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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAIIF&RNIA

Investigation for the purpose of )
establishing a list for the year )
1959 of railroad grade crossings )
of city streets or county roads )
most uwrgently in need of separa~ )
tion, as contemplated by Section )
183 of the Streets and Highways g
Code.

Case No. 6161

Herold W. Kennedy, by Ronald L. Schneider, for
County of Los Angeles lhomas E. selman, for
City of Indio; Marshall W, Julism, Zor City of
San Fermando; William E. Roe, for City of Paso
Robles; Cla¥gon W. Paige, for City of Burbank;
John C. Keefe, foxr City of San Brumo; Bartl
W. Cavanaugh, for City of Sacramento; Freaerick

. _Sharp, ror City of Pomona; Roland S. WoodruZif,
Qo

r Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade
District; Rex R. Mull, for County of Kern;

Ha B. Kecbaugh, for City of Sen. Gabriel;
§5§crt'f. Jatfe ond Robley Morgan, for Sity of
Santa Clara; John T. O Halloran, for City of
Mountain View; respondents.

G. R. Mitchell, for Brotherhood of Locomotive
ngineers; chomas J. Woods, for Joseph Schlitz
Brewing Co.; C. W. Doolan , for The Western
Pacific RR Co.; F. G. rman, for Uniom Pacific
Railroad Co.; Joseph H. Cummins, for The Atchison,
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. CO.; Louis A. Gretz, for
Southeast Industrial Area Association Inc.;
Roger Arnebexzh, Alan G. Campbell and T. M. Chubb,
for City ot Los Angeles; Haroia S. Tents and E. D.
Yeomans, for Pacific Electric Co.; Harold S. Lentz
an ndolrh Karx, for Southernm Pacific Co.,
Nortnwestexn Pacific Railroad Co., San Diego &
Arizona Easterm, Petaluma & Santa Rosa, Central
Pacific Railroad, Sunset Railway, Holton Inter-urban
Ry. Co., and Visalia Eleectric; George D. Moe and
Warren P. Marsden, for State of California epartment
OL rublic wWorks; H. Cushman Dow, for The Western
Pacific Railroad Co.; Leonard M. Wickliffe, for
California State LegisTative Committee, Order of
Railway Conductoxs and Brakemen; interested parties.

Elmer Sjostrom, for the Commissicun's staff.

OPINION
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Sections 189-191 of the Streets and Highways Code provide

that the annual budget of the Department of Public Works sball include
. . '
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the sum of $5,000,000 to be set aside for allocations to grade
separation projeéts and that said allocations shall be made for one~
half the estimated cost of a project after deducting therefrom any
contribution by the railroad involved. This Commission is assigned
the responsibility of furnishing the Department of Public Works 3
priority list from which allocations are made., The allocstion of
money is made by the Department of Public Works and the Califormia
Highway Commission. Allocations méy not exceed $5,000;000 in any
fiscal year.

This proceeding is an investigation upon the Commission's
own motion to establish and furﬁish to the Department of Public Works
the second annuel prioxity list setting forth the crossings at grade
in the state which are most urgently in need of separation.

Duly noticed public hearings were held in this matter
before Examiner Donald B. Jarvis In Los Angeles on October 27, 28 and
29, and in San Francisco on October 30 and November 1 and 2, 1958.

The order inmstituting this investigation was served upon
each ¢ity, county, and c¢ity and county in which there is a railroad

grade crossing; each railroad coxrporation; the Department of Public

Works; the Californisa Highway Commission; the Greater Bakersfield

Separation of Grade District; the League of California Cities; the
County Supervisors Association; and other persons who might have
an interest iz the proceedings.

The Order Instituting Investigation requested that public
bodies desiring to 'nominate’’ crossings furnish the Commission with
the following inforxmation:

1. 1Identification of crossing, including name of

street or road, name of railroad, and ¢rossing
number.

Twenty=£our~hour vehicular trafiic volume count.

