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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 

 
50 Years to the Wilshire Subway: The Political and Social Discourse Surrounding the 

Development of the Purple Line Extension  

By 
 

Olivia Harris 
 

Master of Urban and Regional Planning 
 

 University of California, Irvine, 2017 
 

Associate Professor Douglas Houston, Chair 
 
 
 

 Wilshire Boulevard is one of the densest corridors in Los Angeles County, yet it 

lacks a dedicated subway line. Currently, the Purple Line runs from downtown Los 

Angeles to the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Western Avenue. The Los 

Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority has been developing an extension of the 

line since the mid-aughts. However, the City of Beverly Hills and Beverly Hills Unified 

School District have impeded this process every step of the way.  Using a claims 

analysis and historical data collection, this thesis studies the political and social 

discourse surrounding the Purple Line Extension.  Ultimately, it determines that there 

has been a discursive shift in the way claims are made, and that regional 

environmentalism has begun to take precedence over localized anti-growth movements. 
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1. Introduction 

 At the turn of the twentieth century, Los Angeles was building what was to be a 

world class, far reaching transportation system. This system was made up of “Red” and 

“Yellow” train cars. The Los Angeles Railway Yellow Cars ran in Downtown Los Angeles 

and the surrounding neighborhoods, while the Pacific Electric Red Cars ran along 

farther reaching routes (Brooks, 2014). The Red Car System reached over 1,000 miles 

at its peak, however by 1961, the Red Car system was dismantled (Elkind, 2014). This 

was due in part to an ageing private system that led to a burgeoning anti-transit 

sentiment in Los Angeles. Rail transportation would not return to Los Angeles for 39 

years, when the Blue Line opened in 1990 (Elkind, 2014). Since then, the Los Angeles 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (know as Metro or MTA) has been working to 

expand the system and transform Los Angeles into a city with many available 

transportation modes, including private automobile, bus, train, or rideshare. These 

efforts have not been without dissenters, protesters, and critics, who have worked hard 

to hamper efforts to bring rail to Los Angeles.  

 The Wilshire Subway has been the goal of planners and politicians alike since 

public transportation became a publicly owned and managed entity in the mid twentieth 

century. However, various political forces have impeded the line’s construction for 

decades, including a congressional ban on tunneling in the Wilshire Corridor. The ban 

was lifted in 2007, and combined with the passage of Measure R, the Los Angeles 

County Metropolitan Transportation Authority was able to begin planning for the long 

awaited Wilshire Subway, known as the Purple Line Extension. 
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 The Purple Line Extension is the second subway to be built, following the Red 

Line, which opened in 1993. Development and construction of the Purple Line 

Extension have been impeded by the City of Beverly Hills and Beverly Hills Unified 

School District. Beverly Hills and Metro have been locked in a nearly decade long legal 

battle—costing millions of dollars—over the alignment of the route and the placement of 

a station in Century City. This station runs through the historic core of Beverly Hills High 

School, and the city and school district are greatly opposed to it. 

 A claims analysis was conducted to collect statements made by stakeholders 

involved in the planning and construction of the Purple Line Extension. These claims 

were collected from various newspapers that reported on the progress of the line. 

Through these claims, answers to the following are sought: 

o Identify the key actors who have impacted the planning and approval 
process for the Purple Line Extension 

o Analyze how key claims by Beverly Hills and Metro were positioned in the 
public and political discourse  

o Assess the implications of these claims and surrounding public and 
political debates to better understand the mega-project development 
process 

 
 It seems that a gap exists in the literature regarding how claims are made—and 

have changed over time—when it comes to project or agency opposition and potential 

NIMBYism (Not in My Backyard). Beyond the questions listed above, this thesis will 

attempt to use the collected historical data in conjunction with the claims analysis to 

understand if there has been a discursive shift in how claims are being made, as well as 

discuss how NIMBYism survives in the era of greater good. For the purpose of this 

paper, the greater good is defined as when the aggregate gains of an intervention 
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outweigh the losses (if no intervention takes place). NIMBYism is loosely defined as 

opposition to projects that are for the greater good. 

 While several studies and books have surveyed the forces that have impeded the 

construction of rail in Los Angeles in the past, none have focused solely on the groups 

that have fought the MTA since the passage of Measure R in 2008. This uptick in 

opposition groups can be attributed to the increase in funding to build a comprehensive 

rail network in Los Angeles. Rail construction has exploded in the 2010s. In the late 

1990s and 2000s, rail construction had been relatively slow, partially because Metro 

was forced to spend money developing its bus system after losing a civil rights battle 

against the Bus Riders’ Union and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, 

among others (Elkind, 2014). As a result, a consent decree was signed, stating that 

Metro must invest in its bus system, as rail was considered to disadvantage low income 

and minority riders (Elkind, 2014). The lifting of the consent decree in 2006, combined 

with the passage of Measure R in 2008 and Measure M in 2016 meant that Metro could 

once again begin financing for large rail development projects. 

 In The Thin Red Line, Brian Taylor, et. al explore the influence of politics on 

planning the Wilshire Subway in Los Angeles. Taylor et. al examine how “conflicting 

political interests manipulated planning analyses and repeatedly dictated highly 

technical aspects of the subway’s routing and design, ultimately delaying the 

construction of a rail line along the most promising transit corridor in Los Angeles” 

(Holmes, 2015, p. 1). Through my own analyses, I intend to show that similar situations 

are occurring with the planning of the Purple Line Extension. 
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2. Background 

2.1 Megaprojects: Overview, History, and Urban Theory 

2.1.1 Overview of Mega-projects 

 “Mega” comes from the Greek word “megas”, which means great, large, or 

mighty (Flyvbjerg, 2014). Altshuler and Luberoff define megaprojects as being the 

creation of “structures, equipment, prepared development sites, or some combination 

thereof” costing at least $250 million in inflation-adjusted year 2002 dollars (Altshuler & 

Luberoff, 2003, p. 2). Flyvbjerg considers mega-projects to be at least $1 billion in cost. 

Flyvbjerg says that “megaprojects” are measured in billions of dollars, while “major 

projects” are in the hundreds of millions, and “projects” are in the millions and tens of 

millions (Flyvbjerg, 2014). Megaprojects take many years to develop and build, involve 

many stakeholders, are transformational, and can impact millions of people (Flyvbjerg, 

2014). In recent times, megaprojects are becoming the “preferred delivery model for 

goods and services across a range of businesses and sectors, like infrastructure, water 

and energy, information technology, industrial processing plants, mining, supply chains, 

enterprise systems, strategic corporate initiatives and change programs, mergers and 

acquisitions, government administrative systems, banking, defense, intelligence, air and 

space exploration, big science, urban regeneration, and major evens” (Flyvbjerg, 2014, 

p. 3). Megaprojects range from subways, high-speed rail (HSR), and airports, to the 

Olympics, national broadband, and even the logistics systems used to run large supply-

chain-based companies like Amazon (Flyvbjerg, 2014). 

 There are four “sublimes” that drive megaproject development. The technological 

sublime is the first to be applied to megaprojects by Karen Trapenberg Frick in 2008, 
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though the term is attributed to Miller and Marx to “describe the positive historical 

reception of technology in American culture during the nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries” (Flyvbjerg, 2014, p. 6). In the context of megaprojects, the technological 

sublime is the “rapture engineers and technologists get from building large and 

innovative projects with their rich opportunities for pushing the boundaries for what 

technology can do, like building the tallest building, the longest bridge, the fastest 

aircraft, the largest wind turbine, or the first of anything (Flyvbjerg, 2014, p. 6). Frick 

completed a case study on the new San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, and noted that 

the technological sublime dramatically influenced many aspects of the bridge, including 

bridge design, and a lack of accountability in cost overruns (Flyvbjerg, 2014). 

 The “economic sublime” describes the satisfaction business people and trade 

unions get from the job creation and moneymaking aspects of megaprojects. 

Megaprojects are supported by very large budgets, and funds are often spread between 

many groups, including contractors and engineers, landowners, lawyers, bankers, and 

developers.  

 Lastly, the “aesthetic sublime” is the “pleasure designers and people who 

appreciate good design get from building, using, and looking at something very large 

that is also iconically beautiful, like San Francisco’s Golden Gate Bridge or Sydney’s 

Opera House” (Flyvbjerg, 2014, p. 7).  

 Frick defines 6 Cs that describe megaprojects. They are as follows: 

• Colossal in size and scope, whereby there is major facility expansion or 

reconstruction, which may be a new tunnel, bridge, airport, or rail system. These 
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projects are highly visible after construction starts and the public witnesses these 

monumental endeavors (Frick, 2008, p. 40).  

• Captivating because of the project’s size, engineering achievements and possibly 

its aesthetic design. This trait is related to ‘colossal’. However, the project’s 

design and technical accomplishments may generate a sense of awe and 

wonder in the project beyond its size and scope. It may also capture the 

imagination and attract the attention of participants and observers who typically 

may not follow a transportation project, such as architects, developers and the 

broader general public. Little attention has been devoted to this characteristic in 

the mega-projects literature; however, the ‘technological sublime’ literature often 

focuses on large-scale infrastructure projects (Frick, 2008, p. 40). 

  In Los Angeles, large-scale rail mega-projects are captivating and draw 

 the attention of the general public. Los Angeles is known for its car culture and 

 congestion. Subway construction can increase traffic, cause detours, and 

 generate noise pollution, drawing the ire of residents and the attention of the 

 media. Transportation projects are captivating to Angelenos because they 

 represent a new mode of transit that is often not considered. We will see this 

 repeatedly in the results chapter. This was also seen during the construction of 

 the Red Line when Los Angeles Times writers treated the subway’s construction 

 as an ongoing soap opera-esque saga (Elkind, 2014).    

• Costly, in that costs are often underestimated and increase over the life of the 

project. Mega-projects typically cost at least $250 million to $1 billion (Altshuler & 
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Luberoff, 2003, p. 2). As discussed in this book, ‘optimism bias’ may be at play in 

cost estimating and the resultant cost increases (Frick, 2008, p. 40). 

• Controversial, as project participants negotiate funding and mitigation packages, 

engineering and aesthetic design plans, and pursue construction. Controversy 

may brew in part because of a project’s potential displacement or impacts to 

nearby businesses, residences and the physical/built environment (Frick, 2008, 

p. 40). 

• Complex, which breeds risk and uncertainty in terms of design, funding (as 

project costs are high and often covered by numerous funding sources) and 

construction (Frick, 2008, p. 40) 

• Laden with control issues related to who the key decision-makers are, what 

agency/agencies manage/operate the project, and who the main project funders 

are and what restrictions they put on it (Frick, 2008, p. 40). 

 Each of the 6 Cs are interrelated, and often one is accompanied by—or leads 

to—another (Frick, 2008). A colossal megaproject may become costly. The more 

colossal and costly a project becomes, the more it captivates those who don’t typically 

follow transportation projects. As projects become captivating, they become 

controversial, and so on. 

 If properly managed, investment in infrastructure megaprojects can generate the 

following investments: 

• Create and sustain employment (Flyvbjerg, 2014) 

• Contain a large element of domestic inputs relative to imports (Flyvbjerg, 2014) 
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• Improve productivity and competitiveness by lowering producer costs (Flyvbjerg, 

2014) 

• Benefit consumers through higher-quality services (Flyvbjerg, 2014) 

• Improve the environment when infrastructures that are environmentally 

sustainable replace older, less environmentally appealing infrastructures 

(Flyvbjerg, 2014) 

 According to Flyvbjerg, megaproject delivery has a dismal performance record in 

terms of actual costs and benefits (2014). Often, many negative characteristics are 

looked over when the four sublimes are at play. Some of these negative characteristics 

and effects are: 

• Megaprojects are inherently risky due to long planning horizons and complex 

interfaces (Flyvbjerg, 2006) 

• Due to long planning horizons, project planners and managers change 

throughout the project cycle, which leaves leadership weak, and without deep 

domain experience 

• Decision-making, planning, and management of megaprojects involves multiple 

stakeholders, both public and private, with conflicting interests 

• There is overcommitment to a certain project concept at an early stage, which 

can lead to “lock in” or “capture”. This makes alternative analysis weak or absent, 

and leads to escalated commitment in later stages. 

