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Decision No. _7.;,..,;8;;;..;;~_:34-.....;;. __ 

BEFORE !'BE PtmLIC UTILITIES COMllISSIONOF TJ:1E 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 fn need of separation~ ) 
or exis1:ing separations in need of ) 
alteration or reconstruction as ) 
contemplated by Sec:t:ion 189 of the ) 
Streets and B1gh't>,ays Code. ) 

------------------------) 

Case No. 9095, 

(Appearances. are listed in Append~ A) 

o PIN I O'N 
---~-- .... --

On July 28 ~ 1970 ~ the Conmds:sion issued an order 

instituting an investiga1:ion to establish the: 1971:' annual prio:c:ity 

list of railroad grade crossings of c.ity streets or county roads 
. " 

most urgently in need of separation and of existinggrade'sepa.rations 

in need of alteration or reconstruction. Thereafter,8uch 1isti8 

to be £urc.ished to the Department· of Public Works. Such a. 11s,t 

is in conformity with Sections 189-191 of the Streets . mdHighwayS' 

Code, which provides that the annual budget of the Department. of ,,' 
"' " 

Public l-1orks shall include the sum of $5,000,000 for alloCations to 

grade c.eparations or alterations made to existing ~ade separations:. 

the ac~l allocation of money from State Hig~1ay Division fUnds: is: 

made by the Department of Pub'lic Works and the, california Highway 

Commission. 

Pu.blic hearings were ,held in Los Angeles and· San Francisco 

before Examiner Daly and ~e Xi:l8.ttcrwas suomittedon' Octo~' 21~ , 
1970. 
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Copies of the order instituting this invest1gationwere, 

served' ,upon each city, county and city and county in which there' is 

a railroad grade crossing or separation; each railroad corporation; 

the Department of Public Works; the Cali.fornia Highway Commission'; 

the Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District,; the Lea~ of 
"'/ .. 

California Cities; the County Supervisors As'sociaeion; and other 

pers.ons who might have an interest in the proceeding. 

In response to the Order Instituting.'Investigation, varioUs 

public bodies deSiring to nominate crossings or separatio~s' f~r 
. .' ~. 

inclusion on the 1971 priority list filed with theCoimDissionthe ' 
. , , ~ 

following information: . 

For Crossings at Grade 
Proposed for Elimination 

1. Identification of crossing, including name of street or 

road, tlatIle of railroad and crossing number. 

2. I'weuty-four-hour vehicular traffic' volume count, by either, 

60- or 30-minute periods. 

3. Number of tra~movements for one typical day segregated . 

by type, i.e., passenger, through fre1ght~ or switching. 

4. Statement as to delay I3.t crossing. 

S. Type of separation proposed (overpass or underpass). 

6. Preliminary cost estimate of project. 

7. Statement as to the amount of money available for· 

construction of the project. 

8. Statement as· to need for the proposed· improvement. 

For Grade Separations 
Proposed for Alteration 

' .. 
.. 
',~ . 

1. Identifi.cation of crossing, including name of street .or 

:road, name of railroad and crosSing nmnber. .' , 

. ..,. ~ ") 
i\ .. . , ...... , 
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2. Twenty-four-hour vehicular traffic volume count, . by either 
" 

60- or 30-mfnute periods. 

3. Description of exis.ting separation ·s.tructure,· with princi ... 

pal dimensions. 

4. Type of alteration proposed. 

S. PreltmiDary cost estimate of project. 

6. Statement as to the amount of money available for 

construction of the project. 

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

During the course of hearing" Exlrl.bit. 2 was l;ntroduce~' by 
" .. ,,',.1 

the Commission staff.. Said exhibit cons:tdered'the nominations and 

pertinent data filed pursuant to the Order Instituting Investigation . 

in relation to certain tangible and intangible factors.. .These 

factors were used for tbepurpose' of comparing the relative import­

ance of one crossing with another in order to; ass:ign priorities,. 

