are carrying flammable cargo. 
The tunnels are designed for  incidents that could occur. There are sophisticated ventilation 
systems to clear the smoke and specific procedures in the event of an incident in the tunnel.  
There is an operations center that monitors conditions in the tunnel 24/7, which monitors all 
situations  and  personnel  are  available  that  are  prepared  to  respond  and  help  the  public 
evacuate, should the need occur. 
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6) I was listening to the response to the last question, in terms to the safety.  In Switzerland in 

2001, a tunnel  filled with black smoke and killed many people.    It was a 10 ½ mile tunnel 
and I assume that we have the same or similar safeguards as they do.  Please comment on 
this. 
 
Tunnels here would not be constructed with the same safety regulations that they have  in 
Switzerland.  The  United  States  have  more  stringent  requirements.  Subsequent  to  that, 
Switzerland  tunnels  are  not  built  like  this  anymore.  Europe  has  some  tunnels  that  lack 
ventilation systems or lights. Tunnels in the United States are fully ventilated, with lights and 
drainage systems. 

 
7) Was the Holland Tunnel that had the fire in 1949 retrofitted to current standards?  
 

The  retrofit method  for  the Holland  Tunnel  is  unknown.  The  Caldecott  tunnel  in  the  San 
Francisco Bay area, which was built in the 1930’s has been updated regularly and has been 
brought up to code as much as possible and retrofitted to current standards. Retrofitting a 
tunnel is a difficult process and the public depends on the tunnel for transportation and they 
cannot be taken out of service for very long. Tunnels are retrofitted regularly to keep up to 
code.   

 
8) It  causes me  concern  that during every  rainstorm,  the  SR‐710  Freeway  floods. What has 

been done to address flooding in tunnels? 
 

Caltrans  is well aware of  flooding  in  tunnels and has designed pumps  that  can  carry  the 
water away. The  issue  is  that  the nearby  streams are not  sufficient enough  to  carry  that 
water as they pump it away.  The State of California would rather close the freeways down 
than flood homes in the surrounding areas. The State drew an agreement with the County of 
Los Angeles and other entities that when the storms drains get to a certain point, they will 
accept  the  flooding on  the  freeway  systems as opposed  to  flooding homes  in  the nearby 
communities. 
 

Geotechnical Criteria for Tunneling 
 
9) Given all the data that you have collected and all the maps that you have to date. What  is 

the most favorable route? What zone will you go through?   
 

Identifying a preferred  route would be a violation of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA)/National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  There  are  processes  that  need  to  be 
followed. We are very conscious of our responsibilities to CEQA/NEPA and we follow it to the 
best of our abilities. 

6 | P a g e  
 



 

 
 

 
10) This was a technical study to define whether the tunnel is a feasible option.  Is it feasible to 

build a tunnel in the San Gabriel Valley?   
 
Yes,  from a geotechnical point  of  view,  it  is  feasible  to build a  tunnel  in  the  San Gabriel 
Valley.   
 

11) Since it is feasible, what is the next step that you would take? 
   
There  will  be  one  more  community  meeting.  A  Steering/Technical  Advisory  Committee 
(SC/TAC) meeting will be held in March 2010, where the Final Report will be presented. The 
Metro Board will be informed about the Study results and Caltrans will seek guidance under 
their direction as a public agency.  

 
Public Participation  
 
12) I was  called  a  couple  of months  ago  about  these meetings.    I  asked why  there was  no 

meeting being held  in La Cañada Flintridge?   We, as a community have not been given an 
opportunity to address the findings of the study.    I would really have  liked to have seen a 
method neutral  study.   They  should have  started  to consider  rail  tunnels,  surface  rails‐all 
with  the  same  priority, with  the  effectiveness  and  benefits  considered  equal.    This  is  a 
backwards process. 