• Due to the large sums of money involved, principal-agent problems and rent-

seeking behavior are common. Optimism bias is common as well. 

• The scope or ambition level of a project will likely change significantly over time 
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• “Black Swan” events (extreme events with massively negative outcomes) are 

often unplanned for and ignored by managers, leading to inadequate budgets 

and time contingencies 

• As a result of the above, misinformation about costs, schedules, benefits, and 

risks is the norm throughout project development and decision-making. This 

results in cost overruns, delays, and benefit shortfalls that undermine project 

viability during both project implementation and subsequent operations. 

2.1.2 The Four Eras of Megaprojects 

 There are four eras during which the nature of megaprojects has evolved. The 

first era is the pre-1950s era. During this era, localities did not receive much aid from 

the central government and had fewer resources. Localities were typically reactive in 

their capital investment strategies, and tended to avoid imposing significant levels of 

disruption on existing built-up precincts (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). Most public 

spending in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century went towards education, 

water and sewage, street improvements, and urban beautification. In the 1910s and 

1920s, more money was spent on road improvements, as the ownership of cars grew in 

popularity. Many cities also invested heavily in buildings and public parks. The Great 

Depression effectively ended this public investment boom, and many local governments 

defaulted on bonds they had issued in the 1920s. However, local spending cuts were 

offset by federal aid, which hadn’t happened since the early nineteenth century. 

 The 1950s to late 1960s saw the rise of the “great mega-project era”. Aided by 

unprecedented infusions of federal aid, cities and states “undertook massive investment 

programs—designed above all to retrofit cities for the technologies and corporate 
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preferences of the mid-twentieth century” (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003, p. 8). After World 

War II ended, “national, business-led coalitions assembled to spur ambitious peacetime 

investment programs, largely financed by the federal government (Altshuler & Luberoff, 

2003, p. 13). Although difficulties were encountered due to pressure for tax cuts and a 

return to prewar patterns of governance, several new coalitions were successful in 

bringing about new programs in support of housing, highway, and airport development 

(Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003).  

 The era of transition arrived in the mid-1960s and lasted through the early 1970s 

(Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). During this era, community and environmental impacts 

caused citizen protests, which led to the government adopting rules that greatly 

constrained disruptive public investment (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). The dominant 

mode of thought at the time was that slum clearing urban renewal projects in low 

income urban neighborhoods were required for the greater public good, so residents 

displaced by projects in these neighborhoods were ultimately better off moving 

elsewhere (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). Programs tended to operate in secrecy, and 

residents often learned of a project’s existence as the bulldozers were rolling in 

(Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003).  

 In response, residents began to fight back in the form of riots. The riots resulted 

in “a near-total abandonment of slum clearance activities”, and officials began to create 

a kinder version of urban renewal, without the slum clearing component (Altshuler & 

Luberoff, 2003). Agencies began to work with existing residents and encouraging the 

rehabilitation of existing structures (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). However, urban 

renewal was time consuming and constituency support was weak. As a result, “urban 
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renewal became a policy backwater, fraught with far more local controversy than (to 

most political leaders) it seemed worth” (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003, p. 26). Ultimately, 

the urban renewal program was consolidated with ten other programs into the 

Community Development Block Grant Program (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). 

 The Interstate Highway Program—which also arose during the transition era—

was more proliferate than urban renewal, but they have two major themes in common. 

First, the massive displacement caused by both programs became widely understood, 

and neighborhood resistance intensified. Second, both programs had enjoyed great 

support for a dozen or so years before suddenly becoming very controversial (Altshuler 

& Luberoff, 2003). The controversy spurred many modifications, including the 

abandonment of many long planned projects (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). 

 The era of transition was also the period in which the movement for mass transit 

support came of age. This was likely due to the growing antihighway sentiment. The 

coalition of local officials, transit operators, labor unions, business groups, and transit 

suppliers began to lobby for increased aid (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). 

 The era of “do no harm” began in the mid-1970s and continues into the present. 

During this era, “public investment in mega-projects remains substantial if more limited 

than during the great mega-project era, and quite central to the development strategies 

of many cities” (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003, p. 8). Megaproject advocates now had to 

avoid the many harmful side effects that megaprojects had on neighborhoods, parks, 

natural species, historic sites, and other community assets. There were still disruptive 

projects, but side effects were more associated with projects that were at least partially 

private, like sports stadia. Disruption was unheard of when it came to fully public 
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projects. Localities were also under pressure to avoid relying on general tax revenues 

(Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). 

 Projects shifted towards retail. Most development happened in the suburbs 

during this era, and were fueled by local revenue in the form of existing public works 

budgets or tax-increment financing, tax abatements, or low interest loans (Altshuler & 

Luberoff, 2003). 

 

2.2 Rail Development and NIMBYism 

 The anti-rail sentiment is expressed in many forms—and often the issue is not 

with rail transit, but with how rail transit in the region is being planned, operated, or 

funded.  

 Wirthlin Worldwide conducted a large, random population sample study on public 

transportation perceptions, and found that although 78% of all Americans are aware of 

public transportation options in their community, only 64% have used public 

transportation in their lifetime, and only 55% stated they were familiar with public 

transportation in their area (Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000). 23% said they knew nothing at 

all about public transportation in their area (Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000). Positive feelings 

for public transportation were rated at 5.6 on a 10-point scale. For reference, the 

American Cancer Society and American Red Cross were rated highest at 7.8 each, and 

tobacco was rated lowest at 2.8 (Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000). Public transportation users 

rated public transportation highest at 7.2, and those least familiar with it rated it lowest, 

at 4.5. Strongest support for public transportation was by people in larger systems, 

urban dwellers, younger people, lower income individuals, students, and minorities 
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(Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000). According to Wirthlin Worldwide, “the lack of familiarity 

accounts for in large part the lukewarm feelings regarding public transportation. More 

importantly, familiarity with public transportation clearly breeds greater favorability” 

(Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000, p. 12). The reasons cited include time consuming, lack of 

availability/access, inconvenient schedules, crowded, crude drivers and passengers, 

unsafe, expensive, and dirty buses (Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000). 

 The main NIMBY arguments that are examined in previous literature include the 

argument that a service is not needed or is too expensive, will bring in “undesirables”, 

increase crime, threaten health and quality of life, result in neighborhood deterioration, 

and lower property values (Weitz, 2008). In Understanding and Overcoming the NIMBY 

Syndrome, Michael Dear contends that the three major oppositional are “the perceived 

threat to property values, personal security, and neighborhood amenity” (Dear, 1992, p. 

290). Jason Henderson’s article Secessionist Automobility: Racism, Anti-Urbanism, and 

the Politics of Automobility in Atlanta, Georgia, narrows the NIMBY argument down 

further to public transit oriented NIMBYism, and discusses the “spatial struggle” over 

how Atlanta should be organized, and for whom (Henderson, 2006). Henderson 

examines various claims made by Atlanta residents towards public transit, including the 

idea expressed by a white male that public transit “was a warren for ‘AIDS and welfare 

queens’” (Henderson, 2006, p. 298). Another claim comes in the form of reimagining 

what MARTA (Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority) stands for: Moving Africans 

Rapidly Through Atlanta (Henderson, 2006). However, this “othering” of transit also 

goes the other way, as explored by Joseph Rodriguez in City Against Suburb: The 

Culture Wars in an American Metropolis. While white Atlanta residents were concerned 
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with minorities and public transit, minorities in West Oakland, California were concerned 

that BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit) would serve suburban whites, and thus objected to 

the new transit system. According to Rodriguez, in the 1960s, BART officials claimed 

that the new system would provide mobility to working-class and minority communities, 

but minorities in West Oakland argued that BART “imposed a suburban-based, 

individualistic culture on West Oakland, undermining their urban neighborhood where a 

culture of cooperative communalism thrived” (Rodriguez, 1999, p. 13). 

 Rose Weitz explores and reinforces the majority of these themes examined or 

identified in previous literature through the case study of Tempe, Arizona and its 

neighborhood circulators. In Who’s afraid of the big bad bus? NIMBYism and popular 

images of public transit, Rose Weitz examines data obtained through a series of 

community surveys collected in Tempe, Arizona. The City of Tempe was in the process 

of planning for a new “neighborhood circulator” (NC), a van that would run a small route 

in Tempe near Arizona State University. During the end stages of planning this route, 

the City began receiving numerous comments and concerns about the NC. Weitz 

compiled these various comments and analyzed the data to determine the different 

types of NIMBYism, and then determined if these opinions fell in line with existing 

NIMBY literature, or if new NIMBYisms arose. Weitz found that nearly all the concerns 

were in line with existing literature, except for one: antiurbanism. Tempe residents listed 

concerns that these “buses” (not buses—commuter vans) would turn Tempe into a 

bigger city, rather than a residential neighborhood. Others were concerned the NCs 

would also allow Tempe children to travel into the bigger neighboring cities without their 

parents’ consent (Weitz, 2008). Ultimately, Weitz states, these comments “underscore 
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three cultural themes—the “othering” of transit, anti-urbanism, and the essentialization 

of automobility” (Weitz, 2008, p. 169). However, despite vocal opposition, there was 

more support for the NC than not, and service began in January 2008. 

 Wirthlin Worldwide’s theory that public transportation familiarity breeds greater 

favorability is realized in Tempe. Once the NC was running, virtually all comments 

received by the city were positive, and the NC route was made permanent in June 2008 

(Weitz, 2008). 

 Weitz does an excellent job of defining and compiling the various NIMBY themes 

that arose throughout previous literature on why public transportation is detrimental to 

the community. These definitions cover the majority of the NIMBY arguments provided 

in other literature: 

• Utility and Cost: NIMBYists argue that a “given facility or service is not needed 

and therefore does not merit any tax expenditures” (Weitz, 2008, p. 163). 

• Crime: Per Weitz, fear of crime is the result of three underlying issues: class 

fears, ethnic fears, and fear of child victimization (Weitz, 2008) 

• Class fears: NIMBY residents fear that since they would not use the public 

transportation system, those who would must differ from then in drastic ways 

(Weitz, 2008) 

• Ethnic fears:  More than half of transit riders are not only poor, but also minorities 

(Weitz, 2008, Wirthlin Worldwide, 2000, Wypijewski, 2000, Pucher & Renne, 

2003). White Americans tend to believe minorities are disproportionately more 

likely to commit crimes, leading to the NIMBY belief that the addition of a public 
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transportation route or line will increase crime levels (Weitz, 2008, Quillian & 

Pager, 2002, Taylor & Covington, 1993). 

• Fear of Child Victimization: NIMBYists are concerned that public transportation 

allows sexual predators more access to child victims. Studies have shown this 

fear unfounded. Most victims of child abuse already know their abuser (Snyder, 

2000). 

