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Decision No. 66484 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTIL!TIES COMMISSION OF THE STArE OF CALIFORN~ 

InvestigBtion for the pu~pose of ) 
establishing a list for the yca~ 1964 ~ 
of railroad grade cl:ossings of city 
s~rccts or county r03ds most urgently 
in nC0d of sepa:ation, or existing ) 
separations in need of alteration or ) 
=econstruction as contemplated by ) 
Section 189 of the Streets and 
I-!igh",v'ays Code .. 

Case No. 7683 

John MBcDon~ld Smith and James J. Trabuco, fOl: 
Southern Pacific Company, Pac~£ic Blectric Railway) 
NCl:thwestern Pacific Railroad Company, Petaluma & 
San~a Rosa Railroad, Visalia Electric Railway, 
Rolton Inter-Urban Railroad Company, and San Diego 
& Arizona Eastern; Wilbu~ L. Seabrid8c~ for The 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fc Railway CompRny; 
William B. Burge and Charles W. Sullivan, fot' 
City of 10s Angeles; ~~rren P. i~:sclen and Georse 
D. Moe, for Department ot ?ublic Works, State ot 
California; Ed Wall~ch2 Jr.) for City of 
Mor-tcbello; R. G. Spencer, fo~ City 0= Pas~dcna; 
John T. Comer, tor vnion Pacific Railroad Com?s~y; 
Graham k. Mitchell, fo: Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers; RonalCl:L. Schneider, for County of Los 
An~eles; RObert L. ~~ite, for City of Bu:bank; 
~j_lism v. ~llis, tor California Legislative Boa~d -
BLF&E; Bailey F. Kerr, for La Pucnta-Industry 
Cha~ber of COD%acrcc; William H. Longmire, for City 
of San C~~los; D~nie: J. Higgins, for County of 
Placer; Richard H. Pratt~ for C~ty of Mountain Vie~; 
Th~odore J. George, for county of Yuba; Harold 
Berliner, for County of Nevada; Thomas c. ~nne, 
zor City of Salinas; A. P. H~ann, for City of Sen 
Jose; V~rvin C. Haun, tor county of S~nt3 Clara; 
Donald 1. ~oilara) for City of Fresno; and James 
B. Turtle:, to: City of Albany, interested partlesA 

Rob~rt Gibson Johnson and William E. Joh~ston, for 
Anvil Burld~Dg Mat~rial Compgny, Merritt L~bcr 
Co~pany) Northridge Lcmb~r Company, Terry Lumber 
C~~any, and Ulmcrts Pcp~er Tree Rcst~urant; 
faul McC~nn, for Valley-Wide tetter Govcrr~ent 
Committee; Townsor. T. MacLaren, ~or Northridge 
Chambe'!' of Commerce, pro"tcstants to the Reseda 
Crossing. 

Eobg;t c. ~~rks, for the Commission st~ff. 

o PIN ION -------------
By its order dated August 22~ 1963, the Commission 

instituted an invest~gation fo~ the purpose of cstsblish1=g and 
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furnishing to the Depart~cnt of Public Works an annual priority list 

~f grade crossings requiring separ~tion and of existing s~parBtions 

requiring alteration 0: reconstruction. 

Public hea~ings were held befo:e EX$miner Daly in Los 

Angeles and San Francisco and the matter was submitted on 

October 30, 1963. 

Ir. conformity with Sections 189-191 of the Streets and 

Hi8n~~ays Code, which provide that the annual budget of the Department 

of Public Works shall include the sum of $5)000,000 for ~llocation to 

g:adc separations or 3lterations m~ce ~o cxistir.g grade separations, 

it is the function of the Public Utilities COil'lIIlission to fu.rcish a 

priority list to the Dep3rtme~t of Public Works. Upon receipt of the 

list the Depa:tment of Public Works aod the Califo:nia Highw~y 

Comm~ssion allocate the money. 