 
In response to your questions, the city of La Cañada Flintridge  is represented  in the SC and 
TAC. At each committee meeting, community input and future outreach plans are discussed. 
At the last SC and TAC meetings in November 2009, La Cañada Flintridge did not request a 
meeting in their community. The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) and 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  Council  District  14  were  the  only  two  entities  who  requested 
additional meetings.  Three meetings were added, one  for  the Northeast  Los Angeles and 
two in the San Gabriel Valley. The City of La Cañada Flintridge did not request a meeting in 
their community, nor did the cities of Pasadena and South Pasadena.   
 
In  regards  to  the  sequence  of  the  process, what  this  study  attempted  to  do  is  to  see  if 
tunneling  is technically feasible and should  it be considered as an option to address traffic 
flow. If this moves into the environmental phase, all options will be looked at but as of now, 
the tunnel is a feasible option to be considered.   
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Next Steps 
 
13) There was not an environmental  study  specifically done  for  this  study?   Why? And  if  so, 

where will you be presenting the environmental study? 
 

This study is not an environmental study.  At that time, the elected officials came up with a 
clear message: Is tunneling feasible?  Can it be done in a route neutral manner?  If a decision 
is made to move forward, there are a series of other steps that will be taken, one of which 
will be an environmental document. 
 

 
14) Could you share with us who those elected officials were?  You mentioned the schedule for 

the community meetings.  What role or what impact will the community comments have on 
the decision? 

 
The  input  received  from  the  public  will  be  documented  and  the  information  has  been 
modified per the community requests to make it more understandable. When the decision is 
going  to be made,  it will be  the Metro Board making a motion  in an open meeting with 
public  input  and  public  comments.  It would  not  be  fair  to  name  any  of  the  officials.    It 
consisted of elected state, federal and local leaders representing the area.   

 
15) What are some of the modifications based on community input? 
 

Statements made in the Draft Report text to ensure that portals are not addressed and only 
look at the zones.  Texts and statements in the reports were modified because the TAC and 
SC  asked  us  for  discussion  on  concepts.  Comments  are  still  under  review  and  additional 
modifications will be made.  

 
16) After reviewing a Study Zone Map, I noticed that none of these meetings were held in the 

44th district. Questions about financials or traffic patterns can not be answered outside of 
an Environmental document.   Why can’t we do simple traffic models?   Assembly member 
Anthony Portantino has we asked for the outcome of the neutral study, to find out what is 
best.  When are we going to get that study before the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)?  
What is being done with the input?  We need the responses in writing so we can respond.  
We submitted a letter to Caltrans in November 2008, but we have not received a response.  
If, when people  submit  these, how do  they  know  if  their  comments  are  incorporated or 
ignored and when should we expect a response? 
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After  all  comments  are  collected  by  March  10,  2010,  responses  will  be  posted  on  the 
website, and will be included in the Draft Report as an appendix.  All of the comments will be 
addressed in a matrix.  
 
There  could be  independent  studies  of  cost along with  independent  studies  regarding air 
quality and  traffic.   These are all  in  the  realm of possibilities.   The Metro Board would be 
taking action on it at some point in time.   

 
 
Miscellaneous  
 
17) I want you to come on my tour.   The Red Line  is falling apart.   I will show you the walls of 

the station, they are falling apart.  These people are just doing their jobs.  The enemy is the 
corrupt contractors and corrupt politicians.    I give  tours of  the  tunnel and  there will be a 
major earthquake disaster. The End. 

 
18) My question is for Steve Klein: You mentioned a tunnel in San Francisco. What is the size in 

diameter and  length and how much did  it cost to build? For comparison for the audience, 
think in terms of doubling that, as you may have a twin bore for this project, since we need 
two directions of travel. 

 
This was a  rehabilitation of an existing water  tunnel and  it was  tunneled  through a  fault 
zone and created a bypass  tunnel vault  that connected back  into  the original  tunnel.   The 
cost was approximately $30‐35 million and the tunnel is about 3.5 miles long, although only 
500 feet go through a fault zone. The finished diameter of the tunnel was about an 8 foot 
pipe and the tunnel diameter for this freeway, if it were to be built, would be at least 50 feet. 

