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Decision No. _8_2_2_6_7_,, __ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES: COMMISSION OF me STATE OF' CALIFORNIA 

Case No. 9607 

Investigation for tbe purpose of 
establ1sbinga list for the' year 
1974 of existing and proposed ' 
crossings at grade '0£ city streets 
or coc.:c:ty roads'XDOst- urgently in 
need o£separation, or projects­
effecting. the ,elimination of grade: 
crossings', by removal ,o'r relocation 
of streets, or railroad" tracks·, or 
ex:i.sting.separations'inneed 0'£ 
alteration or reconstruction a& 
contemplated by Section 189' of the 
Streets-and .Highways Code;. 

(Filed August 21, 1m) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A) 

OPINION ........ ---~---
By order da~ Augast 21, 197~ the Commission. instituted 

this investigation to eietermine the 1974 annual priority list ,of 
existing and proposed grade crossings of eitystreets and county 
roads by the tracks of' tJ:Ay railroad or rail passenger service most 
urgently in need of separation or elimination by removal or reloca­
tion of streets or tracks and of existing grade separations most ' 
urgently in need of alteration or reconstruction. Thereaf'.ter sueh 
a list is to be furnished to the State Department of Transportation 
(DOT) as required by Section 1$9-191 ot the Streets and HighWays· ' 

Code, which also provides that t~e annl.Ul.l budget o~ DOT' shall include. 
$10,000,000 for allocation to local agencies· to assist them in 

completing the projects on the annual priority list, 

. COpies of the Order InstitutingInves~igation were 
served upo;leach city, county, and city and county in which there 
is a railroad grade crossing or separation, each railroad corporat1on, 
the Department o£ 'n:-ansportation,' the California Highway'Comtdss1on,' " 
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the Greater Bakersfield Separation o£ Grade District;, 'the Lea8'le of 
Cali.fornia Cities, the Coun'ty Su.pervisors' Association, and' other 
persons who might have an interest in the proceeding. 

, 

Public hearings were held in Los Angeles on October 18·, 1 m ' 
and in San Francisco on October 25' and 26, 1973:. 

In response to the Order Instittlting Investigation, various 
pu.blic bodies desiring to nominate crossings, separations, or removals 
for inclusion on the 1974 priority list filed with the Commission the 
follOwing information applicable to each project nominated: 

For New or Existing Crossings at Grade Proposed 
for Separation 

1. Identificat10n of crossing, including name of 
street or roact, name of r3.11roao., and crossing 
nwnber. 

2. Twenty-!our-hour vehicular traffic volwne COWlt, 
by either 60- or 30-minute periods. 

3. Nt.Ul:Iber of train'movements for one typical day 
segregated by type, i.e., passenger, through 
fre1g)lt, or $Witching. 

4. Statement as to vehicu.1ar delay at crossing. 

S. 'IY.pe 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 neeci for the proposed improvement. 
For Crossi'ngs at Gracie Proposed ''£01'" Elimination: 
by Removal or Relocati.Q.n o:f Streets or Tracks 
1. lcientif'ication of crossing~ incluciing name of 

street or road., name of railroad, and crosSing. 
number. . 

2. ~enty-fou.r-hour ·vehicular tra:rfic volume count, 
by either 60- or 30-minute periods •. 

3. NWllber· of train movements for one typical. day segre­
gated 'by'type, 1 .. e.,passenger, through freight or 
switching .. 

4.. Estimated cost of eliminating crossing 1£ grade 
separation faCilities on the existing '. alignment, 
of the street and railroad tracks were constructed. 

5. Type, of alteration proposed.. 
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6. Prel;uPDary cost estimate of project. 
7. Statement as to the amount of money aVailable 

for construction of the project. 
S. Statement as to need for the proposed improvement. 
F2r Grade Separations Proposed for Alyerat10q 
1. Identification of crossing, including name of street 

or road, name of railroad, and crossing number. . . 
2. Twenty-four-hour vehicular traffic volume count, 

by either 60- or 30-minute periods. 
3. Description· of existing separation structure, 'With 

principal dimensions. 
4. Type of alteration proposed. 
5. Preliminary cost estimate or project. 
6. Statement as to the amount of money available 

for construction of the project. 
7. Statement as to the need for the proposed improve­

ment.. 
DJ:ring the course of hearing, Exhibit 1 was intrOduced by 

the Commission sta£f. ,This exhibit considered 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 the purpose of comparing the relative importance 
of one crossing with another in order to· assign priori ties. Con­
sidered among the tangible factors were tra.'f'fic, cost, accident. 
frequency, and state of readiness·. '!he intangible factors considered 
were potential and type of tra£fic, location and relation to ci1;Y 
street pattern, relationship· to railroad operations, available alter­
nate routes, accident potential, and vehicular delays. Als'o' considered 
was the availability of" local agency funds to cover its'share of' 
the eost of the proj'ect. 