Copies of the order instituting this investigation were 

serv~d upon eoch city, county, and city ~nd county in which there is 

~ ~ailroad grade crossing or sepnration; each railroac corpor~tion; 

~hc Dcpartm~nt of Public Works; the California Highway Commission; 

~he G=oater Bake=sfield Separation of Gr~de District; the League of 

Celiforr.i~ Cit!es; the County S~pe=v!sors Association; and other 

persons wh~ mi~1t have an interest in the proceedi~g4 

In r~sponse to t~e Order Instituting Investigation various 

public bodies desiring to nomin~te crossings or sep~ra:ions for 

inclusion on the 1964 priority list filed with the Commission the 

following information: 

For Crossings at Grade Proposed for Elimination 

1. :dentification of crossing, including name of street or 

roao, Dace of rei1road and c~ossin8 number. 

2. Twenty-four hour vehicular traffic volume count, by eitae~ 

60- or SO-minute periods. 
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3. Number of train movements for one typical day segregated by 

type, i.e., p~ssenger, through freight, or switching. 

l:.. Type of scp'::l:ation proposed (OVC:l:P.!ISS or undcrpJlss) • 

5. ?relimi~ary cost estimate of p:oject. 

6. S~atemcnt as to the ~mount of money available for 

construction of the proj~ct. 

7. Statement 3S to the need for the proposed improvem¢nt. 

For Gracie Separations PrC\E,0sed for Alteration 

1.. Identific.:tion of CT.'ossiDg) 1noludlIls llmte of street or 

2. Twency-fou~ hour v~hic~lar traffic volume count, by ei~her 

60- or 30-minuee periods. 

3. Description of existing sepa:ation st:cuc~u,:e" with 

~rincip81 dimensions. 

4. Type of alteration propooed. 

5. Preliminary cost estimate of p=ojcc~. 

G. Statement as to the amount of money available for 

const=uction of the project. 

7. Statement as to the need for the proposed improvement. 

Tne nominations and requested information filed with the 

Comm~ssion were studi~d by ~he staff in re13tioD to certain tangible 

c~d intangible f~c:ors. The results of the study ~ere introduced in 

~viclcnce in the form of Exhibit 1. The exhibit co~p3rcd crossings and 

ns~igned priorities on the basis of the factors considered. The 

tansible f~ctors were traffic, cost, ~ccident, del~y and state of 

~eaoiness. rne intangible factors were potential traffic, posi~ion 

Jnd :-elation to city street pattern) r~lationship to 'X'a1.1roae 

opc=at!ons, &v$ilable alternate routes and accident potential. 

Consideration was also given to the ?ossible elimination of exi~tir.g 

grede crossings, located at or within a reasonable distance from the 

point of c~ossing of the grade separation as required by . 

Section 1202.5(3) of the Public Utilities Code. 
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The staff also included crossings not otherwise nominated 

~~hich it felt were in need of scparatio~. 1110SC not sponsored by the 

public oodies concerned will not be included in the list because it 

is the opinion of the Commission that unless the ,ublic agency 

i~volved urges the particulor nomination the=e is little likelihood 

that the project could be financed and construction co~enced within 

the priority year. 

Du:ing the course of hearing those nominating cro3sings 

introduced evidence in support of their nominotions.. To a great 

extent the showi~gs constituted a brief summarization of the informa

tion and data previously filed with the Commission and reflected by 

the staff in Exhibit 1. 

Emphasis was placed upon the t~c within which financing of 

~ nomination could be accomplished and construction commenced.. The 

Cocmission) ir. establishing a list, is required by law to take into 

cons~Geration :he possibility of financing and construction. As a 

result many crossings nominated and sponsored by a public body will 

not be placed upon the list or will be placed low upon the list where 

tee record indicates that construction will not eommence within the 

ye.::Jr 1964. 