 These NIMBYist concerns as compiled and defined by Weitz and other authors 

will inform how I approach each case study, and how I think about my research goals. I 

intend to use the previous literature on NIMBYism to frame my research, and I plan to 

examine each case study closely to determine if they fall in line with previously identified 

NIMBYisms, or if any of the case studies will reveal new NIMBY concerns. I believe that 

each case study will identify new NIMBYisms. The first readily identifiable new NIMBY 

anti-transit concern is terrorism, as discussed below in the Beverly Hills case study 

section. Beverly Hills claimed that routing the Purple Line underneath Beverly Hills High 

School left them open for a terrorist attack by ISIS (Kudler, 2014). 

 
 
2.3. Background: The History of Rail Development in Los Angeles (1900-1970) 

2.3.1 A brief history of the MTA: Who’s in charge? 

 The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency (Metro or MTA), 

was created in 1993 via a merger of the Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission—which constructed the first three Metro rail lines in the current rail transit 

system: the Metro Blue Line, Green Line, and Red Line—and the Southern California 

Rapid Transit District—the agency responsible for securing the Red Line’s federal 
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funding (Metro Los Angeles Transit History, n.d.). Metro is “responsible for operating the 

clean air CNG-powered Metro bus fleet, Rapid Bus lines, and Metro’s Blue Line, Red 

Line, Green Line, and Gold Line” (Metro Los Angeles Transit History, n.d.). The agency 

also funds and constructs “multimodal transportation solutions throughout Los Angeles 

County” (Metro Los Angeles Transit History, n.d.). 

2.3.2 Propositions and Measures 

 Financing of a rapid transit system plays a key role in the anti-rail argument. The 

most well known transportation financing scheme is via ballot measures, which allow 

voters to decide whether they would like to increase the sales tax in order to fund 

transportation projects. These are the most visible form of financing, and often provide a 

platform for anti-rail advocates to speak up. The timeline of the propositions and 

measures allows us to frame the anti-rail narrative in a more chronological fashion, 

allowing us to see how the anti-rail opinion grew over time, and who was at the forefront 

of the argument. As such, an overview of these Measures (and Propositions) is 

provided here. 

 In 1968, the SCRTD placed a half-cent sales tax measure on the ballot. The plan 

was to use this tax to fund a sixty-two mile rail system. Voters rejected the measure 

(Elkind, 2014). 

 Proposition A was then included on the 1974 ballot. Proposition A was intended 

to be a “balanced” plan that not only directed funds to be used on a new rail system, but 

also for improvements to roads and buses. Half of the sales tax revenue would be 

dedicated to county buses, and the other half would fund a 145-mile rail transit network 

(Elkind, 2014). Mayor Tom Bradley began campaigning for Proposition A, with the 
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strategy to keep the rail route vague to avoid political controversies (Elkind, 2014). 

Bradley instead advocated for fixed guideway service in eight different corridors, and 

spent as much time campaigning for expanded bus service as he did for rail (Elkind, 

2014).  

 There were also direct mail, television, and radio advertisements, including actor 

Jack Lemmon standing next to a freeway during rush hour, extolling the virtues of public 

transportation (Elkind, 2014). However, during the campaign for Proposition A, rail 

critics began to come out. Interestingly, many of these critics were transit experts in 

government and academia. Because of their status, the media tended to discuss their 

conclusions that rail was a poor investment often (Elkind, 2014). Peter Marcuse was 

one of these critics. Marcuse was both a Los Angeles City planning commissioner and 

professor of urban planning at UCLA, which lent a lot of weight to his opinions (Elkind, 

2014). Marcuse released a critique of the rail plan, calling it a “regressive sales tax, 

promoting sprawl by making it easier for people to live outside the city center and 

commute by rail to work downtown, and benefiting primarily middle-class riders and 

wealthy real estate owners” (Elkind, 2014, p. 17). 

 Unfortunately, the SCRTD’s poor reputation, coupled with a badly timed sixty-

eight day bus driver strike and the anti-rail critics, contributed to Angelenos rejecting 

Proposition A. 

 Two measures were included on the 1976 ballot: R and T (for Rapid Transit). 

This was done because the law prevented any sales tax measure from being more than 

a half percent (Elkind, 2014). Including two Propositions allowed for a full cent increase. 

R and T were meant to support Los Angeles County Supervisor Baxter Ward’s 
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proposed Sunset Coast Rapid Transit Line, which was essentially a new version of the 

Pacific Electric Red Cars, providing rail transit at a regional level (Elkind, 2014). 

 

Figure 1 Baxter's Sunset Coast Rapid Transit Line (Source: libraryarchives.metro.net) 

 Once again, rail opponents came out in full force. This included economic 

conservatives, academics, and the Los Angeles Times (Elkind, 2014).    

 Academics were again at the forefront. USC professor Peter Gordon considered 

it to be a “take-over by the public sector of urban transportation facilities”, while Robert 

Ellickson of USC’s Law Center claimed that “rail advocacy resulted from the backroom 

lobbying of construction and design industry profit-seekers who could no longer make 

money from highway construction” (Elkind, 2014, p. 26). UCLA professor Martin Wachs 

claimed that Southern Californians simply had an inferiority complex, believing 
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themselves to not be true city dwellers in the likes of New York City without a subway 

system to call their own (Elkind, 2014). 

 The negative feedback from the academic community prompted the Los Angeles 

Times to run a seven article series just before the election (Elkind, 2014). The series 

challenged every positive assumption about the impact of Ward’s rail system on Los 

Angeles County (Elkind, 2014). Voters rejected the Sunset Coast Line by a three-to-two 

margin (Elkind, 2014). 

 Like Baxter Ward, County Supervisor Kenneth Hahn favored constructing a rail 

system that was in essence the revival of the Red Car system. However, his vision was 

more balanced, with a mixture of light rail, heavy rail, and improved bus service. Hahn 

modeled his 1980 version of the sales tax increase after Atlanta’s model, which directed 

some of the revenues towards a new rail system (which would become MARTA), and 

the rest went towards keeping bus fares at 15-cents until 1979 (Elkind, 2014). Atlanta 

voters approved this tax increase, so Hahn reasoned the Angelenos would be in 

support of a similar plan. Hahn’s sales tax plan dedicated 50 percent of the revenue to 

rapid transit, which included both bus and rail, returned 25 percent to local governments 

on a population basis, and the remaining 25 percent went towards lowering bus fares to 

fifty cents for five years (Elkind, 2014). Considering the SCRTD had announced a plan 

to increase bus fares in March 1980, the last part of Hahn’s plan was especially enticing 

to voters (Elkind, 2014). 

 In August 1980, Hahn’s plan was scheduled for a vote by the LACTC. LACTC 

staff tried to build public support by holding hearings for county residents, but this 

provided opponents of the plan with an arena to voice their complaints. Most notable—
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due to its present day parallel, as seen in 2016’s Measure M—politicians from Burbank 

and Glendale were very upset that their cities were not touched by any of the selected 

rapid transit corridors, and vowed to oppose the plan (Elkind, 2014). This is similar in 

tone to the argument raised in 2016 by the Southeast Los Angeles County Cities, who 

banded together in opposition of Measure M, as the plans included little to no 

construction of new lines in their area. 

 The LACTC approved the plan, and it appeared on the November 1980 ballot as 

the new Proposition A. Hahn lead the campaign, and campaigners were often found at 

bus stops talking to riders. Mayor Bradley was much less enthusiastic, although he did 

support the proposal. Hahn reached out to many sources, including the media, local 

leaders, and business and civic organizations. Ads were placed in newspapers, with a 

picture of a gridlocked highway and a caption stating “Los Angeles County desperately 

needs better transit now.” (Elkind, 2014, p. 45).  The plan was endorsed by the 

Democratic Party, the Los Angeles County League of Women Voters, the AFl-CIO, the 

Los Angeles County Lung Association, and in a move starkly different from today, the 

Los Angeles Taxpayers Association (LATAX) came out in support of the plan (Elkind, 

2014). LATAX claimed that although they didn’t normally support plans such as the one 

laid out in Proposition A, it seemed like the fairest and most logical way to provide 

funding for a transportation network that was desperately needed (Elkind, 2014). The 

group feared that if the Proposition did not pass, it could mean worse expenses in the 

future (Elkind, 2014). The Los Angeles Times reversed their opinion, and came out in 

support of the new Proposition A. The Los Angeles Herald-Examiner expressed support 

for the plan as well, as did Coast Media, The Valley News, and KFWB news radio. 
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These endorsements, coupled with a potential cut off of oil in the Middle East, helped to 

pass the new Proposition A, which garnered 54 percent of the vote (Elkind, 2014). 

 According to Elkind, “by balancing Proposition A between rail (35 percent) and 

bus (40 percent), with the remaining 25 percent to go to the county’s cities for ‘local 

transit needs,’ the plan was more likely to appeal to a majority of voters beyond the 40 

percent for rail” (Elkind, 2014, p. 48). Elkind also asserts that the smaller scale proposal 

may have also swayed voters and media leaders who had been reluctant in the past to 

support such a large rail project without “trying a pilot approach first” (Elkind, 2014, p. 

48). 

 And yet, Proposition A was not safe. In 1978, Proposition 13 had been passed in 

California. Proposition 13 “required a two-thirds vote for cities, counties, and ‘special 

districts’ to levy nonproperty or special taxes” (Elkind, 2014, p.53). Proposition A was a 

nonproperty sales tax, and the LACTC was a special district. Given the importance of 

the case, The California Supreme Court took the case instead of the lower courts 

(Elkind, 2014). Fearing a long legal battle, Hahn took the case to Chief Justice Rose 

Bird directly, and requested that the court rule quickly, stating that over one million 

riders in Los Angeles County were being impacted (Elkind, 2014). 

 While the court was considering the case, critics once again began to speak out. 

Only this time, the issue was not the tax; it was the route placement. Hahn was insistent 

that the line run along the old Pacific Electric right of way because it would be cheaper 

to build, but many in the community favored a line along the transit corridor Vermont 

Avenue, which would better serve South L.A.’s low income residents. Eventually, Hahn 

won over these dissenters by using the logic that a heavy rail Vermont route would 
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never get built. Using the old Red Car tracks would at least provide the communities 

along the tracks with something. 

 At the same time, the advocates for the Wilshire starter line were concerned that 

Hahn’s route would siphon off the federal money they needed for the Wilshire subway. 

Starter line supporters were unwilling to provide support for the Long Beach route 

unless federal funding was secured for their Wilshire line first. Hahn lashed out, saying 

that the Wilshire line would serve the wealthy community of Beverly Hills and West Los 

Angeles, where everyone had cars and didn’t need trains, whereas the Long Beach line 

would serve the poor. Hahn’s words had an impact, and subway supporters decided to 

scale back their protests in order to show a unified front to the federal government and 

not harm the securing of federal funding for Los Angeles. They also did not want to hurt 

Bradley’s run for governor that year (Elkind, 2014). Instead, they began using the Long 

Beach light rail line as evidence that Los Angeles was ready for heavy rail transit 

(Elkind, 2014). With some level of acceptance from the starter line supporters, the 

LACTC unanimously voted to build the Long Beach line, which would eventually be 

called the Blue Line (Elkind, 2014). 

 A month after the LACTC vote, the California Supreme Court ruled five-to-one 

that the LACTC “was exempt from Proposition 13 limits because it was not a ‘special 

district’”, and was therefore constitutional (Elkind, 2014, p. 58). This would eventually be 

overturned in 1995, and “made moot by a 1996 voter initiative, which would impose a 

two-thirds threshold on all future sales tax measures of this kind” (Elkind, 2014, p. 58). 