In addition to· the no~tions riled, the starf also 
nom1na.ted several crossings which it felt were in need of"separat1on. 
'lb.ese nominations are included in the list. '!he sta£f recommended 
one nomination not be placed on the lis.t. This nomination - The City 

," 

of Moantain View Pro:ject - was voluntarily witbdrawn.by the, sponsoring; 
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agency during the course of the hearings. The staff otherwise­
recommended. that all the nominated proj'ects be included: in the list. 

Representatives of various cities and counties introduced 
eVidence and gave argument in support of their nominations. 

DOT gave testimony through two- w.1 tnes$es, one of whom 
estimated that with the carryover into 1974 of una) located. 1973 
grade separa.tion" funds-, th~e would be a total or approximately 
$20,;00,000 tor allocation in 1974. 

The COmmission starf recommended that the opinion and order 
issuing ou.t 0'£ this proceeding detail in general the steps necessary 
tor a local agenc~ to u.ltimately secure an allocation from the state 
grade separation fund. Incompliance with that- request those steps 
are as follows: 

Reguirements Necessary to Receive Funds 
1. Nominate project and be placed on priority list 

of grade separation, alterations, or elimina­
tion projects by the California Public Utilities 
Commission for the current, year pursuant to; 
Section 189 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

2. File application for authority to construct and 
be issued decision from the C3;lifornia Public 
Utilities Commission-authorizing construction­
or street- or road project over the tracks of. 
a railroad. 
Negotiate agreement-with railroad. 

4. Resolution by city, county, or district declaring 
availabi11ty of_ 1'undsand ability to· award con­
tract concerning construction 01' gr-ade separation. 

;. Right-of-way acqu.isition sI1mmary and cost estimate. 
6. Complete construction plans. 

7. File requ.es"t- for funds from the Calii'ornia Highway 
CommiSSion through- -its -- Division of Highways. prior 
to the Commission's deadline date. .. -
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Attorneys for DOT and for the Southern Pacif'ic Trans-
. .' 

portat1on Canpany pointed ou:e at the hearing that stat~ Senate Bill 
No. 456 amending portions o£ the Streets and H1ghway Code, beccmes 

e.rrect1ve JuJ.y 1, 1974; that one of the effects of this amenclment , 
is to re~uire the Public Utilities Commission to determine the 
priority l1s1; on a fiscal year basis rather than on a, calendar ,year 
basis as preViously required; and tha1; ano'ther effect· of this amend­
ment may be that the 1974 prionty list dete%'mined inthisproceea­
ing will be good only until July 1,1974 at which· time ,the Canmission 
Will have to have established a Pri~~ty list for the· fiSCal y,ear' . 

beg; nning on that date. 
A few of the projects nominated, i~wolve th~ local agency. 

obtalniDg its money fran independent sour'ees'\m,ich ~~~d'benef1t . 
I II' 

rr~ the completed project. We have been asked to' rule ~ether or 

not those projects are thereby disq,ualif:£ed fran being placed in the 
priority list. They are not diSCJ,ualified. In the decision. on 
rehearing or the 1966 annual priority list, we found that· "Neither 
Section 1$9' nor Section 190 of" the Stree,tsand Highways Code places 
1~tat1ons,on 'the means 'by which local agenCies raise their share 
of the projeet.... (Re Annual Grade Crossing Priority List (196$) 6$ 
CPUC 787, 789.) In that. case the Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
proposed to pay the Shares of the Cities of Rieamond and. Hayward . 
and we permitted those projec'ts to· be included in the 1966, priority 

list. Hence, the source of the local agency's funds does. not" d1s­
qualify projec'ts fran being placed.on the list. 

At the heariDg, issue was taken that certain of the- proj-
. eCts, while eligible for the list, were misclassi.f1ed as to type of 
project, e.g., proposed new separation versus. alteration or existing 

. , 

separation, separation of eXisting crOSsing versus propos~d·new 

separation, etc., and we have been requested to make findings on 
this issue. Since a finding either way on the issue will not, be 

determinative of the projects' eligibility to appear on,the lis~, 
as. either' type of project is eligible. for the list .under Section' 1$9' 
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of the Streets and Highway' Code, we deem the consideration of pos- , 
sible misclassif1cation is more appropriately left to later proceed­
ings in the ·local agency's quest tor grade separation ~und& (see 
ReqUirements Necessary to' Race! ve Funds, supra). 