Considered among the tangible factors were traffic, cost, accident" 

state of readiness, impaired clearance and demand. 'Xhe.1ntangible 
. "', '. 

factors considered were potential traffic, pos.ition and. re.lation to 

city street pattern, relationShip to railroad' operations, 8va:tlable 

alternate routes, accident potential and vehicular delays. Also, 

considered was elimination of existing grade crossings,. located at 

or within a reasonable.distance from. the point of crossing, of the 

grade separation as required by Section 1202 • .>(a) of 'the Pub.lic· 

Utilities Code. 

In addition to the nominations filed, the staff also, . 

nominated several crossings which it felt were' in need' of separation. 

These nomi:lations are included in the list. 

Representatives of various cities and counties introduced 

evidence in support of their nominations .. 
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In determining. the position of the grade crossings.or 

separations nominated, consideration ~ras given to the availability 

of funds for each and consequent ability to commence construction 

in 1971 and whether or not an application bad been. filed with . the' 

Public UtilitiesCommissicin. 

In order to determine the relative position of the grade ' 

Cl:ossings to be separated, each was ranked: according to' ,the ·factors 

enumerated in Exhibit 2; viz., traffic factor, cosefactor and" 

accident factor. '!hey were then, varied in position according,to 

any special conditions such as the intangible factors: heretofore 

mentioned. In the case of the separations tc> be altered or widened~ 

the factors considered were the constriction to traffic flow, 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 ~1i11 have a total fund of $$.,300.,000'. The L~ton 

Avenue Crossing ~amount Blvd.) in the Couneyi of"los . Angeles 'was not 
, .. , 

included on the 1971 list because an appropriation 'w~s:mad·e':during. 
.' " ~, :" I •• ,\. • 

1970. The Cooper Road Crossing: was withdrawn from. con~·,:rder~tion. 'at 

the req,uest of the City of OXnard. 

Considerable public support was given to· th~ ~in Street' 

Crossins:in the County of San Bernardino~, which was' placed'~,~om:Lna": 

tion by the COmmission staff. This crossing was. necessar:f:ly placed 
. ",' " 

10'1:·r. on the 1971 list because the County of San BernardiIlo:, failed; 

to support the staffts nomination. 

'!he COmmiSSion, after coo.sidering all the nominations" 

establishes the following priority list for 19.71: 
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PRIORITY LISt OF GRADE S""'..:.PARA.tION PROJECTS, OR A.I.TERA.TIONS 
YEAR: 1971 ' 

FORSU'ANT TO SECTION 189 OF THE STREETS AND ' HIGHVrAY5 CODE: 

"*or3':£1': . s . 
~:; , . No. .' Cros~g,No. : Street.. ~ 

"'l~&n=r 
. . 

1 E-O.J.3. F~ Street s.m' Frano:1eeo 
2 BCi-498.8 and 

BBM-lJ.99.17 223rd. Street Los' Angelos:' County 
3 E-22.0 Ralston Avc1lIlo . Belmont 
4 :0-20.6 1.J':1nton Avenue ~d· 
S 2H-14.l. El Segundo Blvd. Ios Arlgeles coun't7 
6 AA-6l.7 &AB-62.0 lombard Sta. ~. Sep. Napa. County 
7* ' E-46.6-B Julian Streot San Jose e E-407.7 East Third Street Ox:c.a.rd 
9' 2,B..;lO.3 & 3-$7.0 JAth Street Riverside If 3::e- 2-l3l.l Walnut. Streot Pasadena. 

I,.....~, 2-2$2.9-A M1..ramar Road. Son. Diego r@ /.3:J!J: .AE-76.S Covell Blvd.. Da-vis ;& /f~' A-9J..O 28th Street Sacramento 
/0$ -3:I:tt- 36D-S.2-a 47th Street San Diego 

' /(;,~ C-264.l Ashby Road Sha.sta. County 
/?~ D-75.6-B- Ca.n.aJ. Blvd. San Joaquin County 
/o~ 6~-1303l. Valley Blvd. El Monte 

0'3:-12.77 & Santa Allita Ave. 
18 4G-o.$ P:S.eker1ng Avenue Fremont-
19 2-18O.S CUlver- Drive Orango County 
20 E-13.7 Millhrao Avenue z.m.brae 

2l. B-ll.O;9' Blue G'Cm. Avenue Stanislaus County 
S 22 13--483 .. 7 MLssion Road los Angeles, 

B-483.S & Gr:1f!1:c. Avenue 

23 A .. l4.S &: 2X-la8-B Z3rd Street. Rtehm.ond 
24* D-S.9~ Adeline Street Oakland 2S 1..-9.7 Fx-u.itvaJ.e Avenue Oakland 26, 13-1..69.4 Hollywood ~.J'ay Burbank 
27* 5-l4.7-B Sir ?rands Drake Blvd.. Larkspur 
28 B-009.7 MOXlrOO Stl'cet. Ind:1.e> 
29 2-999.0 Bomont. Avenue Fresno 
30 A-l3.8 Cutt±a.g Bouleva:-d Richmond. 