Proposition A went into effect July 1, 1982 (Elkind, 2014). 
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2.3.3 Subway Development in the 1980’s  

The Red Line 

 The Red Line was the second line to open as part of the new Los Angeles rail 

network, despite being in the works for many years. It was originally known as The 

Wilshire Subway, and Mayor Tom Bradley had been championing the line’s construction 

since he took office in 1973 (Elkind, 2014). The Red Line’s construction was divided into 

three phases, with the first phase opening in 1993 and running from Union Station to 

Westlake/McArthur Park (Elkind, 2014). The final phase extended the line to North 

Hollywood, and opened in 2000 (Elkind, 2014). In 2006, the branch of the line running 

from Union Station to Wilshire/Western was renamed the Purple Line (Elkind, 2014). 

The Purple Line Extension is currently underway, and will extend the Purple Line to the 

Westwood VA Hospital.  

 Brian Taylor explores the years leading up to the Red Line’s construction, the 

forces that impacted the line, and its various proposed routes. According to Taylor, the 

first alignment proposed for the subway was in 1979. However, the route was “so 

compromised by its accommodation of local geographic interests that planners dubbed 

it the ‘Wounded Knee’ alignment, referring to its ungainly cartographical representation” 

(Taylor et al., 2009, p. 176). 

 Then, after a methane explosion at a Ross retail store in 1985, Congressman 

Henry Waxman passed a federal ban disqualifying the use of federal funding for a 

subway project in his district (Elkind, 2014). Due to this ban, the area where the 

subway’s route was most logical was illegal to construct in (Taylor et al., 2009). After 
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Waxman’s ban, a critical portion of the subways route was abandoned (Taylor et al. 

2009). 

 With Congressman Julian Dixon’s support, a new route was drafted. The LACTC 

was confident federal funding could be secured due to the route running through 

Dixon’s Mid-City district (Taylor et al., 2009). Eventually, Waxman reversed his position 

on the tunneling ban, and it was lifted. Route planning began once again, but due to 

funding difficulties, they were unable to build a Wilshire Corridor subway right away 

(Taylor et al., 2009).  

 The final route was a joint effort of Congressman Dixon and State Senator David 

Roberti. Roberti grew up along the Vermont Ave. corridor in Los Angeles, and thought it 

would be a good place for the subway, which had good public support (Elkind, 2014). 

The Vermont corridor was “a politically inviting place to locate rail. It contained large 

health and educational centers that the subway could service, including hospitals and 

Los Angeles City College” (Elkind, 2014, p. 97). The route also avoided the area of 

Waxman’s methane ban, which was not yet lifted at the time of groundbreaking (Elkind, 

2014). The route passed easily, and the groundbreaking took place on September 29, 

1986 (Elkind, 2014). 

 

3. Methods 

Part 1 Methods: Historical and legal information collection 

 A two-pronged approach was used to collect data for this report. Any historical 

data regarding the MTA or its projects was collected through various literature, internet, 

and archival searches, including the Los Angeles Times archives, Ethan Elkind’s book 
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Railtown, Brian Taylor’s case study The Thin Red Line, and the MTA website, 

Metro.net. Metro.net provided the Environmental Impact Statement for the Purple Line 

Extension, several key fact sheets, and information related to project costs and funding. 

 Environmental Impact Statements for the Red Line and Purple Line Extension 

were also consulted for information such as route placement, environmental impacts, 

and alternatives analysis. The Purple Line Extension EIR also provided community 

input. 

 Background information and factual data was not catalogued or coded, and is 

only cited (see Works Cited).  

Part 2 Methods: Claims Database 

 Political claims analysis (PCA) attempts to establish the missing link between 

actors and contents in a discourse by using a set of methods, including a classification 

of actors as well as frames on a pro/contra scale (Leifeld & Haunss, 2010). Claims are 

collected by inputting key words into a search engine, such as the New York Times or 

Los Angeles Times, and then logging these claims and counterclaims into a database 

organized by year, statements, stakeholders making statements, and contextual issues 

involved in the story (Nicholls, 2013). There are many empirical applications of the 

claims analysis, including ethnic relations, citizenship and immigration, European 

integration, or intellectual property rights (Leifeld & Haunss, 2010). 

 The method of political claims analysis was introduced by Koopmans and 

Statham as a way to “overcome the weakness of protest event data analysis by 

collecting data not just on the actors and forms of action, but also on the interpretations 

by actors involved in political conflicts” (Leifeld & Haunss, 2010, p. 5). Furthermore, 
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during the collection of claims, issue stances are also recorded, allowing for an analysis 

of actor positions on a scale ranging from complete endorsement to complete rejection 

(Leifeld & Haunss, 2010). According to Leifeld & Haunss, PCA has been used to: 

o Identify the “multi-organizational field” of relevant actors, which are then 

subdivided into several categories like “city government”, “school district”, or 

“county government” 

o Analyze the distribution of claims made by those organizational types 

o Map frames and actors on a one-dimensional scale, depending on how many 

claims actors make in favor of an issue, or against an issue 

o Identify brokers who are located in the middle of this scale 

o Assess the degree of polarization between frames or claimants 

o Count the relative frequencies of certain frames among all claims in order to 

measure the relative importance of certain subtopics. 

 PCA allows for the ability to examine both actors and their frames while using a 

single dataset (Leifeld & Haunss, 2010). This makes it easier to trace the relationship 

between actors, and easily see any changes over time. 

 PCA is particularly useful for this study of the Purple Line Extension. This case 

study examines the interactions between three major organizations: Metro, the City of 

Beverly Hills, and Beverly Hills Unified School District. These three organizations each 

have many individual actors that have made claims to major newspapers, such as the 

Los Angeles Times. PCA allows the ability to parse newspaper coverage of the Purple 

Line Extension from its most recent proposal stage in 2007 to the present. The PCA is 
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being used to ask how the claims by these groups regarding the Purple Line Extension 

are being positioned in the political and social discourse. 

 During the PCA, claims were collected from newspaper articles pertaining to the 

development of the Purple Line Extension. Searches were made using both Lexis Nexis 

and the Los Angeles Times archives. To avoid confusion with Maryland’s own 

controversial Purple Line light rail project, the search terms used in Lexis Nexis were 

‘Purple Line’ AND ‘Beverly Hills’. In the Los Angeles Times Archives, ‘Purple Line 

Extension’ OR ‘Westside Subway’ AND ‘Beverly Hills’ was used to search the database. 

 Each relevant article returned by the search was parsed for claims made 

about the Purple Line by all stakeholders, and entered into a spreadsheet with the 

following columns: Key Word, Year, Month, Day, Newspaper, Title, Author, Description, 

Issue, Type of Action, Actor, Affiliation, Function, Actor Code, Target, Defining Problem, 

Problem Code, Defining Solution, Solution Code, Primary Frame, Framing Adversaries 

and Their Proposals, and Attitude Code.  

The actors, problems, solutions, and attitudes were coded as follows: 

Code Actor 

1 City Government 

2 Academic 

3 Business 

4 General Public 

5 Interest Group 

6 Consultant 

7 Legal 

8 School District 

9 Newspaper 

10 PTA 

11 MTA 

12 County Government 

13 Judge 

14 Candidate 
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15 Museums/Non Profit Org. 

 
Code Problem 

1 Line Under School 

2 Terrorist Attacks 

3 Cost 

4 Toxic Chemical Exposure 

5 Seismic 

6 Prohibits Future Construction at BHHS 

0 General Danger, Several Dangers 

7 Cannot move line; alternative seismically unsafe 

8 Improper use of bond money 

9 Metro influence will increase in BH 

10 Impact on historic buildings 

11 Construction impeding daily life 

12 Eminent domain 

 
Code Solution 

1 Move station (Santa Monica Blvd) 

2 Original station (Constellation) 

3 Alter work schedule 

4 Agreement with Beverly Hills to streamline permit approval 

 
Code Attitude 

-1 Against 

0 Neutral 

1 For 

 

All coded data were then analyzed using pivot tables to identify the following: 

• Most prominent actors 

• Most frequently attributed problem 

• Most frequently called upon solution 

• Frequency of attitudes displayed 

• History of claims over time 

• Occurrence of negative framing of adversaries 
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Part 3 Methods: Categorization and Assessment of Claims 

The final analytical step is to assess the implications of these claims and 

surrounding public and political debates to better understand the mega-project 

development process.  Patterns identified through this coding process (in part 2) were 

compared to historical problems pertaining to Red Line construction (in part 3) to 

reinforce urban planning and political theory surrounding megaprojects, and confirm or 

deny existence of path dependencies and lock in between the time of the Red Line’s 

development and construction and the Purple Line Extension’s development and 

construction. It will also be used to attempt to answer the questions posed in the 

introduction, and repeated here for convenience: 

• What political and/or public forces have impacted development of the 

Purple Line Extension? 

• With these forces and concerns in mind, did the MTA violate the “Do No 

Harm” pact that mega-project developers (and government agencies) 

have adhered to since the 1970s? 

• Are established path dependencies impacting the Purple Line Extension’s 

planning, development, and construction? 

 

4. Results 

4.1 Part 1 Results: History of the Purple Line Extension 

Introduction 

 The Purple Line Extension will extend the Purple Line subway nine miles west 

from its current terminus at Wilshire/Western (Figure 1). The Purple Line was originally 

a short, lower leg of the Red Line, which opened in 1993. According to the Purple Line 

Fact Sheet published by Metro and made available on their website, the Purple Line 
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became its own line in 2006. Currently, the line runs from Union Station, and terminates 

at Wilshire/Western The Purple Line Extension will extend the line to Westwood, with 

the new terminal station being located at Westwood/VA Hospital. The other extension 

stops include Wilshire/La Brea, Wilshire/Fairfax, Wilshire/La Cienega, Wilshire/Rodeo, 

Century City/Constellation, and Westwood/UCLA. The extension will allow commuters 

to travel between downtown Los Angeles and Westwood in 25 minutes. 

 

Figure 2 The Purple Line Extension by Phase.  (Source: Metro.net) 

The Purple Line extension will be constructed in three phases and is expected to 

cost $7.849 billion (Metro Purple Line Fact Sheet). The first phase extends the line to 

Wilshire/La Cienega by 2023, the second phase extends the line to Century 

City/Constellation by 2026, and third phase extends the line to Westwood/VA Hospital 

by 2035 (Table 1). The project is funded by Measure R funds, Measure M funds, a 

federal loan, and a federal grant. The passage of Measure M is expected to speed up 
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construction, and the whole line could be open by 2024 (Chiland, 2017). The total 

project is expected to cost $5 billion. 

 In April and May of 2012, the Metro Board of Directors approved the product and 

certified the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report (“Purple Line Extension 

FAQ”, n.d.). The Federal Transit Administration then issued a Record of Decision, which 

signified the end of the federal environmental review process (“Purple Line Extension 

FAQ”, n.d.). 

Table 1. Purple Line Extension Project Schedule 

 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 

Length 3.92 miles 2.59 miles 2.59 miles 

New Stations Wilshire/La Brea, 

Wilshire/Fairfax, 

Wilshire/La 

Cienega 

Wilshire/Rodeo, 

Century 

City/Constellation 

Westwood/UCLA, 

Westwood/VA 

Hospital 

Pre-

Construction 

Activities 

Complete 2016-2018 2016-2018 

Construction 2015-2023 2018-2024 2018-2024 

Operation 2023 2024 2024 

Table 1 Project Schedule (Source: Metro.net/projects/westside) 

 The Purple Line Extension is expected to generate about 49,300 daily weekday 

boardings at the seven new stations (“Purple Line Extension FAQ”, n.d.). A different 

measure estimates about 78,000 new daily trips on the full Metro Rail System as a 

result of the line’s opening (“Purple Line Extension FAQ”, n.d.) 