At the hearixlg the representative£or DOT made a motion to 
exclude the Alhambra and San Gabriel project,s (Priority No. 49 and. 
No. 51 respectively) from the list, on the ground that <tbe _project& 
are part of a redevelopnent program the urgency of which is,question­
able. Tb.a~ motion is denied. The Albambra project mll a££'ect- nine 

, 
grade crosSings and create seven grade separations while the 'San I 

- I 

Gabriel project, although an 1ndepelldent project, is closely, connected 
to the Alhambra proj'ect and 'Will elim:[X)ate four existiDggrade: 

crossixlgs 'through gx-ade separations. All facts considered:, the' 
"'CClnmiss1on is of' the opinion that these two: projects should be, 
placed on tbe priority list, with the priority g1 ven to, them ,.' as~set 
out- below. 

The representatives of the city of'Milpitas, the Southern 
Pacific Transportation Company, and the 'W'estern Pacific Ra,ih-oad 
Company request that we make a specific findixlg as to the Milpitas 
project's eligibility (Priority No. l) f'or an allocation from, the 
grade separation £tmd. At issue is the amount of total, contribution 
rectuired from Southern Pacific" and Western., Pacif'1c whose, track~ t~e 
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project crosses.. This project appeared ,as Priority No. 20 on our ':. 
1973 priority list (Decision No. 80$74) ;~d we a:?proved the project 
as .well as the contribution agreement be1~ween the railroads and.· 
Milpitas (Decision No~ 81582'). In selecting a project tor the 

priority list we are ~qUired, among other things, to t.ake "into. 
consideration the possibility. of f'illancing the same under the pro- . 

visions of this code." (Streets & Highway Code Sect:ion l89.) Only 
the "possi~ilityVf and not the probability or actual assurance; that 
a project will be able to· receive financing from ~he. fund is· required 
before we may include a project on the list. Thisp~oceed1Dgthere­

fore is not the proper forum to cletermine tbe ultimate . eligibility 
or ineligibility of a project to receive an allocation fran the grade 
separation :fund. 

The Comm1ssion, after consideril:lg all o£.the.nom:Jna:tions, 
establishes the .following priority· list for 1974.: 
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PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
:tEAR 1914 

PURSUANT 'IO SECTION 11?? OF THE STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE 

aPri()rit1 1 

, Utmber I Crossing No. . Street Public Agency 

~ 

1 
2 
:3 
It 
5 

6 
1 
a 
9 

10 

11 
3.2 
13 

"14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21. 
22 
23 . 

40-10.1 & DA-4Q.) 
2-22~.O-A. 
8-46.6-B 
2-233.7-A 
E-393.16-A 

2H-14.1 
B-I09.5 thru 8-110.9 
2H-20.9 . 
2H-~. ~-C thru 
2H-21.l7-C 

. D-46.0, D-47.0, 
4-46.1 & 4-41.7 
8-496.4 

. ~567.7 
EC-1OO.9-B 

2-187.6 
BOO Line 
8-500.5 
A-15.~ ~ 2K~l.8-B 
2-16~f~ ~3Y~17.6 

. 8-1$.3.7 & B-483.5. 
BK-498.0 . 
~N~l.a5 th~ eN~~.6 

. 2.,.1,00.5. ". 
E-222.O-A 

Abel Street 
Harbor Drive 
.fulian Street 
P4;)insetta lan~ 
Dulah ROad 

Milpitas 
O~eanside 
San Jose 
CarlsQad 
V~ntura County 

El Segundo BQulevard los Angel~s ~unty 
Carpenter - Itiggsmo~ Stanislaus County 
Pr~iri~ Avenue' ~orrance ~ Los AngelesCQunty 

V.adrona Avenue 

Kurrieta -
L1vennor~ 
P\lrf~e Avenue 

'Eighth Str~et 
Sari Andreas Road 

Torrance 

Livennore 

E1 Honte· 
Banning' 
Sant~ Cruz County 

Ridge Route Drive Orange County 
~r~~ley t~ CQllege Claremont 
HaQlenda 8Q~ev~ ~sAngeles County 
2Jrd street Richmond 

.' Lemon' Street F\llierton 

. Nisslon - Griffin 
:. Im~ri,al Highway . 

Eigh.th Stre~t 
Culver Drly~. 

