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BEFORE mE PUBLIC UTILITUS COMMISSION OF 'l'BE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

I:aves~ation for the purpose of 
establ1Shing a list for the fiscal 
year 1974-75 of extsting and pro
posed cross1Dg$ at' grade of c~ty 
streets or county roads most 
urgently in need of separation. or 
projects e£fec:~ the e1im-mation 
of grade crossings by removal or 
relocation of streets or railroad 
tracks~ or ex1s~ separatioas in 
need of alteration or reconstruc
tion as contemplated by Section 
2402 of the Streets and Highways 

Case No. 9663 
(Filed February 13. 1974) 

Code. , 

.-
(Appearances are listed in' Append1x A) 

OP'INION -- .................... 
nus investigation was instituted by the Commission to 

establish the 1974-75 ra:Llroad-higbway grade separation priority list 
as required by Section 2402 of the Streets and H:tgbways Code wh:tch 
reads in part as follows: 

"2402 • Prior to July 1 of each year, coa:mencing with 
1974, the Public Utilities Commission shall establish 
a l18t, in order of pr1ority~ of projects wh1c:h the 
c:oamission determineS. to be most: urgently in need of 
separation or alteration.. Such priority Ust shall 
be determined on the basis of criteria est:sbl:lsbed 
by the Public Utilities Commission ••• " 
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!he list is an integral part of a railroad-highway safety program 
devised by the Legislature. The need for the safety program is 
described' l:n Section 1(a):. Seats 1973~ C 1153~ as follows: 

"'l:b.e I.egislature hereby finds 81ld declares that: 

(a) Concern for public safety and convenience., 
makes it desirable that an expanded pro
gram be lmdereaken that places the highest 
priority on eliminating the most hazardous 
railroad-higbway grade cross~s that 
continue to take the lives of the people 
of this state. tt 

!he use to "bich the priority list is to be put is set out in Section 
2403 of the Streets and Highways Code: 

"2413. From the funds set aside pu:suant 1» Section 
19~ ~ as well as from any other funds that may be 
se~ aside for purposes of this chapter ~ the 
Calt.forni,a Highway Coaxniss1on shall make alloea
tio:ts for projects contained in the latest priority 
list established pursuant to Section 2402. Such 
allo:ations shall be made for preconstruction costs 
and :onstr\lction costs!- provided that where al10-
ca~ are made to a oeal agency, the requirements 
of So>.ctions 2406 and 2407 shall first be m.et.ft 

Cop16.S of the Order Instituting Investigation were served 
upon each City:. county, and city and county in wb.1ch, there is a 
rai1road-b.iglMay crossing~ each railroad corporation involved', the 

Department of 't:ansportation, the California Highway Coaxniss1on, the 

League of Cal1fonda Cities7 the County Supervisors Association> and 
other persons who might have an interest in the proceeding. Nine days 
of public hearing. were held starting in Los Angeles. on March 28, 1974 
and ending in S~ Francisco on Jane 5, 1974,. duri.ng which time 60 
persons appeared and gave testimony or made statements concerniDg 
projects or oth~ matters \Dlde.:r consideration • 
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In previous years the California Pi.lblic Utilities CoaIDission. 
was required by the Streets and Highways Code to establish a priority 
list by December 31 of each year. Legislation passed in 197~, part 
of which is cited above~ made substantial changes as to the priority 
list and the allocation of funds for grade separation projects. The 
major cbauges are as follows:· 

1. the Public Utilities CoaIDission is now required to 
establish a list by July 1 of each year. 

2. !he list is to be based on criteria established by 
the Public: Util1ties CoaIDission. 

3. In addition to projects on city streets and county 
roads,. projects on conventional state highways are 
now el.ig1ble for funds. 

4. Some projects are now eligible for an allocation 
of 80 percent of the estimated cost. 

S.. !he total amount to be set aside each year for 
allocation to projects was raised fran a total of 
$10 million to $15 million plus amounts carried 
O~r. 

the projects which may be listed are described- in Section 
2400 of the Streets .and ~ays Code: 

"2400. For purposes. of this chapter: 

(a.) 'Grade separation' means the structure 
which actually separates the vehicular 
:t'Oe.dway from the railroad tracks. 

(b) t~ojectt means the grade separation 
and all approaches, ramps, connections, 
drAinage, and other construction required 
to make the grade separation operable and 
to effect the separation of ~ades. Such 
grade separation project may 1.nclude 
prOvision for separation of Donmotor1zed 
b:affic from the vehicular roadway and 
the railroad tracks. On any project 
wh~ there is only one set of railroad 
traeb. in existence, the project shall be 
built so as to provide for expansion to 
two sets of tracks when the Director of 
'Iraus:portat:Lon determines that the project 
is on an ex1st:1ng or pct:ential major rnl
road passe1lger corridor. Such project 
may -eo'O.&ist of: 
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(1) '!he ',tllteration or reconstruction 
of existing grade separations. 

(2) The ,construction of new grade 
separations to eliminate existing 
or proposed grade crossings. 

