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Dedsio:l No.. 711.72 " 

3EFORE THE PUBLIC UTILlTlES COMMISSION OF 'rHS STJ,:tE'OF CALIFORHI.o.., 

Application of the COUNTY OF , 
VENTORA to construct a street 
crossing (ALamos Canyon Road) 
over, the Soutbern Pacific Rall­
:oad (Coast Route) west of tl:e' 
'row:l. of S:i.m:i. in the County of 
Ventura. ____________________ .. _'_>O_'_'. __ ~) 

Applicat:!.on No.: '47664 
(Filed June 11,. 1965·;, 
.Amended ,April 27, 1966; 

Further Ame:ldment ':une 1 ~ 1966) 

John W. Wiss1n7,er,. Depu~ District Attorney, 
and Aiien C. ',We~r, for applicant. 

R3ndolph Ka.rr andW4il.t A. Steiger, by Walt A. 
Steiger, for So'.ltbe%n Pe.cific Company, 
protes~t. ' 

James C. Basile, for More1a:Dd Investment' Company, 
interested ~. . 

Uoyd C. Young, for tbeCommission staff. 

'!be County of Ventura. (Couuty) requests authority to 

construct Alamos Canyon Roa.cl, either 'at g:c.a.de or separated, across 

or over the t::aeks of 'the Southern Pac:r.£1c Company (Southern 

Pacific) at a. pofntapproximately one and one-half miles west of 

the town of Simi,. california •. 

Public bearing was ,beld at Ventura on April 27 and 28, 

1966, before Exami:c.erRobe:t :sarnett. The matter was. submitted on 
, " 

the latter date. On JUll€t'i, 1966, applicant filed a petition to 

s<;t aside submission in aceo:!:dallce wicll Rule 75 of the COmmission's 
" , . 

RW.es of Practice .a:o.d P:roc~ux.e. This ;»eti.tion asks that the appli-

cation be amended 'to i:lclude .a request for authorization, to con-

s -e-roet a cxossi:lg .a1: sepa.ra'ted grades as &l al tero..a.teprcposa.1to 

:he o:iz:in.l.! =~st for aUzbor:.tz&-::iOt: to CO:lS't:uet:a aoss~ng o:::c 

" .'. . . " 
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g:ade. M no =eque3~ was ttadc :0:: a hearing to take further evi­
dence, we shall treat the petition as an amendme:lt to the amended 

.?p~liea~ion. 

Appendix "Ail. attached·hereeo, is a diagram of the axe<:. .. 

MorelBlld Investment Company (Morel3:ld) proposes to 

build a residential and light eoa:mercial development on approxi­

I:l3.tely 5,100 acres l~te<l north of the Southern Pacific tracks. 

These tl:ack$. axe in a deep cut just east of . the proposed 

aossing. Los Angeles Aven-.;.c, a s.ta.te highway, is. located <!p­

proximately 300 feet south of the tracks a:ld~ near the point of 

the proposed crossing, parallels the. t:e.cks.. there is no public 

access &om the area of the proposed development to Los Angeles 

Avenue near the proposed crossing but there is a p:ivateg:rade 

crossing at this location; the proposed crossing will provide· 

needed access. Los Angeles Avenue, in this area, is to be 're­

aligned to improve its useful:ness.. Oak· P3%k Road (Crossing . 
. . 

No.. E-430 .. 9), located approximately 1,350 feet west of the pro­

posed crossing) provides access across the Southern Pacific tracks 

from Los Angeles Avenue to a County pm:k north of the tracks. 

Tb.1s road is not suitable for carryf...ng beavy traffic volumes to 

the pl:oposed development. A proposed freeway is to be loeated 

appxoximately 1,500 feet north of the cross:£.ng and sbould .~ 
.' , , 

completed by 1972. 

," 



. Estimated traffic volUl:1e over the proposed crossing is 

shown in a traffic study (Zxb.ibit No.2) as follows.: 

YM::' -
1967 
1970 
1972 I 
197~ 
19SQ!:.1 

. No. of Homes 

so 
500 
600' 
800 

Ultimate Development 

24-hr. 
Vehicular Vol .. 