-. Eight.h Street 

Los Angeles 
Norwalk 
fitt~bUrg .. 
Irvine . 
~ Luis Obisp=> c<>unty 

RAilroad 

WP-3Pl' 
AT&SF 

SPT 
AT&SF 
SPT 

AT&.sF 
SM' 

AT&SF 

AT&SF 

SPf and 
liP 

SPl' 
SPl 
SPI' 

AT&SF 
SPT-AT~F 

$p'r 
SPT-AT&SF 

'. AT&SF-tlP 

sp-r 
SP'l' 
SN 

AT&SF· 
SM' 

(") 

• 
-.a 
§ 

e 

e 



PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATIOn PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
YEAR 1974 

PURSUANT TO SECTIOtl 189 OF THE S-rREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE 

:priority-z -
r Number I Crossing No. Street Publio Agency : Railroad J 

24 E-61.0 Bernal Road San Jose SPi' 
25 2E-16.5 Twin oaks Valley Road San Haroos AT&SF 

. 26 L-4f).? Tasman Drive Santa Clara SPT 
27 B-51l.S R03elawn Avenue Pomona SPT 
28 E-57.3 Branham Lane San Jose 3M' 

29 BG-Line Century Freewa.)F Los Angeles County 8PT 
30 B-~l).O & 3-30.5 Dudl,ey ~treet Pomona SPT-m> 
31 36-13.8 Pl~dor Boulevard San Diego SD&AE 
32 36D-3.l-B Im~rial AvenuE> San Diego S()&AE 
33 ~-268.9-A Harbor Dri va San Diego AT&SF 

~ 
t 31, A-?5.4-B Richards Boulevard Davis SPT 

35 . 2-167.7 ~ 3Y-~O,l~ Lincoln Avenue Anaheim AT&SF-UP 
36 2B-O.7· Rialto Avenue San Bernardin<> AT&SF 
37 A-U.a . -" cUtt.ing· BQuievard Rl,chmond sM' 
38 131<-500.5 Lineo;tn Avenue Anaheim SPT 

39 2-154.6 Florence Avenue Los Ange1~ County AT&SF 
40 2-159.6 A10ndra Boulevard La Hirada. AT&SF 
1.1, 2-166.2 & 3Y-1S.5 Orangeth()r~ Avenue AnaJleim AT&SF-QP 

. ~ - . 
42 E-23.2 . HQ)ly Street San Carlos SPT 
43 A .. 91~0 . 28th $treet S~Qramento SPT 

44 E-21.0 Laurie Meadows Drive San Mateo $PT 
45 . A-13.l . . .. 47th ·$treet Richmond SPT 
46 2H-19.l-B 19Qth Street Los Angel~s Co. & Torrance AT&SF 
47 ·2H-20tO . D~;J. Aroo Bouleva.rd T9rr¥ice AT~F 
4$ .8K ... 512.4 K.a~eUa Avenue . Anahe$m 3FT 

o • 
-.0 

§ 

e 

\ 

e 



:Priol'ity: 
: Nurnber • Crossing No. . 

49 B-Line 
50 E-44S.8 
51 . B-Line 
52 L-14.9 
53 2-1(,7.1-3X-19.4 

54 BOO-Line 
55 BAH-3l0.3 
56 B-199.9 

~ 
57 2-149.5 
58 2B-25.2 

I 

59 2B-1.3 
60 B-312.3 
6i 2-8$7.6 
62 B-213.3 
6j B-609.? 

64 B-406.1 
65 DA-4J.5 
.~. B-210.3 
6'1. BG-~.3 
68 .2 ... 190 •. 7 

69 3-39.0 
7Q -E~500. 5 &3-26.38 
71 8-54.2 . 
?~> 2E-iA.5 
73 ~-¥>9.4 

PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATIOn PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
YEAR 1214 

PURSUAliT TO SECTIOlI 189 OF TffE STREETS AND HIGHWAYS roDE 

Street. Public Agency 

SPT Lowering Proj~ct Alhambra 
Tampa Avenu~ Los Angeles 
SM' l..Qwering Project San Gabriel 
Davis Street San Leandro 
La Palma Avenue Anaheim 

SPT Track ~e1ocation Torrance 
North Chester Bakersfield Sept Dist. 
Ash1an Avenue Fresno CQunty 
Greenwood Avenue Konteb~110 
Lincoln Avenue Corona 

Hill $treet San Bernardino 
Union Avenue Bakersfield Sep. Dlst. 
"Fn Street Bakersfield Sap. Dist. 
CIQvis Avenue Fr~sn9 CQunty 
MQnro~ Street Indi() 

Avenue oJ Los Angeles CoUnty 
Bro~a", Road San JQse 

. Chest.nu,t Avenu~ Frel?no Co\lllty 
FIQrence Avenue JpsAnge1e$ County . 
Lo~ Alls9{J Blvd, Or~ge·· County 