 
19) This question is for Doug Failing: There are alternate modes of transportation other than a 

tunnel.  So  far,  this  request  has  been  ignored.   Why  does Metro  continue  to  ignore  our 
requests?  How  much  money  has  been  allocated  to  study  the  different  modes  of 
transportation? 
 
Community  input  is  not  being  ignored.  The  environmental  process  would  be  where  the 
purpose and need  is  identified. The feasibility study  is not selecting an alternative, a route, 
or what the transportation solutions would be. The  financial  issue would be studied  in the 
environmental document and part of a budgetary process.   
  

20) Recently, there was an article  in the L.A. Times about traffic pollution and how  it hardens 
the arteries, and other studies on the impacts of lung function in adults and children living 
500 feet from freeways.  Essentially your facilities are killing people.  During the last EIR, the 
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communities had to sue and won in court because the study was inadequate.  Do you look 
at these studies that show the effects on people and do a cost benefit analysis?   Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) came up with an estimate of $11.8 billion.  Do 
they look at these health studies and the cost of this before they plan to spend another $30 
million on the EIR Study? 

 
There are  some new appropriate health assessments  that are being developed outside of 
this process. There are also Caltrans environmental  studies along with  the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Federal Highway Administration that would be  looked at, along 
with cost. A route and alternatives will be researched during the environmental process. 
 

21) Who  has  designed  this  tunnel?  I want  to  know  if  a  tunnel  of  this magnitude  has  been 
constructed in an area with so many earthquakes. 

 
The purpose of this study was to assess the geotechnical feasibility of a tunnel. Therefore, no 
tunnel has been designed here at this location.  There are similar tunnels in other areas with 
seismic conditions,  such as  the Caldecott Tunnel  in Northern California, which  is about 40 
feet  in diameter and  is close to the Hayward fault.   Spain and China also have  larger road 
tunnels. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

SR‐710 Tunnel Technical Study 
Round 2 Community Meeting #4 Summary 

February 24, 2010 
El Monte Community Center 

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) held a community meeting on February 
24,  2010,  to  present  findings  from  the  SR‐710  Draft  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  (Draft 
Report) to community stakeholders. The meeting took place at the El Monte Community Center 
in the City of El Monte.  In attendance were twenty‐five (25) members of the community.  
 

SR‐710 Study Team members  in attendance  included the  following Caltrans staff: Mike Miles, 
District 7 Director; Richard Land, Interim District 7 Director; Deborah Robertson, Deputy District 
Director,  External  Affairs;  Abdi  Saghafi,  SR‐710  Tunnel  Technical  Study  Project  Manager; 
Deborah  Harris,  Chief, Media  Relations  and  Public  Affairs; Maria  Raptis,  Public  Information 
Officer;  and  Derek  Higa,  Design Manager.  Los  Angeles  County Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority  (Metro)  staff  Lynda  Bybee,  Deputy  Executive  Officer‐Regional  Communications 
Programs  also  attended.  Additional  Study  Team members who  participated  in  the meeting 
were: Yoga Chandran and Ramon Chavez of CH2MHILL; Steve Klein and Steve Dubnewych of 
Jacobs Associates; and Bruce Schell of Earth Mechanics; Rebecca Barrantes,   Glenda Silva, and 
Sharon Martinez of The Sierra Group; Rena Salcedo and Debbie Rusas of GCAP Services; and 
Katherine Padilla and John Limon of Katherine Padilla & Associates.      
 
MEETING FORMAT 
 

The meeting began at 6:00 p.m. with an informal Open House and the presentation started at 
6:30 p.m. There were informational displays set up in the lobby that depicted a range of topics, 
including:  Study  Purpose,  Organization  and  Outreach  Overview;  Geological  Conditions;  and 
Modern  Tunnels  and  Technologies.  The  Open  House  format  provided  community members 
with  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  engage  in  one‐to‐one  conversations with  expert 
Study Team Members.  
 