2eo 
2>000· ... 
2 400 

>380 
5S0' 

II Freeway interchange ~tit:1a.ted 24-hour vo1UI:l2 3>200; 
peak vol\lt:le 550. . 

l/ Freeway inte:changc csttmated 24-hour voluce 4>650; 
peak voluce 750. 

Peak Hour Vol~ 

35 
350 
420: 

75-
100 

Applicant originally propos~d to provide for this traffic 

by const:'Ucting Alamos Carl.yon Road at grade over the Southern 

Pacific tracks. However> applicant is willing to construct a 

crossing at separated gr~des if the Cot::tn.ssion so orders. 

Applicant t s pril:1ary reason for preferring a grade crossing 

r~thcr ~ a grade separation is cost. An engineer testified 

on bc~lf of applicant that the estioated cost. of a grade separation 

is $429 >814; of a grade crossing> $176>llo07. Other factors which 

"h"Cre considered in I:lcld.D.g the choice of a grade crossing were the 

safety c-"q>Crienee of the County with Standz:cd No. S- flashing ligh~ 

aug:ented by gates; the .;:t;lount of vehicles' that would use 'the 

crossing after the freeway was built; and the nuober and. speed of 

t::ain ::J.Ovcr:cnts over the crossirig. 

On cross-cx.m:)'h,ation it was br~ght out that $146;000 

of the cst~ted cost of the grade separation is £04 the real~ 

of Loe: ,Angeles Avenue. However, the County 'WaS goiIlg torealig:;i·. 

los ,Angcl~s Aven'lc rcgerdless of the crossing· at Alamos C3.nyon 
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rea] 19n Los Angeles Avenue the cost would ~ $283:,000. Even this cost 

was cotISiCc.rcd by the -wit:1lees to be excessive. 

Another witness of applicant testified that the grade 

crossing estimate of $176,407 included approximately $95,000 for 

relocation of Los Angeles Avenue, and that the, grade sepaxation 

estimate of $429,814 included some funcls (not itemized) for re­

location of Los. .Angeles Avenue. He added that it was not neces­

sary to -relocate Los. Angeles Avenue if a grade crossing were 

constructed, but that it would be necessary to relocate'Los-Angeles 

Aveuue if a grade separation were cons.t%ucted. At this location, 

in his opinion, the C?st of a grade separation is approximately 

$349,000 more thau the cost of a grade crossing. 

The County is considering closing Oak Park Road... An 

exchange of property with Moreland may be effected.: whereby the 

portion of Oak Pa:rk south of the Southern Pacific tracks would.· be 

exchanged for property north of the traeks.. This exchange would 

remove the need for access to the par,k from Los Angeles- Avenue',": ' 

A new road, north of the tJ::acks, would be built fromtbe park to 

Alamos Canyon Road .. 

The average daily traffic estimates were based solely 

on :residential -occupancy forecasts. No allowance was made for . 
the use of the crossing by construction workers. andmatel;'ia1me.n" 

nor was any allowance made for the use of the- crossing by persons 

tra.veling from Los Angeles Avenue to the proposed freeway, nor 

for service vehicles in the area> such as milk trucks, ma1il:enanee 

trucks, garbage trucks, and police and fire vehicles. 

Southern ?.1.cific's public' project engineer' tes1:ified th~t' 

the :ailroad track p:oposed to' be crossed is, the main line't:ack 
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between Los. Angeles and San Francisco. The:te are four passenger 

t%ain mo~ts and 12 to 16 fl:eight moVeme:l.ts per day over t:he­

proposed o:ossing.. The speed of these trains at this point is 

nom 60 to 65 mph. In 2.dditiou, extra ttai:l.S move ovex this track 

at any time <iuring the day or night. In the witness's opinion, a 

sepaxatiou at grade is the safest construction for this crossing.. 

This witness submitted estimated cost figUres for a grade 

sepa%ation. In bi.s opinion it should not cost more than $50 ,000 

additional to consc:uct a grade separation rather than a exos-sing 

a1: grade; $100,000 add.i.t1ona.l at most. He pointed out that 

a grade separation would save the cost of installing and maintaiUing 
-, 

signals, gate arms, predictors, realignment of ttack, and a drainage 

system. Ee based his estimated cost on his xecent experience ritb 

constxucting similax bridges over Southern. pacific r s Palmoale-

Col ton-San Bernardino line .. 