The Subway’s Beginnings 
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 In October 2005, Metro and the City of Los Angeles requested that the American 

Public Transit Association organize a Peer Review Panel of experts to study the 

feasibility of tunneling along Wilshire Boulevard in the area where subway construction 

was federally prohibited (Final Alternatives Analysis Report, 2009). The review 

concluded that tunnels can be safely constructed and operated in the Wilshire 

Boulevard corridor, and Congress approved legislation repealing the federal ban in 

December 2007. In preparation of this conclusion, in 2006, the Metro Board of Directors 

authorized an Alternatives Analysis Study (AA) “for all reasonable fixed-guideway transit 

alternatives, including the previously excluded subway alternatives, for the portion of the 

Westside Corridor north of the Exposition Corridor” (Final Alternatives Analysis Report, 

2009, p. S-1). The AA addressed issues such as costs, benefits, environmental and 

community impacts, and financial feasibility (Final Alternatives Analysis Report, 2009). 

Seventeen alignments were considered for several different transit modes, before being 

reduced to two alternatives: 

• Wilshire Boulevard Alignment Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) Subway (Alternative 1) 

• Wilshire/Santa Monica Boulevards Combined HRT Subway (Alternative 11) 

(Final Alternatives Analysis Report, 2009). 

 During the AA Study, Los Angeles County voters approved Measure R in 

November 2008. Measure R is a one-half cent sales tax that provides funding for 

several transportation projects within the County. It is expected that $4.2 billion, 

comprised of Measure R sales tax dollars and Federal matching funds, will be used 

(over a period of 30 years) for the Purple Line Extension (Westside Subway Extension 

FEIS/EIR, 2012).  
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 A Wilshire Boulevard alignment was selected, and the majority of the stations 

proceeded as planned with minor adjustments. One concern remained. Metro originally 

planned to run the line under Santa Monica Boulevard with a station located at Avenue 

of the Stars, but then began considering different alignments—outlined in the draft 

EIR—including one that would take the subway under Beverly Hills High School and 

some residences while making its way to a station located at Constellation Boulevard 

and Avenue of the Stars. Metro considers the Constellation Boulevard station option to 

be seismically safer, and more convenient for Century City employees. Beverly Hills 

vehemently disagrees, as described in the next section. 

Beverly Hills v. Metro: a decade long saga of lawsuits and accusations 

 The City of Beverly Hills has fought a long battle against the Purple Line 

Extension. The Beverly Hills Unified School District spent more than $3 million in school 

construction bond money in its efforts to fight the construction of the Purple Line, which 

will travel underneath Beverly Hills High School (BHHS). Additionally, the City of Beverly 

Hills has “hired a lobbying firm, filed lawsuits, warned of [ISIS] terrorist attacks, and 

otherwise done everything in its power to keep this public good from being built” 

(Kudler, 2014). Additionally, BHHS students also created a series of videos, titled Why 

We Fight, which discuss all the issues the City raised with the subway, including that 

they cannot grow their school if the subway runs underneath it (Kudler, 2014). 

 In 2010, the City of Beverly Hills and the Beverly Hills Unified School District 

(BHUSD) expressed concern over this station placement (Weikel, 2010). City leaders 

and residents claimed that the Constellation option could endanger BHHS, which also 

serves as the city’s emergency center (Weikel, 2010). Other sources claim that the 
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district had plans for underground construction, including a parking structure, which 

would be impossible once the subway was constructed (McDonald, 2011). 

 In May 2011, BHUSD filed a “Writ of Mandate” petition in the Los Angeles 

Superior Court (Sotero, 2011). The Writ of Mandate was an attempt at forcing Metro to 

release documents on the Westside Subway Extension Project, including those 

pertaining to station location alternatives in the Century City area (Sotero, 2011). 

BHUSD stated that the reason for the petition is that Metro was not responding fast 

enough to the district’s written requests for information (Sotero, 2011). They also 

claimed that Metro had violated the California Public Records Act by withholding public 

records (Schevker, 2011). Metro countered that they had received many requests from 

BHUSD during the development of the Final Environmental Impact Study/Report, and 

had provided all publicly available documents ready at the time of request (Sotero, 

2011). Metro also said they would continue to fulfill the district’s requests as more 

documents were completed and made available to the public. Metro claimed that the 

documents the district wanted were still being developed, and releasing them before 

they were finalized would “jeopardize the rigorous review process Metro must follow to 

satisfy state and federal environmental procedures” (Sotero, 2011). Metro also stated 

that they had attempted to remain very transparent throughout the Purple Line 

Extension’s development process by publishing fact sheets, presentations, staff reports, 

the Draft EIS/EIR and holding 65 public meetings (at time of article’s publishing in May 

2011) (Sotero, 2011). Because of this, the agency believes the school district’s petition 

was not justified or necessary (Sotero, 2011). 
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 In September, a Superior Court judge ruled that Metro did not violate the 

California Public Records Act. The judge wrote: 

 A review of the verified Petition, however, fails to identify which items on 

Petitioner’s series of requests remain outstanding. Therefore, it is virtually 

impossible for Metro to counter the allegations. And, even worse, it makes it 

impossible for the Court to determine whether Petitioner’s claims of non-

production are, in fact, correct…Using MTA’s own spreadsheet to identify those 

areas in which certain requested materials have been withheld, it appears that 

the parties’ present dispute boils down to four categories upon which records 

were withheld: 

  (a) The information is not a public record as it is not yet complete; 

  (b) The information is proprietary and, therefore, exempt from disclosure 

 under the CPRA 

  (c) The public agency does not possess the material; it is maintained and 

 is in the possession of private consultants; 

  (d) The requests for documents are essentially questions posed to MTA 

 consultants (Beverly Hills Unified School District v. Los Angeles County 

 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Et Al., 2011, p. 3-4). 

 After the court ruling, BHUSD continued to claim Metro was withholding 

information. BHUSD claimed that Metro had already decided to drop the potential Santa 

Monica Boulevard and Avenue of the Stars station, and was also continuing to withhold 

information from them. In a September 21, 2011 press release, BHUSD claimed that 

Metro dropped from consideration the Santa Monica Boulevard and Avenue of the Stars 
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station “without notice or public input” (2011). The press release notes that the 

Constellation station would require the “unprecedented step of tunneling under Beverly 

Hills High School, and would severely restrict BHUSD’s ability to implement a voter-

approved construction and modernization program at the historic campus” (BHUSD 

Press Release, 2011). 

 The press release also accuses Metro of moving the station to benefit 

developers. BHUSD Board of Education President Lisa Korbatov comments:  

 This is another example of Metro's bait-and-switch tactics as it attempts to 

steamroll anyone who opposes its profligate plan to spend taxpayer dollars to 

benefit a handful of politically-connected developers. Metro's own data showed a 

station at Santa Monica and Avenue of the Stars would benefit more people for 

less money, but it didn't comport with the plans of private developers. So now 

Metro claims vague safety issues related to a fault and, voila, a superior station 

that had been planned for years and supported by the people of Beverly 

Hills disappears without so much as a public hearing… Metro must stop 

operating in the shadows so taxpayers can know their money is being spent 

wisely to build a subway that puts riders ahead of politics and preserves the 

ability of public schools to serve children today and in the future (BHUSD Press 

Release, 2011). 

However, at the time of BHUSD’s claims (October 2011), Metro was still considering 

both the Santa Monica Boulevard and Constellation Ave station options, as well a 

possible third option—locating the station 900 feet east from the original Santa Monica 
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Boulevard location, but still on the street itself. This third option had the potential to 

move the station further from the Santa Monica Fault (Hymon, 2011).  

 In regards to BHUSD’s claims that Metro was withholding information, Metro said 

that the requested information involved geotechnical studies of seismic issues in the 

area, such as Metro’s efforts to determine the “precise location of earthquake faults to 

determine where it’s safest to tunnel and build stations” (Hymon, 2011). These reports 

were not yet complete, but Metro planned to release the reports before the final EIR’s 

release.  

Seismic Report Released 

 On October 19, 2011, Metro released an expert report on seismic and safety 

issues concerning the Purple Line Extension. Scientists involved with the report 

recommended a Constellation station, and said that tunneling could be done safely 

under the BHHS campus. The report did not decide the subway’s route; it only 

suggested the safest route, stating this alignment would allow the station to avoid two 

local earthquake faults (“Experts Report”, 2011). 

 The experts spoke to the Metro Board of Directors Planning Committee, and said 

that tunneling under parts of the Beverly Hills High School campus would not 

“compromise the structural integrity of existing structures, interfere with future building 

plans or create perceptible noise or vibrations on school grounds” (“Experts Report”, 

2011). 

 The report also stated that drilling and tests performed by Metro in Beverly Hills, 

Century City, and Westwood actually found less methane and hydrogen sulfide than 

along parts of the existing subway in downtown Los Angels, or other parts of the Purple 
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Line Extension. Furthermore, research and fieldwork did not detect any active or 

inactive oil wells on the BHHS campus that would be in the path of the subway tunnel. 

 The report also sought to better understand the locations of the Sana Monica 

Fault and the West Beverly Hills Lineament, whose approximate locations have been 

know for years. Metro contractors drilled over 200 boreholes and penetrometer tests in 

Century City, Beverly Hills, and Westwood. They also conducted other tests, such as 

using sound waves to develop profiles of the location’s underlying geology. 

 From these tests, experts were able to state that both Santa Monica Boulevard 

station suggestions were located in fault zones. The Beverly Hills-desired Santa Monica 

Boulevard and Avenue of the Stars station would be atop the Santa Monica Fault, and 

the Santa Monica Boulevard and Century Park East station option is located within the 

West Beverly Hills Lineament fault zone, which is an extension of the Newport-

Inglewood Fault that triggered the 1933 Long Beach earthquake. The Constellation 

Boulevard station would not be within an active fault zone. 

 Although the line itself will have to cross two active fault zones, stations should 

not be located in them, because they are continuously occupied by people, and they are 

difficult to design due to ground deformation that occurs in faults. 

 Subway tunnels have historically been able to perform well, based on evidence 

from both Los Angeles and internationally (Table 2). On the Purple Line Extension’s 

FAQ page, Metro provided the following information on the performance of subways in 

earthquakes: 
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Table 2. History of Subway Systems Impacted by Earthquakes 

Earthquake Date Magnitude Impact on Subway 

Mexico City 1985 8.1 No damage to tunnels. Some power 
disruption.  
Patrons evacuated safely. Used to 
transport rescue personnel. 

Loma Prieta 
(SF) 

1989 6.9 No damage to tunnels. Subway served as 
lifeline structure. 

Northridge 1994 6.7 No damage 

Kobe, Japan 1995 7.2 No damage to tunnels. Damage to station 
and sewer pipes – attributed to 1962 
design with moderate seismic provision 

Taipei 2002 6.8 No damage 

Chile 2010 8.8 Running next day. Some damage at 
entrance to  
stations 

Table 2 Subway systems impacted by earthquakes (Source: Metro.net) 

 In response to the seismic report’s release, BHUSD president Lisa Korbatov 

again issued a statement. She said, “Metro has opened a veritable Pandora's Box that 

potentially impacts many dozens of existing buildings and future projects in the region, 

including Beverly Hills High School, future station locations for the Westside Subway 

Extension as well as currently entitled development projects.” (Romero, 2011). Korbatov 

continued to note that BHUSD considered it unfathomable that Metro had held on to the 

seismic data for so long, and claimed that much of the information presented had 

already been available for a year (Romero, 2011).  