The audience was welcomed by Katherine Padilla, meeting facilitator, who outlined the format 
of the meeting and asked for their cooperation in creating a respectful environment during the 
question and answer portion. Ms. Padilla  introduced Richard Land, Caltrans  Interim District 7 
Director.   
 
Mr. Land introduced the newly appointed Caltrans District 7 Director, Mr. Mike Miles, who was 
previously the Deputy Director of Maintenance for various Caltrans Districts. He explained that 
the Study was  initiated by Caltrans and Metro  to  consider a  tunnel as a potential option  for 
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addressing traffic challenges in the region.  He added that the Study began in 2008 to consider a 
tunnel for extending the SR‐710 Freeway from where it currently ends. Mr. Land noted that the 
Study did not incorporate specific studies, such as air quality or traffic studies for the area. He 
also added that Caltrans and Metro had been mandated to look at this option in a route neutral 
manner.  
 
Mr. Land noted that this was the last of six community meetings. He stated that the purpose of 
the  community meetings  was  to  share  the  results  of  the  Draft  Report  and  to  provide  an 
overview of the data collected in each of the five (5) Study Zones. The Draft Report summarized 
two years of planning, field exploration, and analysis. Attendees were informed that tunneling 
is possible in any of the five zones, although each presents unique challenges.    
 
Mr. Land made  it clear  that valuable community  input gained and public comments  received 
during  the meetings would be documented. He  let attendees know  that  the Study  team was 
working on a date  for  the advisory committees  to meet and see  the Draft Final Geotechnical 
Summary Report. He  informed attendees  that Caltrans and Metro would use  the  information 
from the Final Geotechnical Summary Report (Final Report) and determine the next steps.  He 
added  that  the next  logical  step would be an environmental phase which would provide  the 
opportunity to look at all alternatives, including the option to do nothing.   
 
Mr. Land recognized elected official representatives who were  in attendance, which  included:  
Monica  Aleman  representing  Assemblymember Mike  Eng;  and  Jorge Marquez,  representing 
Assemblymember Ed Hernandez.   Casey Lo, Field Deputy for Senator Carol Liu was  introduced 
later in the meeting. 
 

After the  introductions, Mr. Land handed the meeting over to Yoga Chandran who began the 
presentation portion of the meeting at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 

Yoga Chandran and Steve Klein, the Study Team’s geotechnical experts, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation that described the Study purpose and scope; exploration program findings; Draft 
Report;  key  geotechnical  factors  for  tunneling;  and  tunneling  technologies  used  to mitigate 
such geotechnical factors. They also provided a summary of geotechnical data for each of the 
five zones within the Study area.  In closing, Mr. Chandran and Mr. Klein stated that the Draft 
Report was completed  in November 2009 and the Final Report would be completed  in March 
2010. 
 

Following  the  geotechnical  presentation,  Rebecca  Barrantes,  Outreach  Project  Manager, 
provided  a  brief  overview  of  the  neighborhood  and  community  outreach  process,  including 
Steering  Committee  (SC)  and  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  meetings,  community 
meetings, presentations, and canvassing for the Exploration Program. She noted that this was 
the  last  meeting  of  the  second  round  of  community  meetings.  Ms.  Barrantes  informed 
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attendees  that  the Final Report would be presented  to both committees  in March 2010 at a 
date to be confirmed.  Attendees were encouraged to provide written comments related to the  
geotechnical findings by March 10, 2010.  Finally, she let attendees know that public comments 
would be included as an Appendix to the Final Report along with responses to the questions. 
 
Katherine Padilla opened the community dialogue portion of the meeting by stressing that the 
focus is to ensure that attendees have a thorough understanding of materials presented. 
 

COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

The  questions  and  comments  offered  by  community members  are  categorized  and  appear 
below.  Responses from Caltrans, Metro and Study Team members are indicated in italics.   
 

Exploration Program 
 

1) Can  you  describe  how  the  seismic  reflection  line  evaluation  studies  and  surface  wave 
measurements were done? 

 

The  seismic  reflection  line  is  generally  a  linear  array  of  about  1500  feet  long  lines  of 
geophones spaced at 8 foot intervals. A vibration moves along the line and the geophones. 
As the vibration moves along the  line, the vibration  is measured on all the geophones. The 
reflection  is measured as  the waves go down  into  the ground and  they  reflect off various 
layers of soil. The timing of the vibration indicates what type of material, at what depth, and 
if there is a variation in strength. Depending on material type, the vibration can be picked up 
in terms of the return time. It will give a two‐dimensional profile along that land. Generally if 
they  use  1500  foot  long  lines,  the  depth  of  influence  is  about  400+  feet.    If  the  array 
intercepts a fault, some offsets will be picked up in the subsurface profile which is how some 
of the faults in the Study were picked up.  
 

The  surface wave  lines are one‐dimensional arrays with depths of about 100  feet.  It  is a 
similar  concept with  4  to  6  foot  spacing  of  geophones.  The  vibration  sources  are much 
smaller in this case. Hammers were used as a vibration source and the concept is the same, 
where noise waves traveled down and reflected back.  

 

Geotechnical Criteria for Tunneling 
 
2) You used the term major earthquake. The Raymond Fault is an active fault. If it was subject 

to 7.0 magnitude earthquake, you would have 3 meter displacement. When you use  the 
term “major” are you talking about 5.0 magnitudes as being major? Are you talking about 
6.0, 7.0 or 8.0 magnitudes? What are your parameters for construction?  
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In  terms of  the Raymond Fault, a 6.7 magnitude earthquake was calculated and  that was 
corresponded  to  displacement  of  3+  feet  that  was  rounded  up  to  4  feet  to  be  on  the 
conservative side.  

Geotechnical Report 
 
3) I  understand  that  Metro  has  a  tunnel  advisory  panel.  Has  the  tunnel  advisory  panel 

contributed to, reviewed, or been a participant in the Study? 
 

Yes. Professor  Jeff Martin was  involved  in  the  review of  the Draft Report and  in  the early 
stages of planning as well. The Tunnel Advisory Panel has  reviewed  the Draft Report and 
given us their comments. 

 
Public Participation & Comments 
 
4) At the last meeting, Rebecca spoke about the comments. Are the comments from the public 

on  the  Geotechnical  Summary  Report  going  to  be  responded  to?  If  we  submit  our 
comments and questions in writing, will we get a written response? 

 
The  comments will  be  responded  to  in  the  Final Report. All  comments will  be  put  into  a 
matrix and  listed with  responses. The public comments will be posted on  the website and 
also will go into an Appendix to the Final Report.  

 
5) There was a deadline for the comments received by the committee when you released the 

Draft  Report.  Are  those  comments  having  any  effect  on  the  Draft  Report?  Is  the  Draft 
Report being changed depending on what the comments received from the committee are? 
 
Yes. There are revisions being made to the Draft Report based on the comments. The report 
will  include the comments and responses from the SC, TAC, elected officials and the public. 
The Final Report will be presented to the committees and will note what changes have been 
made to the report so that it is transparent.  