A staff engineer recommended that a gra.de separation be 

constructed at the proposed o:ossing. Bis recommendation is based 

on the fact that the Southern Pacific main line is iu a deep cut 

(approximately 25· feet) just east of the proposed crossing, which 

will facilitate constxuction, and that such a sepa%ation is prac­

tical, will provide the safest type of o:ossing, and will eliminate . 
dela.ys to. vebiop..ar traffic by movement of long freight trains ~ 

In his opinion, a. grade scpaxation should be built now while the 

~ca is undeveloped rati1er than at a later date when-land a.c­

cr.li.sition and construction costs will be higber., 
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'!he staff witness presented an exhibit which showed the 

to:al cost of building a grade s€:.paraeion to be $237,000 wi'th tlle 

cost to the Coun:y only $130,475. He estimated that the cost to 

the County of a grade crossing would 'be $75,000.: His conclusion. 

was that the CoUl'l1:y would incur additional costs of approximately 

$55,475 by constructing a g=ade separation rather thau a crossing. 

at grade. 

!be wi1:Iless's cost figures are based on applicant's 

cost figu.:es £0% a grade separation,. but eliminating all costs . 

of r~loeation of Los Angeles Avenue. In t!le staff witness's opinio'C., 

all costs relating to the relocation of Los Angeles Avenue were 

impropexly included in estiIx:ated costs of both the grade sepa:ra­

tion, and the g:rade C%ossing,. as. these cos'Cs are not attributable 

to the need for ~e crossing. The witness also s.ssumed that 

Oclc: l'B.1:k Road would be closed and 1:he County thereby woul~ 'be able 

to obtain the benefits of Public Utilities Code Section 1202'.5 (b) 

and of the Grade Sep.a:ation Fund .. 

-6-
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COST OF SEPAlU.'rED GRADES 

Alamos canyon Road. apPJ:oa.ch to sepaxation 
stxucture (1 >000 feet) 

Separation st:ructuJ:e 

Alamos canyon Road - Onsite. cut 
Offsite cut 

Drainage 

10% eontinge.ncies 
Total 
Rounded 

AnRIBU'IABtE SHARES ASSUMING 
AI..I.OCA:rION FROM GR.ADE SEPARAT!ON FUND 
AND CLOSE OF OAK PARK ROAD CROSSING 

Southern Pacific share 

County sbare 

State share 

1/ 

1/ 
13%-

43.51-

43.51. 

$- 21,250 

170,000 

3.>500 
18~OOO' 

.2 3 600': . 

$ 30 ,800 

103,~100 

1033 100 

31. of the 131. represents the estimated savings to Southern 
Pacific from the closing 0: the Oak Park· Road crossing. 
(See Public Utilities Code Seetion l202.5(b}.) . 

TOTAL COST TO COUNTY TO BUILD 
AI.Al10S ~~ON ROAD AT SEPARATED 'GRADES 

G::ade Separation 

Alamos Canyon Road approach to grade separ&tioll 
not allowable iu Grade Separation Fund estimate 

Cffsite Cut work not allowable fn Grade Separation 
Fund es~imate' . 

Io:al Cost 

$-103-,100 

14,875 

123500 
$130,475 

The v~ious est~tcs of constr~c:ion costs to b~ild 

Alamos Ca:l.you Road at sepaxated g:ades that a:e in evidence i:l. 
,', 

this case .ue based 0:0. di.£fe:1D:g assumptions. '!'he County's 
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est~te includessoce costs p:opexly allocable to the xealignment 

of Los Angeles Avenue, and some costs for Al~ canyon Road that 

are not prope:rly allocable to the grade separation. The estiJcate 

of Southe...-n Pacific is based upon a design fo:r an ove:rpass 'that 

is similar to one already built by Southern Pacific which design 

is not neeessarUy of the same type that the County used in ma.k:Lng 

its estimate. Also, the ove:pass xceot:ltrl.ellc.ed by Southern Paci.fic 

has a diffe:re.nt angle of appxoach fxom Los. Angeles Avenue to the 

poi"nt of crossing, the txacks:.. The su:£ estimate is merely an 

extxact from the County ts estimate, with certain factoxs el;m;natecl. 

