Decision No. '781234 | o @QH@BN L
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILHES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Investigation for the purpose of
establishing a list for the year
1971 of railroad grade crossings

of city streets or county roads
moSt urgently in need of _separation
or existing separations in need of
alteration or recomstruction as
contemplated by Section 189 of the
Stxeets and Highways Code.

L4

Case No. 9095
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)
)
)
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%
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| (Appearances are listed in Appendi‘;;, A) o

OPINION

Cn July 28, 1970, the Comiss:ton issued an order
Lnstituting an investigation to establish the 1971 annual prn.or:x.ty
list of railroad grade cross:f.ngs of city streets or county roads
mOST urgently in need of separat:{.on and of exist:’.ng grade separat:.ons |
in need of alteration or reconstruction. Thereafter, such 1:'.st J.S
to be furnished to the Department of Public Works Such 4 1ist
is in conformity with Sections 189-191 of the Streets and. Highways
Code, which provides that the annual budget of the Department of ”
Fublic Works sball include the swm of $5,000,000 for allocations to
grade ceparations or altexations made to existing grade separationo .
The actual allocation of money from State Highway va:’.sion fund,., is

made by the Department of Publi’.c Works and the. California. H:Lghway
Commission. -

Public hearings were held in Los Angeles and San Franc:.scor '4 o

before Examiner Daly and the matter was suomitted on: Octooer 21
1970. |
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Copies of the order institut:‘.ng this mvestigation were B
sexrved upon each city, county and city and county :Ln which there is‘
2 rallroad grade crossing or separation; each railroad corporation,f
the Department of Public Works; the Caliform.a Highway Commiss ion, ‘
the Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District, the League of‘
California Cities: the County Supervisors Association-' and other
pexsons who might have an interest in the proceeding. _

In response to the Order Instituting Investigation, various
Public bodies desiring to nominate crossings or separat:.ons for “

inclusion on the 1971 pr:.ority list filed wu.th the Commiss:’.on the
following information:

For Crossings at Grade
Proposed for Elimination

1. Identif:.cat:.on of crossing, includmg name of - street: or
road, name of railroad and crossing number, ‘.

2. 7Twenty-four-hour vehicular traf f:.c volume count by either
60~ or 30-minute periods. - ‘ . "

3. Number of tram movements for one typu.cal day segregated

> L.e., passenger, through freight or switeh:.ng.
Statement as to delay at crossing,
Type of separation proposed (overpass or underpass).
Preliminary cost estimate of project.

Statement as to the amount of money aveia.able for
construction of the project.

8. Statement as to need for the proposed improvement

For Grade Separations .
Proposed for Alteration

1. Identif:’.cation of erOS'sing, J.ncluding name of street or
zoad, name of railroad and crossing mumber. o
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2. Twenty-four-hour vehicular traffic volume count, by~either
60~ or 30-minute periods. | o .
3. Description of existing separetion’structure;\vithrprinci-
pal dimensions. | o | '
4. Type of alteration proposed.
5. Preliminary cost estimate of project.
6. Statement as to the amount of momey available for
construction of the project. o |
7. Statement as to the need for the proposed improvement. -
During the course of hearing, Exhibit 2 was.introduced by
the Commission staff, Said exhibit considered the nominations and
pertinent data filed pursuant to the Order Instituting Investigationv'
in relation to certain tangible and intangible factors.‘ These |
factors were used for the purpose of comparing the relative import-
ance of one crossing with another in order to ass;gn priorities.
Considered among the tangible factors were traffic, cost, aceidentgdr
state of readiness, impaired clearance and demand. The intangible K:‘
factors considered were potential traffic, position and relation totf‘
city street pattern, relationship to railroad operations, available‘\
alternate routes, accident potential"andrvehiculnr delays} 'Also
considered was elimination of existing grade crosszngs, located at
or within a reascnable distance from the point’ of crossing of the
grade separation as required by Section 1202 5(3) of the Public
Utilities Code, , | o
In addition to the nominationS‘fi’e&:.the'staff7slso' o
nominated several crossings which it felt were in need of separation.
These nominations are included in the list. N L
Representatives of various ci*ies and.counties introduced

evidence in support of their nominations.




In determining the position of the‘gradefcroSSingSwor |

separations nominated, consideration was given-to~the‘availnbility .
of funds for each and consequent ability to commence construction
in 1971 and whether or not an application had been filed'with the
Public Utilities Commissicn. | S B
In order to determine the rclative position of the grade
crossings to be separated, each was ranked according to the factors
enumerated in Exhibit 23 viz., trxaffic factor, cost factor and
accident factor. They were then varied in position.according to
any special conditions such as the intangible factors heretofore
mentioned. In the case of the separations. to-be altered or widened
the factors considered were the constriction to traffic flow3 the
cost of each project and impaired clearances which maY exist.
Because of the carryover of $3~300 000 from the 1970 fund
the year 1971 will have a total fund of $3,300 ,000. The Le:cington ,.
Avenue Crossing (Paramount Blvd. ) in the County of Los Angeles was‘not
included on the 1971 list because an appropriation.was made durum;
1970. The Cooper Road Crossing-was.withdrswn from consideration«at
the request of the City of Oxnard. | o
Considerable public support wns‘given'toithe”ﬁnin'Street”
Crossing in the County of San Bernardino, which was placed in nomina
tion by the Commission staff. This crossing was. necessarily placed
low on the 1971 1list because the County of San Bernardino failed ‘
to support the staff's nomination.
The Commission, after considering all the nominations, ¥
establishes the foliowing priority list for 1971-‘
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PRIORIT!’ LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION FROJECTS OR AI.TERATIONS '

PURSUANT TO SECTION 189mmms AND Hmmms com:

Pl ority:

' Stxeet

_: _ Crossing No.