Final Route Approval 
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 In May 2012, Metro’s Board of Directors approved the final route and station 

locations of the second and third phases of the Purple Line Extension by a vote of 

seven to two (Hymon, 2012). This approval also included the finalization of the 

Constellation Avenue station in Century City. At the board meeting, Beverly Hills city 

and school officials asked that a decision on tunneling under the school be delayed, and 

threatened state and federal litigation. Lisa Korbatov stated, “You will not succeed and 

we will stop you at every turn” (Hymon, 2012). 

 In the week before the Metro board meeting and vote, Beverly Hills also 

submitted three alternative routes that would prevent tunneling underneath the high 

school (Hymon, 2012). Metro staff reviewed the provided options and determined they 

would require much deeper tunnels than the Constellation Avenue station option, and 

would increase the cost of the project, as well as impact residential properties located 

west of Century City (Hymon, 2012). The proposed routes would also cause the trains 

to be forced to take tighter turns, which would require slower train speeds (Hymon, 

2012). 

 On May 30th, 2012, the City of Beverly Hills filed a lawsuit against Metro in the 

Superior Court of California alleging a violation of CEQA. The City of Beverly Hills 

sought to: 

 [Obtain] a writ of mandate to set aside the April 26, 2012 and May 24, 2012 

decisions of Respondent and Defendant Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority (“Metro”) certifying the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIS/EIR”) for and approving the 

Westside Subway Extension Project in Los Angeles (“Westside Subway 
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Extension” or “Project”). The certification of the Final EIS/EIR must be set aside 

due to Metro’s failure to comply with certain requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code section 21000, et. 

seq. Petitioner also seeks injunctive relief to prevent Metro from taking actions in 

furtherance of the Project unless and until there is compliance with the mandates 

of CEQA and to prevent irreparable harm to Petitioner, the public, and the 

welfare of metropolitan Los Angeles, California (City of Beverly Hills v. Los 

Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2012). 

With this lawsuit, Beverly Hills sought to prevent Metro from any preconstruction 

activities until a new EIR was prepared. BHUSD also filed a similar lawsuit (BS137606), 

and the two were decided together by Judge John A. Torribio in March (28) 2014. Judge 

Torribio upheld the studies and denied the City of Beverly Hills and BHUSD’s requests 

that they be redone. This would have cost Metro millions of dollars, and would have 

delayed construction of the project. Judge Torribio found that “Metro’s decision to place 

a station at Constellation and Avenue of the Stars in Century City was based on 

‘substantial evidence’ and that the station location meets the project’s goals of 

increasing mobility in the region” (Hymon, 2014). 

 In response to the ruling, Metro issued the following statement: 

 Metro is pleased that our in-depth, multi-year environmental review process was 

found valid by the Superior Court.  We look forward to working with all the 

communities along the alignment, including Beverly Hills, to fulfill our 

commitment to deliver this regionally significant and beneficial project for the 

taxpayers of L.A. County (Hymon, 2014). 
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Beverly Hills and BHUSD appealed this decision. On October 22, 2015, a panel of 

judges for the Court of Appeal ruled that “substantial evidence” supported Metro’s 

decision to tunnel under BHHS to reach the Century City station (Hymon, 2015). 

 While these lawsuits were being ruled on, lawsuits filed by the City of Beverly 

Hills and BHUSD against the Federal Transit Administration were still being decided in 

court. These lawsuits alleged violations of the National Environmental Policy Act. The 

lawsuit filed by BHUSD against the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on November 

16, 2012, claimed that the FTA’s approval of the Century City station ignores 

environmental risks and the disruption it would cause at BHHS (Chutchian, 2012). In 

this lawsuit, the school district looked to block the subway from receiving federal funds 

amounting to about $2 billion (Chutchian, 2012). The complaint filed by the district said 

“Construction of the Constellation Boulevard subway station and tunneling underneath 

the campus will severely limit the use of the campus, which is a protected historic and 

recreational resource both for students and the public” (Chutchian, 2012).  

 The suit also says that the center of the subway tunnel violates industry 

standards because it would be about 50 feet deep below the campus, “despite the fact 

that it is ‘widely recognized in the industry and within FTA that a separation of less than 

50 feet between subway structure and building foundations will result in vibrations and 

associated noise impacts’” (Chutchian, 2012). Furthermore, the suit alleges that the 

FTA ignored studies conducted by the school and city that showed the Constellation 

Boulevard station would be equally, if not more, vulnerable to seismic risks than the 

Santa Monica Boulevard station (Chutchian, 2012). 
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 Lastly, the district claims that Metro and the FTA’s assertions that the 

Constellation stop would generate more ridership were unfounded.  They state that the 

methodology used by Metro to calculate ridership was never used before for any other 

station, and had resulted in higher projections in the final EIR than in the draft EIR. 

 In August 2014, the FTA asked a California federal court to throw out BHUSD’s 

lawsuit claiming the violation of NEPA. The brief said, “The FTA’s administrative record 

demonstrates that the FTA and the Metro exceeded their obligations to complete a 

reasonable thorough analysis of the subway, and the FTA is entitled to summary 

judgment on all of the city’s and the district’s claims” (Horney, 2014). BHUSD’s law firm, 

Kasowitz Benson Torres & Friedman countered with the following statement: 

 The FTA’s own internal emails exposed how it hand-picked the Century City 

subway station before they had even bothered to conduct, let alone complete, 

the scientific analysis required by law before selecting a location. Federal law 

requires the FTA to put the science horse before the selection cart, and they 

broke the law by doing the exact opposite. A new study being released this week 

raises significant questions surrounding the methodology and motivation behind 

the findings of the FTA-MTA fault investigation and details how their investigation 

was driven by predetermined and unproven concepts designed to reach a 

specific outcome to justify moving the alignment from its original Santa Monica 

Blvd. location to underneath a high school (Horney, 2014). 

The judge did not throw out the lawsuit, and a ruling came two years later, in mid 2016. 

The Light at the End of the [Subway] Tunnel 
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 On August 12, 2016, U.S. District Court Judge George Wu ruled on the lawsuit 

brought by the City of Beverly Hills and BHUSD against the FTA. Judge Wu had 

tentatively ruled in February 2016 (Chiem, 2016). Judge Wu upheld the FTA’s prior 

approval of the project, which meant that Metro could move forward with finalizing a 

$1.2 billion federal grand and $307 million federally backed loan to pay for construction 

of the second phase of the Purple Line Extension. If Judge Wu had ruled in favor of 

Beverly Hills and BHUSD, the FTA would have had to reverse their approval of the 

project, causing both the project and federal funding to potentially be delayed. Judge 

Wu did require portions of the project’s environmental studies to be redone, including 

seismic studies and methane studies near BHHS and Century City (Hymon, 2016). 

According to information from Metro, the mayor of Beverly Hills, John Mirisch, claimed 

that Metro was incorrectly framing the judge’s decision, accusing Metro of being 

revisionist, and urging people to vote against Measure M, which if passed (passed 

November 2016), would fund several Metro rail projects (Walker, 2016). 

 In November 2016, BHUSD once again filed a lawsuit against Metro in an 

attempt to block tunneling under BHHS. The district said that Metro was attempting to 

proceed with the project before completing the additional analysis ordered by Judge Wu 

in August. The district asked that the court issue an injunction prohibiting Metro from 

moving forward with a funding agreement or a design and build contract “prior to the 

completion of a supplemental environmental review” (Lidgett, 2016). In response, a 

Metro spokesman said that the “required supplemental analysis will be completed well 

before the anticipated 2018 start of major construction of the section that will travel 

underneath Beverly Hills” (Lidgett, 2016). 
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 In early January 2017, a federal grant and loan totaling nearly $1.6 billion was 

awarded to Metro in order to build the 2.6 mile second phase of the Purple Line 

Extension. Additional funding for phase two is provided by Measure R, the half cent 

sales tax bond that passed in 2008. Section three will be supported in part by Measure 

M, the 2016 follow up and extension of Measure R (Sotero, 2017). On January 12, 

2017, Justice Wu denied BHUSD’s November 2016 bid to keep the funds from being 

awarded (Eslinger, 2017). In April 2017, Metro issued a notice to proceed to Tutor 

Perini/O & G, the firm awarded the contract to build phase two. Since Measure M’s 

passage in November 2016, Metro has been working towards its goal of completing the 

entire subway by 2024, as part of its bid for the 2024 Summer Olympics (Hymon, 2017). 

 

4.2 Part 2 Results. Political Claims Descriptive Analysis  

4.2.1 Summary of Actors and Claims 

 The most prominent actors include city officials, including mayors (28%), school 

district officials (20%), the general public (8%), county government officials, including 

Supervisors (7%), and Metro officials (19%). The most frequently claimed problem was 

the generalized statement—without detail or explanation—that the line was being routed 

under Beverly Hills High School (27%). Only eight claims offered solutions. Of those 

eight claims, five were to move the station. 

 Forty-five percent of claimants displayed a negative attitude towards the Purple 

Line Extension, while 40% displayed a positive attitude towards the Purple Line 

Extension. Fifteen percent displayed a neutral attitude towards the Purple Line 

Extension. The plurality of claims was made in 2012 (35%), followed by 2014 (23%) and 
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2010 (22%). 27% of claims made by stakeholders supporting either alignment framed 

their adversaries in a negative light (calling them liars or hysterical, etc.) 

 The main concern addressed was Metro’s decision to locate a station at 

Constellation Avenue and Avenue of the Stars instead of the originally considered 

Santa Monica Boulevard and Avenue of the Stars location. The new location would 

require tunneling under Beverly Hills High School in order to reach the Constellation 

station.  

 The solution most often provided by those opposing the Constellation station was 

moving the station back to Santa Monica Boulevard. The most common solution 

provided by those in favor of the Constellation station was to leave the station there. 

4.2.2 Key Actors and Political Forces 

From the historical results and claims analysis, we can see that the key 

stakeholder organizations involved are:  

o Con: The City of Beverly Hills, Beverly Hills High School, Beverly Hills Unified 

School District, the Beverly Hills High School PTA 

o Pro: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the Federal 

Transit Administration 

These stakeholders do appear in the claims analysis, but their impact and strength are 

mostly shown through the various lawsuits initiated by both the City of Beverly Hills and 

BHUSD. 

 It is easy to identify the dominant stakeholders by simply reviewing the various 

lawsuits and reading the newspaper. The claims analysis, however, was particularly 

useful in identifying who the keys actors from these organizations were. These included: 
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o Zev Yaroslavsky, Metro Board member and L.A. County Supervisor 

o John Mirisch and William Brien, Beverly Hills mayors 

o Antonio Villaraigosa and Eric Garcetti, Los Angeles mayors 

 

4.3 Part 3 Results. Discussion of Claims 

 This results section analyzes the claims made by the City of Beverly Hills, 

BHUSD, and Metro. Claims made by Beverly Hills and BHUSD about Metro can be 

divided into four sections: claims of danger to the community, claims of incompetency 

on Metro’s part, claims of corruption, and claims of development rights infringement. 

Claims made by Metro can also be divided into three sections: claims of “rational” 

planning, claims of public or regional benefit, and claims of hysteria (by Beverly Hills). 

 

4.3.1 BH Claims 

4.3.1.a Claims of Danger 

 The City of Beverly Hills and BHUSD made many claims of danger. Most of 

these claims were centered around danger at the site of Beverly Hills High School if 

tunneling was to proceed. Example claims include: 

o Brian Goldberg, PTA President: "There are a number of issues that we're worried 

about. One is the methane gas. Also, that we have a number of abandoned oil 

wells underneath Beverly Hills High School. There are utility lines, there are 

water lines, sewage lines” (“MTA Board Delays Vote”, 2012).  
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o Nancy Krasne, Beverly Hills City Council: "If there is a major disaster, we have 

2,200 students there and every bit of our emergency equipment and earthquake 

supplies” (Weikel, 2010). 

o Timothy Buresh, BHUSD Engineering Consultant: “There are definitely old wells 

that Metro has not mapped. When ... you shake up a well casing, you've now 

provided a new straw up to the surface for methane to travel” (Groves, 2011). 