No pl.a:c.s for au oVe%paSswe:ra submitted at' the hearing, 
, ' 

~exefo:re) ou;e authorization will be subject to' our further ap-. 
p=ov~ of pla:lS to be submitted to the Com:ll:is.s:Lon. 
Findings of Fact 

'Xb.e Commission fi:lds'( that: 

l. Moreland !nvastceutCompany ?ro?o~~ to build a large 
'" 

reside::ltial and commercial de·/elopment north of the Soutber:t 

Pacific main line track approximately o~e and one-half miles west 

of cb.e town of Simi, California. 

2. Access to this development from Los Angeles Avenue south 
. ' 

of the t'rac:k is required near the point wbe:re Alamos Canyon Road 

crosses the traek. 

3. '!he:re are four p~senge.r erain movements and 12 to ·16 

£--:eight movements pe:r day over the proposed cxossiIlg.. The speed 

of these trains at this point is f:rom 60 to 65 mph. In addition-. 

extra tx:ains move ovex this track <1t any e:Lme during the' day or:,' 

night. 

4. Ul~imQ~e ~l7elo?m.ent in this area will caUse mo:te tha:l: 

560 vehicles pe: day to utilize the c:rossing;_ . Prior to u1t:iJ:na.~e, 
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dev~t, and before a proposed freewa.y is Co:lS~ted no:tb 

of the Cl:ossing, ovex .. 2,400 vehicles per day will utilize the 

crossing. 

5. Tbe cost of :eal"igr:ojll8 Los Angeles Avenue sboalc not: be 

included in e:!.t:her the estitD.:lted cost of constructing a grade 

cross!ng or a grade separation. 

6. the additio:al cost of constructfng 3 grade separatio~, 

~b.en eompaxed with the cost 0: construc:ing a crossing at grade" 

is not excess.ive and is commensu:ate with the added benefit:> that 

.. 

a grade separatio:l. will eff~ct. 

7. Public conve::U.e:lee, necessity, and safety req,.ll.xe tlUl't:/. 

t.b.e p:roposed aossing be cOllStructed at separated grades. 

8. Ibis grade separation project will directly resu!t in 

the elll!l;nation of an existing grade aossing at oak P'~k :Road. 

Based on the foregoing findings of fact the ~ion 

concludes that the application should be granted to eonstruet· a 

aossing a~ sepaxated grades ever' the !:racks. of the 50athern 

Pacifie Company. 

ORDER ------
IT IS ORDERED that: 

~. The County of Ven~~a is hereby a~thorized to construct 

c crossing at separ~ted srades ove= the t=ac~ of the Sout:hern 

P~cific Co~p~y ~t ~ pointZ?p=o~tely one ~d one-~~lfmiles 
~est of the town of Simi, ~lifornia. 

2. The County of Ventura shall st:bmit to the Com:nission 

:lp?ropr1a:e plans a:>?roved by the Southern :P,acific CO::1p.:myfor 

t:he CO~truction of said overpass. 
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. 
3. Constxuction and maintenance costs shall be borne in 

Scco%dance with agreements to be entered into between the parties 

and a copy of said executed &gl:eements shall be filed with the 

Commission prior to commencement of construction. Should .the 

parties fail to agree the Commission will apportion the costs by 

fUl:ther order. 

4. 'Ibis authorization shall expire if not exercised within 

tbxee yea:s unless time be extended. Authorization may be revoked 

or mo<l1fied if public convenience, necessity, or safety so- require. 

Tbe effective date of thisorde1' shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at:-___ ~=-~_!"_", caJ.i£ornia, this ~ ~ 
f 

AUGUST day 0, _______ _ 

....... . 

~~~~~~~~~.-~~:~.~'~~~~.~~~~~~;~~. 

,Com'S$1oners 

CO==1~S10:o.er l"reder1ck·:S. R()l<>~tt.. being' 
neec::;::.ru-,lly,cJ>sent... <!1<l. not. p.l.'trtle1J)ato 
;.n 'th~ . <!1!Opo::i:1~10:o. orth1sproee~d\~ 

,,~ • I 
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