Twenty-four-hour train count.
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4. Type of separation proposed (overpass or undexpass).
5. Cost estimate of project, if available.

6. Statement as to the amount of momey available for
construction of the project.

7. Statement as to need £or the proposed improvement.

“Nominations" were received until the matter was submitted
after the public hearings.

At the hearings the Commission staff nominated 12 crossings,
not othexwise nominated, which were deemed to be in need of grade

separations. These crossings were as follows:

City of Alhanmbra B=~487.4 Fremont Avenue
B~438.5 Atlantic Boulevard

City of Fresmo 2-998.3 Fresno Street

City of Los Angeles 2-143.29=-C Santa Fe Avenue
3~1.5-C

Merced County 2-1062.7 Buhock Road

‘Sacramento County A-96.2 Grand Avemue

City of San Bruno E~-11.1 San Mateo and
E~11.0 San Bruno Avenues

San Diego County 2-237.8 San Marcos Road
2~241.8 Plaza Street

City of San Mateo E-17.9 & 3rd and 4th Avenues
3-18-0

City of Vernon 2-144.5 Dovwney Road

Yolo County Argg.z to Vicinity of Broderick
A- -

The public bodies affected did not come forward to prosecute
these staff nominations. It should be noted, howevér, that the
City of Los Angeles, in this proceeding, did vigorously prosecute
nominations other thanm the one submitted by the staff and that a
representatiﬁe of the City of San Bruno appeared and acknowledged to
this Commission the great need for a grade separation at the crossing
in question but stated that the city did not have the zoney to finance
its share of the proposed project. The Southwest Industrial Area

Association, Inc., appeared as an interested party and supported
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the staff nomination in the City of Vermon, but the city itself did
not gppear. The representative of the Industrial Association asked
that the Commission staff attempt to arrange a meeting between all
interested parties with a view to formulating plans to provide a
grade separation for the crossing. The Brotherhood of Locomotive
Enginecers and the Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen appeared
as interested parties and supported various nominatioﬁs. The
Brotherhood made certain nominations which were not prosecuted by
the public bodies involved. The cities of Oakland, Richmond, s
San Fernando and San Gabriel filed nominations but each of these
cities represented to the Commission that it would be unable to under-
take the proposed separation during 1959.

Section 189 of the Streets and Highways Code provides in part
that: ‘The [Public Utilities/ Commission shall include in its listing
only such crossings which in its judgment are most urgently in need

of separation, taking into consideration the possibility of financing

the same under the provisions of this code.” (Emphasis sdded.) This

Comission is of the opinion that there is no reasonable probability
that any of the nominations referred to in the preceding paragraph
could be financed during 1959 by the local public agency involved
and none of them has been included in the second anmual priority list.
The record discloses that during 1958 the Highway Commission
did not allocate all of the $5,000,000 appropriated by the iegislatuze
for grade separation projects. The sum of $4,174,765.31 was allocated
while $825,234.69 reverted to the State Highway Fund, Foux public
bodies were denied allocations on the ground that they had not satisfied
various legal requirements as interpreted by the Highway Commission.
These four public bodies, together with other public bodies which

had crossings imcluded in the first smmual priority list, bave, in
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this proceeding, renominated said crossings. Under the law, there is
no carryover from a previous priority list. This Commission must,
each year, determine anew the order of priority amomng the nominatioas
before it. No preference is given a nomination because it was on a
prioxr priority list. Each nomination must stand upon its own merits.

This Commission utilized five major factors in determining
priority among the nominations. These factors were:

1, accident potential.

2. traffic potential, vehicular and rail.

3. 2 economic benefit to be derived.

4. cost of a project.

5. The state of financial readimess of the local
governmental agency concerned.

Accldent potential, together with financial readiness, was
a strong factor im the determination of the second anmual prioxity
list. However, there were many crossings nominated in this proceeding
which did not have critical accident faectorxs. In considering these
crossings, the other major factors had more importance with respect to
determining priority. It is anticipated that over the course of
the next few years the crossings with extremely high accident
potenticls will be xreplaced with separations. As this is accomplished
the other major factors will assume more relative importance and
there will be added to said factors additionzl omes, including
vehiculaxr delay costs.