 Claims of danger revolve around the themes of chemical explosions, seismic 

activity, and building damage. These claims are used to position Beverly Hills and 

BHUSD in the social and political discourse as concerned parents and residents. These 

claim makers speak out in an attempt to legitimize their concerns and assure the public 

they are not just NIMBYists trying to avoid a new subway line in their neighborhood. 

They claim to speak out because they have identified the potential for genuine harm.  

These claims are typically made through spokespeople or organization leaders for 

either the City or the school district, rather than through residents, non-PTA parents, or 

students.  

 There were some instances in which claims were made by the PTA that 

unintentionally worked towards delegitimizing the message of the school district, and 

allowing Metro to make claims of public hysteria (discussed below). One instance of this 

was the release of a video by the PTA claiming methane gas and toxic chemicals would 

harm the teenagers at Beverly Hills High School. The narration was supported by 

footage of the 1985 Ross methane fire that sparked the creation of Waxman’s subway 

ban. These types of claims undermine the message of acute danger the school district 

and city were attempting to make. Videos with footage of explosions are akin to 
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propaganda, whereas the avenue the district and city were attempting to take was legal, 

which is arguably the more solemn and respectful approach. The city and school district 

used claims of danger to segue into claims of incompetency on Metro’s part. 

4.3.1.b Claims of Incompetency 

 Beverly Hills and BHUSD made several claims of incompetency on Metro’s part. 

These claims were meant to undermine both Metro’s authority and discredit the 

agency’s expertise in transportation planning. Claims of incompetency serve to make 

Metro appear careless while making Beverly Hills and BHUSD look like cautious, 

concerned parents who are attempting to deter a potential disaster. Claims of 

incompetency are almost always made in reference to Metro’s area studies. Examples 

include: 

o Lewis Hall, BHUSD Board Member: "We claim the evidence is flawed and we 

have produced our own evidence showing that MTA's science is wrong” (Wood, 

2012). 

o Doug Evertz, BHUSD attorney: "We now know that much of the information relied 

upon by Metro was simply incorrect. Metro's rush to approve the revised 

alignment before all studies were finalized has left the School District with no 

choice except to continue the legal challenge” (“City and BHUSD Appeal Court 

Decision”, 2014). 

 Claims of incompetency make Metro look irresponsible and rushed, as if they are 

attempting to push through their plans with disregard for the public’s concern. As the 

example claims above show, claims of incompetency are typically followed with claims 

by Beverly Hills or BHUSD of their own competency and thoroughness of their own 
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analysis. These claims attempt to mark Metro as a willfully ignorant public agency in the 

public and political discourse. Beverly Hills and BHUSD combine these claims of danger 

and incompetency with claims of corruption in an effort to frame Metro as having a 

flagrant disregard for public safety in the pursuit of benefiting themselves and wealthy 

local developers. 

4.3.1.c Claims of Corruption 

 Officials from Beverly Hills made claims that Metro rerouted the subway to run 

under the high school in an effort to please influential local developers, specifically JMB 

Realty Corporation and Next Century Associates. One June 2012 article stated JMB 

Realty raised nearly $300,000 for previous Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, 

who was part of Metro’s board (Wood, 2012). Claims like this serve to lessen public 

opinion of Metro and suggest Metro can be “bought”. If Metro can be bought, it would 

follow that they would be deliberately negligent in site studies because the alignment 

decision is based on what developers want, rather than planning for the public good. If 

these claims of corruption were successful in discrediting studies done by Metro as part 

of the EIR, they would raise questions about whether Metro violated CEQA and NEPA, 

as Beverly Hill’s and BHUSD’s various lawsuits claimed, giving them their desired 

victory. This victory would have forced Metro to redo their EIR/EIS, and potentially 

select an alternative alignment. In addition to these consequences, Metro’s reputation 

would be tarnished, and the public would be less inclined to support future projects or 

ballot measures, such as Measure M, which Beverly Hills campaigned against. 

4.3.1.d Claims of Development Rights Infringement 
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 Claims of infringement of development rights state that if Metro tunnels under the 

high school, Beverly Hills High School will not be able to undergo future improvements 

or modernizations, including an underground parking structure.  These types of claims 

appeared more frequently in articles from 2011 and 2012, but eventually receded as 

claims against Metro became more focused on ongoing lawsuits. Articles collected in or 

after 2014 tended to focus more on concerns addressed in the lawsuits against Metro, 

such as alleged CEQA or NEPA violations. 

 Property rights infringement claims may not prompt sympathetic support by the 

general public since many other parts of Los Angeles have undergone similar 

challenges during the construction of light rail and heavy rail lines. Continuing with these 

claims would have likely increased the public’s opinion of Beverly Hills as NIMBYs who 

were unwilling to sacrifice for the greater public good. Instead, they turned towards 

claims aimed to discredit Metro and incite fear. By inciting fear, Beverly Hills and 

BHUSD created uncertainty and made the public question Metro’s decisions. 

 

4.3.2 Metro Claims 

 While Beverly Hills and BHUSD used claims to position themselves as 

concerned residents being subjected to dangerous and improper planning by Metro, 

Metro asserted claims to reassure the public that their planning practices were rational, 

informed by the public’s comments and concerns, and for the benefit of the public and 

region’s growth. In doing so, Metro and its supporters sometimes framed Beverly Hills 

or BHUSD as hysterical as a way to undermine their efforts to discredit Metro.  

4.3.2.a Claims of “Rational” Planning 
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 While Beverly Hills and BHUSD were attempting to discredit studies done by 

Metro, Metro was making claims meant to reassure the public that their analyses were 

sound and there was no cause for concern. Example claims include: 

o Dave Sotero, Metro Spokesman: "There's lots of experience building in this 

environment. The oil fields are much deeper than the subway tunnel, which will 

run about 50 to 70 feet below the surface. We will also use established practices 

to ensure safety” (Weikel, 2010).  

o Harvey Parker, Metro Tunneling Consultant: "Tunneling will be safe through 

potentially gassy areas and the soil is suitable. There will be little or no impact on 

buildings, including Beverly Hills High School” (Weikel, 2011). 

 The rational planning process involves five main stages used to either solve a 

problem or reach a goal. These stages include (1) definition of problems and/or goals, 

(2) identification of alternative plans/policies, (3) evaluation of alternative plans/policies, 

(4) implementation of plans/policies, and (5) monitoring of effects of plans/policies 

(Taylor, 1998, p. 68). The steps in the FTA Project Development Process, which was 

used by Metro and cited in the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 

Impact Report follow a similar process that is clearly influenced by rational planning: (1) 

alternatives analysis, (2) draft EIS/EIR, (3) final EIS/EIR, (4) final design, (5) 

construction, (6) transit service (Final EIR/EIS, 2012). Metro has completed steps 1-4, 

and is currently undergoing step 5, construction, indicating thorough studies have been 

completed. 

 Claims made by Metro support the rational planning process, and indicate that 

much research has been done in assessing alternatives—which is called for by both the 
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rational planning and FTA Project Development processes. Metro also cited claims of 

ensured safety after the release of the expert seismic report in 2011. Claims that 

support the rational planning process validate Metro as the expert on transportation 

planning and engineering. At the same time, these claims help Metro dismiss “technical” 

claims made by Beverly Hills that position the City of school district and their 

consultants as the engineering experts in the political discourse. 

 

4.3.2.b Claims of Public or Regional Benefit or “Public Value” 

 One of Metro’s main claims was that the Purple Line Extension is a “public value” 

project. These claims position Beverly Hills as standing in the way of regional benefit, as 

illustrated by the following claims: 

o Michael Antonovich, LA County Supervisor and Metro Board Member: "We need 

a responsible regional solution to our transportation problems, and to ensure that 

resources will be put to the maximum use to mitigate the congestion that covers 

the entire county” (Villacorte, 2012). 

o Antonio Villaraigosa, former Los Angeles Mayor: "There are more jobs 

associated with the subway than any of the other 11 light-rail or busway projects 

(in the 30/10 initiative). It is the granddaddy of them all when it comes to jobs, 

when it comes to relieving congestion and when it comes to improving air quality” 

(Anderson, 2010). 

 By making claims of public value and framing the subway as a project for the 

greater good, Metro makes Beverly Hills and BHUSD look as if they are trying to deny 
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the region a major infrastructure project it needs to relieve severe transportation and 

environmental issues, as well as create jobs.  

4.3.2.c Claims of Hysteria 

 Metro and associates made several claims that framed Beverly Hills or BHUSD 

as inciting fear or hysteria, including: 

o Zev Yaroslavsky, County Supervisor and Metro Board Member, accused Beverly 

Hills and BHUSD of creating a “hysterical campaign being run about explosions 

and migrating methane gas, that were designed to inflame and alarm the public" 

(Wood, 2012). 

o Zev Yaroslavsky, County Supervisor and Metro Board Member, "My commitment 

has been from Day 1 that Metro should make its decision based on science and 

facts, not based on hysteria and emotion. They're just not telling the truth" 

(Bloomekatz, 2012) 

o Antonio Villaraigosa, former Mayor of Los Angeles and Metro Board Member 

claimed that Beverly Hills residents were just trying to create a climate of fear 

(Wood, 2012). 

 Claims made by Metro, its board members, employees, or supporters accusing 

Beverly Hills or BHUSD of hysteria or fear mongering were meant to characterize 

Beverly Hills as irrational in the public discourse. By doing this, Metro could continue to 

claim that they had adhered to the rational planning model and sufficiently analyzed all 

alternatives, but Beverly Hills was simply being unreasonable. These claims made by 

Metro about Beverly Hills are supportive of hard public choice theory. According to 

Altshuler and Luberoff, hard public choice theory “portrays a world in which narrowly 
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self-interested individuals, acting quite rationally from their own perspectives, tend to 

produce collectively irrational outcomes” (Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003, p. 49). 

 

5. Discussion  

 Based on the results derived from the claims analysis and historical narrative 

data, we can deduce that there is a shift towards a more regional approach to 

environmental planning. This marked shift in environmental planning in the 

transportation sector is especially apparent in the treatment of rapid transit 

megaprojects by political leaders and government agencies. Two examples of this 

longitudinal shift in environmental policy and governance are former Congressman 

Henry Waxman and former Los Angeles County Supervisor and Metro Board Member 

Zev Yaroslavsky. Yaroslavsky and Waxman have both been previously discussed in the 

Background and Results: History of the Purple Line Extension sections. Both were 

instrumental in guiding environmental and transportation policy in Los Angeles County 

during the second half of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first 

century. Yaroslavsky and Waxman counted the City of Beverly Hills as within their 

jurisdictions (Elkind, 2014, “ZevYaroslavsky.org/the-third-district”, n.d.). 

Waxman’s Shift 

 As discussed previously in Section 2.2.3, Henry Waxman was pivotal in pushing 

a ban on subway tunneling down Wilshire through Congress in the 1980s after an 

explosion at a Ross store. However, Waxman eventually worked to have the ban 

reversed and came to support the Purple Line Extension, although not Metro’s chosen 
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alignment—at least at first. In April 2012, Waxman wrote a letter to Metro that remained 

considerably neutral, but urged Metro to consider the Constellation Ave. stop. He wrote: 

 I have heard a great deal of concern from the Beverly Hills community about the 

proposed Century City station at Constellation Boulevard, because of the 

possible safety risks involved with tunneling under Beverly Hills High School. The 

City of Beverly Hills and the Beverly Hills Unified School District have 

commissioned independent studies and made a strong case that the route poses 

safety risks and would be less desirable for cost, speed and ridership 

(Cunningham, 2012).  