Protests were made to the nomination of Rese~ Boulevard in 

the City of Los Angclc5.. With the exception of the Northridge Cham'be:::

of Commerce and the Valley-Wide 3etter Government Committee, the 

protests cone~rn t~e interests of individuals whose prope~ty would be 

affected by the co~struction of a separatior.. Tlle prote$~s a:e not 

germane to this proceednng. In ::he event a crossing shoulcl pl.9cc h:tgh 

on the p~iority list~ constr~c~ion cannot commence until Q fo~al 

,:tpplication is f.ilec! .~it:h the COtmIlission and it is determined tb.at 

public safety requires the separation. At such time protests may be 

cnte~cd and eviclence in support thereof will be considered by the 

CommiSSion. TI1e City of Los ~~seles presently has on file with the 
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Commission Application No. 45808, whiCh requests authority to 

construct a separation at Reseda Boulevard. It is suggested that the 

protestants herein make their appearance and showing in said 

proceedi'Og. 

The Commission, after considering all of the nominations, 

establishes the following priority list for 1964: 

PRIORITY LIST OF CRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
FOR THE YEAR 1964 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 189 OF THE STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE 

Priority Crossing 
No. No. (s) Street AAen9: RR 

1* (A-222.63-B Floriston Rd. Nevada County SP 
(A-222.66-B 

2 A-10.61 Buchanan St. Albany SP 
3 E--ll8.9 Alisal St. Salinas SP 
l.l E-51.7 Hillsdale Ave. San Jose sP 
s L-lL3.3 Ki£er Rd. Santa Clara. County SP 

6* 6RA-ll.73-A Western Ave. los Angeles ,County PE 
7* E-47.1-B Park Avo. San J03fJ S1' 
a 2-13l.l Wa.lnut St. P8.Sadell4 .AX&SF 
9 2-J14.S Downey Rd. Los Angeles County AT&SF 

lO L-~l.8 SunnyOQks Ave. s-mta ClJu"a County SF 

U* 6T-55.07-E Rancho Ave. San 13ernudino FE 
12 E-449.e Reseaa. Blva.- Los Angeles S1' 

Parthenia. St. 
13 (D-12.2 77th Avo. Oakland. \..IP&SP 

(4-l2.2 
14 B-502.4 Anaheim-Puente Rd. I,c" Angeles County SP 
15 2-149-5 Creen'Jood Ave. Montebello AT&EF 

16 C-2$8.0 South St. Redd1ng :'7 3-19.9 SF 

18* B-20'.4-B 
Anaheim-Puente Rd. Los Angele~ County UP 
Fresno St. Fresno SP 19 CC-JJ9.3 N. Beale Rd. Yuba County SF 

20 
(c-.139.0 Hammonton Rd. 
2-887.6 "'F" St. Gr. Bakersfield. Sep. AT&SF 

21 E-36.8 ot Grade District 
Whisman Rd. Mt .. VieW' & Santa SP 

22 C-ll3.2 Pleasant Grove Rd. 
Clara County 

Pl.acer Cou."lty SP 23 A-lS.6 Kearny St. Richmond SP 24 E-23.2 Holly St. San Carlos SP 2$ A-l4.$ 23rd. St. Richmond. SP 
26 E-22.0 Ralston Ave. Belmont SP 27 A-13.8 Cutting Blvd. Richmond SP 28* 2-2$2.9-A Miramar Rd. S:m Diego AT &SF 29 E-lJ.60.8 HollywoOd. Way Burbank SP 30 D-S.9 AdeJ.ine St. Oakland SP 
31 B-3l2.3 Union Ave .. Gr .. Bakersfield Sep. SF 

32 A-99~9 
of Grade District 

Wo.lerga Ra. Sacramento County SP 33 4-9.7 Fruitvale Ave. Oakltmd WP 34 2-24.9.1 Edel .... eis5 St. San Diego AT&SF 

*Alteration projects for existing separation structures 
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ORDER 
~-~.--

IT IS ORDERED that the Secretary shall furnish a full~ true 

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

of Public Works. 

The effective date of this order shall be the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ ~_' _Jj_n_"_c_I"llCO ____ , California, this 
aECEMBER day of ____________ , 196.3. 