Grove Avenue Ontario 
- G~and Avenue J.o~ Angel~ C9unt.1 

Cs.:vall,() Road Ant.ioch 
~ancho sant.a Fe San Marcos 
Hol1.ywood Way Los Angeles Countr 

o 
• 
'-D 

~ 

I e JW.l.road I 

SPT 
SPT 
SPT 
SPT 

AT&SF .. UP 

SPT 
SPT 
SPT 

AT&SF 
AT&SF 

ATILSF 
SPT 

AT&SF 
. SPT 

SP'l' 

SY{' 
SP'l' 
SPT 
SPT 

ATM3F e 
UP 

SP'l'-\JP 
SPT 
AT~F 

SPT 



~ 

PRIORITY LIS}' OF GRADE SWARATIOtl PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
YEAR 1974 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 189 OF -THE STREETS AND HIGHWAYS OODE 
- - -

:Priorit),1 I t 
Number : Crossing No. Street: Publio Agency - Railroad., 

74 
75 
76 
71 
78 

79 
80 
si 

3-8.5 
2-170.3 
E~432.0 
DA-46.4 & 46.2 
~-199.8 _ -

BBJ-m.31 
D-5.9-A 
A-19.3-A 

.-; 

Montepell,o Boulevard 
Sta.te COllege BQul,eva.rd, 
Madera ROa.d- -

- 3rd -& 4th streets 
Vi~t~~i~ BQulevard 

Birch Street 
Adeline Street 
r~lnt Pinol~ P~k 

Jfontebello 
- Anaheim 

SlmiVa11ey 
San -Jose 

_ Or~~ Count)' 

Brea 
Oakland 
Contra CQsta County 

UP 
AT&:SF 

SPT 
SPT 

AT&SF 

SPT 
SP'l' 
sn 

o • 
~ 

~ 

e 

-
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ORDER 
-....,--~ 

IT IS ORDmED that the Secretary shall furnish a full, 
true, and correct. copy of' this dee:tsioJl and order to- the Department 
o£ 1ransportat1on. 

!he ef'f'eeti va date of' this order is the date hereof'. 
Dated at Ban Franclseo ;, _, California, this If' 'H.;J 
~CEMQER day of -_~IoI.M.;;r..;.;. __ ~ ____ ", 1m. 

COIlllll1s~1ono:r Varnon L.Sturgeon.' be1. 
naco:sc.rily t\b:ent. 414 not participato" 
'n '\.he ~':;PQ8'UOD" .o~ 'CA18··procee41:la.. . 

, " 

Comm1:s1onor j. P. Vult3s1n. 3r. ~ 'be:mg.. , 
l'loeo::;sarUy ab~ent. d1dnot ,:pa:rt1c1:pa.t~", " 
in t.ho di:po:1t1oll ot tbis.-proe,ee~. " 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES~ .. 

Respondents: Vincent P .. Di Figlia, Attorney at Law, for City of 
San Diego; &lgene E .. Bourbonnai~, for City of Torrance; blf'red 
P. Johnson, lor City of MOntebello; Ted W. Shettler, for El 
MOnte, Pomona, Simi Valley; ~obert J. Mimiaga, for Cities of 
San Gabriel and Alhambra; Willdan Associates, by Gary P .. Dysart, 
for City of Norwalk; Hugh L. Berry, for City of Fullerton; 
Clay Dillman, for City of San Marcos; Bruce D. Mattern, for 
Orange County Road Department; John C. Beke, lor County of Los 
Angeles; HarOld S. Lentz, Attorney a:t Law, 'for Southern Pacific 
tl:ansportation Company; VineentF. Biondo, Jr:., Attorney at 
Law, for City of Carlsbad.; John Wallo, for San Luis Obispo 
County Engineering Department; Tom Shreve, for City of Santa 
Clara; DouKlas J .. CarmodX, for City of: Modesto; Ralph W. 
Benson, Attorney at Law, and William L. Zaun, for the County 
of Orange; Robert M. Barton, 1'or Cities of San Bernardino, 
Pittsburg, and. Milpit8.$.; Richard W. Bridges, Attorney at Law, 
for 'lhe Western Pacific Railroad Company; Willia.m Parness, " 
!or City or Livermore; and Glenn W. Hitz, for City or San 
Jose. 

Interested Parties: Leslie E. Corkill, for Department 0'£ Public 
Utilities and ~ansportation, City of Los Angeles; and o. J. 
Solander and Melvin Dzkman, Attorneys at. Law, for State of 
caIiforni& Department of lransportation. 

Commission Staff': John P. Ukle.ia. 