Each of the nominations presented to this Commission in the
proceeding has mexit. This Commission has carefully considered all
of the nominations and bas established the priority list which
follows. This list, in referring to the various projects, in each

instance dincludes a reference to ome or more grade crossings to be

eliminated. This eliminatipn is a vital and necessa:y part of the
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project and if it should be excluded such project would automaticslly

no longer be on the list.

Priority
K0a

JURSUANT TO SECTLCN 7189 OF

PRIGRITY LIST OF GRADE SHPRALION
PROTECTS FOR THE THEAR OF 1959

g o
tx)

STREVTS AxD PIGH 'AYS CODE

Cronsing
Molz),

1
2

B=3lhek
3=213.5

7 2-1121.35

4=l 050
JAS TR N o2
D=7, %~C
2-1121.3
4=93.95=C
/=93.9-C
Da0l.26.C

Belde3

22249
£-136.0
TCed3
=028
=2.23
B340
5—[.60 -
B.513.9
3=3L.5
3=514.0
3-31.7

DA-6.7

Bal50.2

B207.7
2n995.8

5-E10.9

Strect or Streets

(evisting cromsings Street
o o aliaineesd) (camacation)

iit. Vernon Ave.

Ieloy St.

S0. Conter St. )
So. Center 5t. )
So. Contor 3¢, )
S¢. Contor St. g
So0. EL Dorado St.
S0. 21 Dorrdo 5t.)
S50. Il Dorndo St.)
So. T Dorado St.)

Brekaw Rd.
Tuenty-Sixth St.
Sutterville Rd.
Tourth St.

Nevr Fourth St.
Jordu~ Alley
San Antonio Rd.
Hellywood Jxy
White Ave
White Ave.
Robecen S¢.
Rebecca Ste

San Jodro St.

wOOdm;‘m AVG’ -

Jenson Ave.
Jensen Ave.

Jackaon St

+%. Vernon Ave.

Bonle Ave.

So. Corter S¢.
50.51 Dorndo St.
(twin ovarpnss)

Do Lalruz Blfvd..

24th Strect
Sutterville 4.

fourth St.

San Artontio RA.
iiollyrrood Yoy

Jhite Ave.

nrketaColemun
Corm.

Hoodman Ave.

Jenzen Ave.

Locsl
Acengy
Comty of farm

Crenter Baxorsfield
Sop. of Grade Dlst.

City of Stociton

City of Santa Clora
City of Paso Robles

City of Smera~ento

City of San Froncisco

City of vt. Tiow

City of burbank

City of Pomomn

Citr of San Jose

City of Loz Angeles '

Ly of Fraswo

City of Indio
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Street or Streets

Crosaing (existing crossings Stroot
o). .&QJzaslhmum&AEL. {aeparation)

2=P07.35 Chestor ve. Chastor Ave.

B-502.4 Anshein-Puente Rond  Anaheim-Puente

(~20).7 XKusel Road Xusel Road

B=420.7 Anpeles Torest Buy.  Angeles Forest
Awy.

woce),

Agepey

Creater Bakers{ield
Sep. of Grade Dist.

County of Los ingeles

County of Butte
County of Los Anpeles

A=l0.67 ‘ Buchanny Strect Buchapan Streot City of AQlbany

The Commission having on its own motion instituted the
above investigation, public bearings having been held and the Compis-

sion being fully advised,

IT IS ORDERED that the Secretary furmish a full, true and

coxrect copy of this decision and order to the State Department of

Public Works.

The effective date of this decision and order shall be the

date herecof.

. : r
,gif
Dated at Son Tranciseo » California, this 3/

day of 2;}E4~adhﬂzdiwu/’ > 195_21,