S 31 B-SOO.S HacieJ:lda. Boulevard. Industxy 
S' 32 B-487.4 Fremont Avenuo .AJh.ambra., 

33 B-202.8 McKirlJ.e:r AVeDUe Frc5no, s 34 E-lS~Z Broa.~ Buz-llrJgame 
35 2B-O.7' Rialto Avenue San. Bernardino 
36 2-100l.3 ' Shield..sAvenue Fresno: " 

S 37 E-4,52.3 Roscoe Blvd. Los Angeles, 
38 2"-998.J. l\lJ.:noe Street Fresno " . 39 E-47.J,6 ,Auzera.:Ls Streot San Josef 40 B-2OS.S .~ streot. Fresno 

bJ. . . :8-210.3 'Chestnu.t- Avenue :Fresno County 
S 1J2 2-16.) Main street San Bern.ard:tno Co. 43 2-998.3 Fresno Stree1; Fresno, . 

b4 2-2k9.1 Ed.el'We~ Stroet &ul D1ego-

* .Al.tera.tion projects for exLsting: separation, structures. . 
SSta:f'f' Nom:i:na.t1on., 
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o R DE,R - -. - --..... '.": 

IT IS ORDERED" that: 

1. the Secretary shall furnish a full~ true and, 'correct copy 

of this decision and order to the' State Department of Public ,Works., 

2. The agencies named for the first 20 crossings spec:i.f:£ed, 

in the 1971 Priority List shall file with this Commission sta'tUS' ' ' 

reports of their respective projects by April 15" 1971. 

'!he effective date of this order shall be,the: d.ite hereof. 

Dated at San Fr:Ul.elSeo e?:t ~ 
day of DECt:MBER , 1970.. ' 

(, ' 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES' 

. ", " 

'RESPONDENTS: Joseph G. Peatman, Attorney at Law" for the County of 
Napa; Edwin B.. Louis, for the City of San Jose; Douglas s. 
CruickSfuiUk., for the City of Hayward; Herman H. Beneke, for the" 
city and C01.".D.ty of San Francisco.; Laurence w. Milnehm for the 
City of 'Fremont; Ralph Mohagen, for the Cit.y of Ric ond;, 
Jobn F.. Varozza, for tne City of Sacramento; Fred Kendall, for 
t1'ie city of Davis; Gordon Tillson, Edward Vallerga, James 
Duchaine and Neal ~~rfio, for the Crty of Belmont; Valentine F. 
~adovan, for the City of Millbrae; Richard w. Curr~, for the 
ouney of Shasta; James Martinek, for the City of Riverside; 
~nt A. Plecaryo, for the County of San ~oaqu~; David J. 
. , Attorney at. Law, for the CitV' of Indl.o:; 'Vh.lliam H. 
Kronberger, J:t:, .. , Attorney at r.a"1, for the City o~ San Diego,; 
Robert D. Thorson, for the City of Oxnard;, Harold S. 1.entz, 
Attorney at Law, for Southern Pacific Transportation company; 
L. E. Corkill, for the City of Los Angeles. 

INrERES'!ED PARTIES: Allen L. Ringler, for Hesperia Fire District; 
3., O. E. Emmons, for Hesperia Cha;Ser of Commerce; Ho~~rd A. 
carmichael, for Hesneria School Distr1ct~ David H., Frede~iekson 
and william E. Sheri'1ood, for State of california Department of 
Publie WorkS; Steven H. Rodda and' ~1aleolm Barrett" Attorneys. at 
La."7, forSan FranciSCO Bay Area Rapid Transit Distriet. . 

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