 Waxman’s comments are representative of a political leader beginning to 

understand that regional level transportation megaprojects like the Red Line or the 

Purple Line Extension are important to support. However, Waxman is clearly still trying 

to assuage the fears of a portion of his constituents. The act of shifting one’s public 

opinion or support of a policy or project is a balancing act, as Waxman clearly knows. 

 By May 2014, Waxman had begun to shift his public opinion towards unequivocal 

support for the Purple Line Extension.  It is important to note that Waxman had 

announced his retirement from Congress in January 2014 and was not seeking 

reelection at the time of his statement (Weisman, 2014). In a press release on the Metro 

website, Waxman commented on the federal funding of the Purple Line Extension: 

 I am pleased to learn that the Department of Transportation has announced a 

Full Funding Grant Agreement for the Purple Line extension. This federal money 

will turn years of planning into a reality, linking Downtown to the Westside and 

LACMA, the La Brea Tar Pits, Restaurant Row, UCLA, and countless other sites.  
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The Purple Line will be a critical transportation alternative, reducing traffic and 

congestion and when finished, will connect Westwood to Union Station in 25 

minutes.   This is an important step towards making this project a reality (Hymon, 

2014). 

 This statement marks Waxman’s shift from being a possible local anti-growth 

NIMBYist to regional environmentalist championing the greater good. Waxman’s 

statement comes during a time where he was no longer seeking reelection and could 

likely be as open as he wanted with his opinions. Nevertheless, this total shift supports 

the idea that political leaders are beginning to move towards a period of accommodation 

and stronger support for regional needs over local wishes.  

Yaroslavsky’s Shift 

 Zev Yaroslavsky has been a vocal supporter of the Purple Line Extension, and 

several of his claims appear in 4.3 Part 3 Results. Yaroslavsky claimed that BHUSD 

was ignoring the facts and acting from a place of hysteria rather than rationality, and 

advocated for Metro and Metro’s studies and reports. However, Yaroslavsky’s support 

of the Purple Line Extension indicates a shift in policy towards supporting Metro as a 

regional planning agency. It also shows a shift in Yaroslavsky’s support of subway 

megaprojects as being for the greater regional good. This opinion is in direct 

contradiction to the opinions Yaroslavsky held in the 1990s. 

 In 1998, Yaroslavsky spearheaded The Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

(MTA) reform and accountability act of 1998, known as Proposition A. Proposition A 

sought to require an “annual independent audit of Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

spending of transportation sales tax revenues, to establish an independent citizens’ 
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oversight committee to monitor such spending, and to prohibit the use of transportation 

sales tax revenues for future subway construction” (“ZevYaroslavsky.org/measures”, 

n.d.).  Proposition A passed, and Yaroslavsky said the victory would “liberate the MTA” 

and end the subway building era (Rabin, 1998). At the time, Yaroslavsky told the Los 

Angeles Times that there were more affordable ways to provide mass transit in Los 

Angeles County than building subways (Rabin, 1998). Proposition A meant that once 

the San Fernando Valley portion of the Red Line was completed in 2000, there would 

be no further construction of subways (Rabin, 1998). Eventually, Measure R’s passage 

in 2008 overrode Proposition A and allowed the use of tax revenue for tunneling. 

 Yaroslavsky’s support of Proposition A implies that he previously held feelings of 

distrust towards Metro and Metro’s ability to act responsibly and economically. 

However, his support of the Purple Line Extension and Metro’s Extension studies and 

reports show that Yaroslavsky began to place more trust in Metro’s capacity to function 

as a responsible regional planning agency. Furthermore, Yaroslavsky’s claims—which 

were made in 2012 while he was still a County Supervisor—show his refusal to give in 

to the demands of BHUSD, which operates within his district. This refusal means that 

Yaroslavsky had begun thinking on a regional level rather than a local level.  

A Shift Towards Regionalism 

 Yaroslavsky and Waxman both reversed long held opinions on how 

transportation planning in Los Angeles should take place, and both made these 

discursive shifts when they were still in office, but no longer seeking reelection. 

Nevertheless, this shift in opinion is aligned with the general view on how environmental 

and transportation planning should take place in Los Angeles County, which can be 
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seen through public and political support for Measures R and M, as well as support for 

ongoing transportation projects. Regional environmentalism—as oppose to locally 

based environmentalism—in the transportation sector was legitimized by the passage of 

Measures R and M. 

 Yaroslavsky and Waxman both appear to recognize the regional value of heavy 

rail rapid transit and shifted their opinions from being based solely on the wishes of their 

jurisdiction towards thinking about what policies and projects provide the greatest 

regional benefit. 

Planning for the Greater Good 

 The discursive shift in environmental planning in the transportation sector shows 

that political leaders—and the public—are beginning to think on a more regional level 

when it comes to planning for the greater good. We can see from the various 

propositions and measures that failed or did not garner major political or academic 

support that regional transportation planning was not popular in the twentieth century. 

Even when officials could agree that a rapid transit system was needed, they could not 

decide where to place it. Discord came from every angle, with officials being upset the 

initial alignment would not go through their district while others were upset that it would.  

How NIMBYism survives and evolves in the era of Greater Good 

 This aforementioned line of reasoning still exists, but it’s shrinking. As noted 

previously by Karen Trapenberg Frick, transportation megaprojects are often complex 

and controversial, so it comes as no surprise that they would apply to the Purple Line 

Extension, a project at the heart of planning for the greater good (Trapenberg Frick, 

2008). The Purple Line Extension serves the greater good because it travels through 
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several different cities, all of which will benefit from the subway, is expected to have 

high ridership, and provides an alternative mode of transportation that Los Angeles 

desperately needs as the population continues to grow. The major controversy 

surrounding the Purple Line Extension has come from one small but vocal community. 

NIMBYism survives because it thrives in the areas of complexity and controversy. 

Complex and controversial projects—like subways—are easy targets for NIMBYism 

because they garner a lot of public and media attention, making it easier to spread the 

NIMBY message and cause projects to be cancelled or amended. 

  Outside the scope of the Purple Line Extension, we can see that NIMBYism has 

also shifted and evolved in some ways from not in my backyard to only if in my 

backyard. This view was seen in the Southeast Los Angeles County Cities who refused 

to support Measure M because the projects would not directly benefit their cities (See 

Section 2.3.2). This coalition took a position in direct opposition to regional 

environmentalism by refusing to support a measure that would fund many projects that 

would benefit the region because the projects weren’t “in their backyards” and wouldn’t 

be for a couple more decades. 

 Both types of arguments represent anti-growth NIMBYism. Opposing a project in 

a community is direct opposition, while opposing a project for not being in a community 

is anti-growth because it prohibits and slows down growth elsewhere that may have 

strong regional benefits. If we are to grow, adapt, and plan for the future, we must 

accommodate and be open to change, particularly on a regional level. Those that 

oppose growth, particularly in the realm of transportation megaprojects that carry great 
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regional environmental benefits are not advocates for the greater good. They are just a 

hindrance to environmental sustainability. 

Why environmental planning should take place on a regional level 
 
 It could be said that we are in a modified era of “Do No Harm”. We are now in an 

era of “Accommodate for the Greater Good. This is exemplified in regional 

environmental and transportation planning where the needs of the greater population 

outweigh the wishes of a local jurisdiction. Environmental planning on the regional scale 

means that we are planning for a much larger population. We must plan and advocate 

for everyone, not just those living within a specific district. Planners, city officials, and 

political leaders must accommodate and sacrifice in order to successfully plan for the 

environment. District or city level planning makes for disharmonious and out of sync 

planning. To truly affect changes in traffic congestion, pollution, and environmental 

hazards, we must work at a regional level.  

 

6. Conclusion 

 The examination of claims from local newspapers allows us to expose the major 

actors involved in a controversy—a common theme in megaproject development—such 

as the Purple Line Extension’s alignment. Through a claims analysis, we are able to 

determine the major actors that impacted the planning and approval process, and show 

how they position themselves and their adversaries in the political and social discourse. 

 The situation between Metro, the City of Beverly Hills, and BHUSD explored in 

this paper is not an out of the ordinary experience. Right now, across the country in 
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Maryland, lawsuits are ongoing over the Environmental Impact Report of another Purple 

Line (Shaver, 2017). 

 The City of Beverly Hills and BHUSD (collectively known as “Beverly Hills”) and 

Metro can all argue that they are acting out of rationalism and in the best interest of the 

greater good. Both sides attempted to legitimize their claims by using aspects of the 

rational planning model—particularly the identification and evaluation of alternatives. 

However, Beverly Hills deviated from the rational planning model when they invoked 

hysteria and public fear to further their cause. Metro did not invoke hysteria and 

attempted to rely on backing science to stay within the guidelines of rational planning as 

best they could. Ultimately, backed by many well-supported studies and the regional 

support ensured by Measure M’s passage, Metro’s regional environmentalism argument 

won out and construction of the Purple Line Extension proceeded. In the past, Los 

Angeles had more of an anti-growth presence, and Beverly Hills would have been able 

to derail Metro’s plans by making enough noise. Noise is not enough anymore. When it 

comes to projects that have regional value—like transportation projects—the greater 

good wins out. 

 The rational planning model has its limitations. If limitations did not exist, Metro 

would have been able to proceed with construction of the Purple Line Extension 

unabated. This case study shows us that even if all the available alternatives are 

examined, the chosen alternative will still be open to criticism by the public or other 

project stakeholders. The rational planning model is better on paper—in a vacuum 

where no outside forces can impede the planning process— than in practice, and is 

best combined with participatory planning. But participatory planning also has 
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limitations. While public input is important, the necessity for compromise by 

stakeholders is as well. Ultimately, the planning agency—like Metro—should be 

responsible for the final decision, but this is not always the case, as we have seen. In 

those instances, the final decision is put in the hands of the court. However, the court is 

not an expert at transportation planning and can only rule on strictly legal matters. But if 

the court rules against the planning agency, the agency could be forced to start 

planning from scratch, costing millions of dollars and years of time wasted. 

 The Wilshire Subway should have been built decades ago. Wilshire has long 

been considered one of the busiest corridors in the nation, and seems to be the perfect 

location for a subway. Furthermore, Wilshire is a vertical downtown, meaning that 

several different, but equally vibrant business districts exist along or adjacent to Wilshire 

Boulevard (Downtown Los Angeles, Koreatown, Century City, Westwood, etc.). 

 However, years of competing political forces have derailed any plans for the 

system. The intended subway—the Red Line—ended up being diverted north towards 

North Hollywood. 

 Ultimately, Los Angeles’ varied built environment and political diversity—normally 

draws to the region—worked against its best interests. It is difficult to build a system that 

passes through multiple jurisdictions with many stakeholders, each who believes they 

know what is best. These circumstances make it difficult for a single agency, such as 

Metro, to plan in such a way that meets the needs of all its constituents. 

 Ultimately, if we are to be successful in planning a transportation system that 

satisfies so many varied interests, we must involve all those interests from the 

beginning, and be willing to make compromises when it comes to alternatives. However, 
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it is more likely that this is not possible, in which case transportation planning agencies 

must work hard to mitigate the impacts of misguided opponents and maintain their 

position of authority and expertise in the political and social discourse. 
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