A-CL.T & AB=62.0
E-U07.7
2-131.1

\OCD?O\\NF‘\A’ N

2"252~9-A

o AE~76.8

+ A=91,0
360-5,2-B
C=264.1
D-75.6-B
g’I-IBoBJ-
T"‘l?o??
L4G0.5
2"1»80.5
E~13.7
B-1I0.9
B-U83.7
B-U83.5

A=l 45 & 2K=1.8-B
DBe9ma

h"‘9o7

B-US9 L

5‘1&0.{"3

B-609.7

2=999,0

A=13,.8

B~500.5
B-L87.4
B~202.8
B-15.2
28-0,7°
2~1001.3
B-U52.3
2-998,1
Eal7.45
B-205.5

’ 3-210-3
2"‘145: 3
2"99 8 -3
2-2L9.1

Fourth Street

223rd Street

Ralston Averme
Winton Averue

El Segundo Blvd,
Larbard Sta. Cr. Sep.
Julian Street

East Third Street
ith Street

Walnut Strect

Mramax Road
Covell. Blvd.
28th Street
L7th Street
Ashby Road

- Canal Blvd,

Valley Blvd.

& Santa Anfita Ave.
Pickering Avenue
Culver Drive
MdIbrae Avenue

Blue Gum Avenuve
Mlssion Road
& Griffin Avenue

23rd Street |
Adeldne Street
Frultvale Avenue

Hollyweod, Way

Sir Franeis Drake Blvd.

Monroe Street
Belment Avenue
Cutting Boulevard

Hacienda Boulevard
Fremont Averme
MeKinley Avonuve

Broadway
Rialto Avenue

" Shields Avenue

Roscoe Blvd.
Tulare Street

 Auzerads Street -
"Twlare Streot

Chestrut Avenue
Main Street
Tresno Street
Edelweizs Street

T - Ageney

San Franciaco o
Los’ Angelos County"
‘Belmont =
Haywaxrd -

Los Angeles County
Napa County .

San Jose

Omard

Riverside
Pasadena

San. Dlego.
Davis -
Sacramento

San Diego o
Shasta County
San Joaquin County
El Monte

Tremont :
Orange County
M{1lbrae

Stanislaus County
Los Angeles

Richmond
Qakland
Qakland
Burbanic
Laxkspur
Indio
Frosno .
Richmond

Industry
Alhambra.
Fresno -
Burlingame -
San. Bernardino
Frespo '

Los Angeles.
Fresno -

San Joso
Fresno

Fresno County C
San'Bemardino'Co., ‘
Fresno .. ‘
San Diego

* teration projects for e:dsting separation. stmc‘bures. , o

S Staft Nm:mation.
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IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The Secrestary shall furnxsh a full true axxd ‘correct coPY B
of this decision and order to the State Department of Public Works ‘
2. The agencies named for the f:f.rst 20 crossings sPecif:.ed
in the 1971 Priority List shall file with this Commission scatus
xeports of theilr respective proj ects by Apr:i.l 15, 19‘71

The effective date of this order shall be the date hereoz:.‘ :

Dated at Sap Froncisco Lalify ia, th:!’.s o?.Z - '7 ?
day of CECENMBER , 1970, ‘ | |




APPENDIX A
LIST OF APPEARANCES

RESPONDENIS: Joseph G. Peatman, Attorney at Law, for the County of
Napa; Edwin 8. Louls, for the City of San Jose; Diug".lc_a_s_%
Cruickshank, for the City of Hayward; Herman H. Beneke, foxr the
City and County of San Francisco; Laurence W. Milnes, for the
City of 'Fremont; Ralph Mohagen, for the City of Richmond;

John F. Varozza, For the City of Sacramento; Fred Kendall, for

the City of Davis; Gordon Tillson, Edward Vallerga, James
Duchaine and Neal Marfic, Zor the City of Beimont; Valentine F.
Padovan, for the City of Mlllbrae; Richard W. Curry, for the
County of Shasta; James Martinek, for the City of Riverside;

Clement A. Plecarpo, Zor the County of San Joaquin; David J.
m%—-—-—-’ Attorney at Law, for the City of Indio; William ¥.

e ., Attorney at law, for the City of Sam Diegos;
Robert D. Thorson, for the City of Oxmard; Harold S. lentz

ttorney at Law, for Southern Pacific Transportation Company;
L. E. Corkill, for the City of Los Angeles.

INIERESTED PARTIES: Allen L. Ringler, for Eesperia Fire District;
J. O. E. Evmons, for desperia Chambexr of Commerce; Howard A.
rmichael, for Hesperia School Districty David H. Fredexickson
and William E. Sherwood, for State of California Departmemt Of
Publice orks; Steven H. Rodda and Malcolm Barrett, Attorneys at
Law, for San Francisco Bay Area Rapid iramsit District. .

FOR COMMISSION STAFF: M. E. Getchel and Ronald I. Hollis, -




