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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STA'IE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
the City of Ontario, a M.unicipal ) 
Corporation of the State of California, 
to construct a public street across the 
Southern Pacific Company Railroad tight 

Application No. 48210 
(Filed 3anuary 26) 1966) 

of Wa.y at Grove Avenue. 

Kenneth G. Ziebarth, Jr., 
for applicant. 

William E. Still, for 
SOuthern Pacific Company, 
protestant • 

.John P. Uklej a, for the 
commission staff. 

OPINION ....... ----- .... --. 

City of Ontario seeks authority to extend Grove Avenue, 

a public street in the city of Ontario, across the Southern Pacific 

Company railroad. Attac:hedhereto and marked Appendix A is a 

diagram showing the adjo:ining streets and other railroad ,cross1.ngs 

in the area. 

PUblic heartcg was held before Examiner DeWOlf at 

Ontarlo, California, on August 4, 1966, at which time the matter 

was submitted subject to the filing of concurrent briefs, siDCe 

received. 

The application describes the proposed crossing by metes 

and bounds and alleges public necessity for the crossing due 

to recent tremendous growth and that the nearest crossing on the 

east is 2.02 miles distant. The applica.tion alleges that a grade 

separation is not economically feasible at this time and proposes 
. ~~.- --- ,,-
•• ~. j ',_ .. 4 ,~ I j 

protection of the. erossirlg by two SeanCLBrd. No. 8 flasbing lights 
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supplemented by automatic crossing gates, with advance warning 

signs And p~vement markings. Topography location and street 

profile maps are attached :0 the application, and a portion of the 

location map sho~~ng the streets surrounding this proposed 

crossing has been reproduced in part and is attached hereto and 

marked Appendix A. 

Twelve wi~nesses testified for the applicant and favored 

the application, and su:teen ex~ibits were received irt evidence. 

Four of the witnesses were the ~yors of fou~ adjDining cities in 

the area, others were the fire chief of the Ci:y of Ontario, city 

engineers frcm tl1ree ci~ies) rc?rcsent~tive$ of engineering and 

planning from th:ce cities, representatives from two industrial 

plants and the O~tario airport, and managers of the Chamber of 

Commerce and the Real Estate Board of Ontario. 

~b1ts + through 4 are resolutions ot :ne C4~4es or 

Ontario, Chi:no) Montclair and Upland. Exb.ibit 5 is a ma.p of 

Ontario west cad ge:lera.l plan of the San Be:c:lArdino County Planning 

Departme~t. Exhibit 6 is a resolution of the Ontario Planning 

Comm:Lssion. Exhibit 7 is a master pLm of streets and highways of 

the city of Ontario. E.~i.bit 8 is a sr-:ph showing present and 

projected passengers at OntArio Internat1o~al )~rport. Exhibit 9 

is a layout pls.:l for the Ontario Interttational Airport. E:xbib1ts 10 

and 11 are resolutions from the Ontario Chamber of Commerce and the 

Industrial Committee of the Ontati~-UpLmd Boa.rd of Real Estate 

Brokers.. Exhibit 12 is an Ontario street plat, and Exaibits 13, 14 

and lS are traffic flow charcs and a vicinity plat fo~ the city of 

Ontario, and Exhibit 16 ;is a. street 'plat submitted to the California. 
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Highway COmmission. The evidence of the witnesses for applicant 

described the rapidly increasing development and traffic in this area, 

due to building construction at Ontario Intern~tional Airport, a new 

industrial park sou:h of the Union ?~cific railroad, and a proposed 

automobile race course to be constructed northeast of the airport. 

All of the wit~essc~ testified to increasing traffic congestion at 

the ra11r~ad crossinss to the west of Grove Avenue and to the need of 

an additional rail=oed erossine at this proposed point. Other new 

construction was also desc=ib~cl) such as the proposed Pocona Freeway 

in the southern part of the City 0: Ontario. The engineers and 

witnesses for the City of Cnta=io testified to the imQedi~te need 

of a crossing at G::-ove AVC:!.'lC to :ll::'evia:e the traffic congestion at 

the other crossings in Ontario, and further tC$ti£ied that a grade 

separation was cot economically fe~sible at this time due to its cost 

estimated to exceed no less than ten times the amount of a crossing 

at grade. The witnesses also testified that the three other crossings 

to the west of Grove have a higher p=iority for erade separation than 

Grove Avenue and should be considered for grade seperations before 

money is expended for a separ~tion at this poi~t. 

The Southern Pacific Compeny opposed the application on the 

ground that Gro'\"e Avenue should not be opc~ed as ,11 p1.:.blic crossing 

except as a grade separation. ~qO witnesses testified for the rail­

roed but had mcde no study of the crossing to determine whether a 

grade or separated crossing was indicated. A wi~ness testified that 

no opinion wes rendered or eould be rendered as to whether an over­

pass or underpass could be const~~ctcd at this location because no 

study thereof has been made. An engineer for the railroad testified 
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that a minimum. cos t type of separation would serve this area for a 

limited ttme, and that any delay in its construction could result in 

tremendously increased cost caused by access problems or changes in 

airport requirements. The 'Witness for the railroad opposed the 

construction of a crossing at grade, and stated that opening a 

crossing at grade ~oJ'ould cause ~ traffic si~.18.tion making later 

construction of a grade separation difficult because of a marked 

increase in future costs. The witness also testified that the 

Southern Pacific Company operates forty to fifty trains per day with 

speeds up to 65 miles per hour at this crossing. 

the Public Utilities Commission staff did not offer any 

evidence, but the staff representative stated that if a crossing is 

built at this location it should be a grade separatio~, and monies 

spent to improve Grove Avenue should be invested in a separation 

before the area is fully developed. He recommended that the applica­

tion be denied. 

Analysis of :he evidence indicates that the city proposes 

to construct Grove Avenue as a major north-south street from city 

l~it to city limit. The right-of-way will be from 88 to 100 feet in 

width, ::lnd the city's wiene5s indicated that the street when fully 

developed will carry some 16,000 vehicles daily at the point of 

crossing and will be the third most important north-south street in 

the city. The testimony further indicated, however, that before Grove 

Avenue can perZo,rm its ultimate plan to function, it will be necessary 

for the City of Ontario to improve the grade crosstng of the Union 

Pacific Railroad about one-half mile south of the proposed Southern 
1/ 

Pacific crossing,- to extend Grove Avenue through the John Galvin Park 

and to widen and pave Grove Avenue at various points along its route, 

17 - Ihe commiSsion takes notice of a filing by the city of ontario, 
under General Order No. 88, on Feb. 7, 1967, for authority to 
tmprove the Grove Avenue grade crOSSing over the tracks of the 
Union Pacific Railroad, Crossing No. 3-39.0. 
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A. 48210 HJH * 

which widening will require acquisition of some additional property 

and right-of-way. It, therefore, appears that the application is 

premature at the present time. 

The C~ission concludes that Application No. 48210 should 

be denied without prejudice to the filing by the City of Ontario 

of a petition to re-open the proceeding when the work outlined in 

the paragraph above has been budgeted or completed. 

ORDER ..... _,."..--

IT IS ORDERED that A?p1ication No. 48210 is denied 

without prejudice. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 
San Fr:l.neiSeo . /'.t<" Dated at ___________ , california, this 1L "C 

day of ___ .-,;..;.AP:...:R.:.:.~ ... l __ 
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