 
Next Steps 
 
6) One  year ago when  they began  community meetings  for  the  Study,  I  asked Doug  Failing 

about  the sales of  the Caltrans properties. At  that  time, he  indicated that once  the Study 
was  completed,  and  if  it  showed  favorable  results,  he would  be much more willing  to 
consider selling us our homes, whether it is under conventional financing, the Roberti Bill or 
whatever  is available to us.  I wanted to see  if our new Director Richard Land has thought 
about this and had a chance to talk to Doug about whether it will be a new possibility in the 
future  if we  can  buy  our  homes,  now  that we  have  determined  that  the  tunnel  is  very 
feasible. 
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[Rick Land clarified that he is the Interim District 7 Director] 
 
There  have  been  some  very  brief  discussions  and  no  conclusions  have  been  reached.  It 
certainly is a good question that should be asked and considered. No definite decisions have 
been made  yet.  There are a  lot of  things  that both Caltrans and Metro have  to  consider 
relative to the next steps. The question of what will be done about the properties should be 
on  the  table  now  that  it  has  been  concluded  that  a  tunnel  is  an  option  that  could  be 
considered. This had not been ruled out and there have not been any significant discussions 
about it.  

 
7) AB  2316  introduced  by  Assemblymember  Eng  talks  about  selling  the  properties  and 

identifies excess properties, which means those properties required to construct a surface 
freeway for the Cities of Los Angeles, Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Alhambra. If this is on 
the horizon with regard to the sale and use of proceeds, which are supposed to be used for 
local  alternative  transportation  improvement  programs,  it  seems  as  though  (in  the 
construct of this  legislation) someone  is already considering the fate of these homes.   Can 
you comment on that and whether Caltrans has taken a position regarding this legislation? 

 
There  is no Caltrans position on this  legislation.   As  information  is gathered and the tunnel 
has become an option, different people may introduce legislative solutions or proposals.   

 
8) The City of Los Angeles passed a resolution unanimously regarding Zones 1 and 2 and the 

southern portal location in Zone 3. Councilmembers Jose Huizar, Eric Garcetti and Ed Reyes 
recommended against any tunnel  in Zones 1 and 2 and they recommended that the south 
portal  for  Zone 3 be  completely  south of Valley Boulevard  and not enter  the City of  Los 
Angeles. Will that have any affect on the considerations weighed on by Caltrans and Metro? 

 
Input from Councilmembers Jose Huizar, Eric Garcetti and Ed Reyes would be considered by 
Caltrans and Metro going forward. 

 
Miscellaneous  
 
9) How many tons of concrete would  it take under each configuration? How will you remove 

the left over material (spoils) under each construct? An average in terms of number of trips 
by truck or rail would be good. If  it  is by truck, how many trips would be needed per ton? 
Where would you move these spoils? If you are going to tell me that this is a subject to be 
explored  in  further  study,  tell me what  you  have  done with  past work when  you  have 
encountered this.  
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Disposal  of  spoils  has  not  been  determined  because  an  alignment  has  not  been  chosen. 
There are many options for disposing of spoils that have been successful for various tunnel 
projects.  For  example,  the  Riverside  Badlands  Tunnel  that  was  shown  during  the 
presentation, all of the spoils for the eight mile tunnel came out at one site. A large five acre 
park happened to be near the portal area and the site was leveled, raised, and used to build 
soccer fields. This park was an example of a beneficial use of spoils.  
 
For this particular project,  it  is not known exactly how big the tunnel  is going to be so the 
volume would not be known. The tunnel alignments are pretty long, in the neighborhood of 
4 ½  to  11 miles  long  so  there would  be  a  significant  amount  of material.  It would  be  a 
significant  issue  to address,  in  the next step of  the process,  if  the project proceeds.  In  the 
Riverside  project  there  were  probably  several  hundred  thousand  cubic  yards  of  18‐foot 
diameter excavated  tunnel. Trucks are usually used  to move  the  spoils but  in  some cases, 
they could be moved by  rail. Most of  the  time, spoils are moved by  truck  to some kind of 
facility. Quite often spoils are taken to land fills and used for daily cover.  For the California 
High Speed Rail all of the spoils from the tunnels will be used for adjacent sections, with a 
balanced cut and drill approach  for  that project,  to avoid and get  rid of excess materials. 
This method not only reduces impacts, but also reduces costs.   
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