(3) ·Highway' means any city street, 
C01.m.ty highway, or a state high
way which is not a freeway as 
defined in Section 257." 

e, 

The Order Instituting Investigat10n nom:in.ated 94 named 
proposed grade separation projects for inclusion on the list. There
after, l~al agencies filed in this case the nominations of an 
additiorui1. 30 projects and the California. Highway CoaIn1ssion (eRe) 
nominated 11 projects located on state highways. Southern Pacific 
'.transportation Company and the Western Pacific' Railroad Company each 
nom:tna.ted one project for the list. Total estimated cost for all 
projects was $296 million. 

At the hearing a witness for the California Department of 
transportation testified that be estimated that approximately $17.6 
million would be available. July 1, 1974 for allocation to projects 
during the year 1974-75. This amount takes into consideration 
unallocated funds carried over from previous years and the amount 
to be contributed for the year 1974-75. 

the Coamission's staff through its. witness proposed' that 
the Coamission should deteradne the 1974-75. priority list using, the 
cr:Lteria expressed by the following equation: 
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24 

__ L_-..;o .. _· ... (V ........ X ........ Tl;"loo, + SCF 
C 

P' -

Where: 

P - Priority Index N\IZ2ber 
V - HO'.J%'ly Vehicular Volume 
or - HoC'ly Train Volume 
C - Tot&l Cost of Separation 

(in thousand dollars) 
SCF • Special Conditions Factor 

.,.. 
" 

'!be equation takes the suamation of each of 24 hourly vebi.cular ... train 
products. divided by the estim.-lted cost of the project and adds. a. 
special conditions factor to a.r.rive at the P' ntmber. The 24 hourly 
s1XIIIlat:i.01l of veb.ict:.la:-train proaucts is designed'to gain a measure 
of the actual. veh1eular-:rain conflicts end a roughly comparative 
estimate of the de~y tir!e to be eliminated. However~ because so· few 
projects nominated by loc:J.l ~-::lci~ and others sabm1tted hourly 
vehieulsr and train. counts btt rather submitted daily train and 
vehicular counts~ the sta!f thought it proper to apply the same 
cr:Lter.ia to each of the projects and so proposed t:hat a modified 
equation be adopted as the enteria as follows: 

24 
p - <Lo V) x AM + SCF 

C 24 
AI1r - Average Daily Tra.ins 

.I 
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The staff witness stated that the use of the mocl1fied equation :would 

result in a lower priority index ntlDber at crossings where a majority 
of the trains actually pass during peak vehicular hours and results 
in a higher priority index number at crossings where the majority of 
trains actually pass in the nonpeak vehicular hours. 

The estimated cost of a project would be arrived at by usiJJg 
the project cost as estimated by the agency submitting. the noadnation 
or where no estimate was submitted by using the following. eqaation: 

SC - (Road Cost + Bridge Cost) x Difficulty Factor 
Where: 

SC - Separation Cost 
Road Cost - ($2>000 x Road Width) + $34>000 
Bridge Cost - Cost/Sq. Ft. x (Separation Le2lgtb. x Width) 

Cost/Sq. Ft. • Base Cost + Lane Factor 
Base Cost - No. tracks. 

1 
2 
J.' 
4 

$17.00 
17.96 
1~.92 
20.38: 

Lane Factor - No. Lanes 
2 0.50 

0.30-
0.20 
0.10 

4 
6 
8 

Separation Length - (No. Tracks x IS)· + 90 
Separation· Width - No. Laues 

2 40' 
4 64' 
6 SS' 
8 112' 

Difficulty Factor - No. Lanes 

2 1.5 
4 3.0 
6· 4.5 
8 5~5' 
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In support of its position to include the cost of a project as a 
factor in the equation> the staff witness stated that the judgment 
of the project for the public r s safety at ra:Llroad-highway crossings 
must take place because the State> railroads.> and cOO'IDImity have 

only limited funds available and thus economics are a part of 

railroad-highway crossing safety; the public and private sector must 
receive the most for· their dollar spent> so a benef:te~to-cost 
relation must be developed. 'Ihe staff witness stated that the 

staff believed that eng;l:neering judgment> expressed as the special 
conditions factor> was needed to impartially compare all four types 

of projects and that the sa factor should be divided into- the 

following categories with points awarded for e.xtraordi'nary conditions 
in ea.eb. category: 

1 •. ttazard Factor 

a. NtIDber and severity of vehicle-train accidents,. 
b. Raz.ard created in 1Dmecliate area by presence 

of grade crOSSU3ge . 

2. 'traffic Necessity Factor 

a. A'Va:tlabil1ty of alternate routes for emergency 
veh:tcles. 

b. Amount of school bus and coamercial traffi.c. 
c. Significant pedestrian traffic .. 

3. Coamun1ty and: Economic Development Factor 
Positive environmental and economic benefit t() the 
COImrnmity • 

4. Feasibility Factor 

Weight to. be accorded Streets and Highways Code 
Section 2400-24U as relevant to the el im1nation 
of the b.az..ttrUsaddr • .ssed by the. priority list. iucluding: . 
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a. Types and percentages of costs for which 
allocations may be made (SectiOllS 2403~ 
2404(a) ~ (b),. (c) ~ (d);. (e), and (£) ~ and 
2407). . 

b. Availability of local funds,. compliance 
with POC orders, and env:tronmental report 
requirements (Section 2406). 

e. 

c. Possibility or probability of construction 
contract being awarded w:tthin one year ~ . 
and of sufficient progress towards com
pletion of the project (Section 2408). 

d. Possibility of supplementary allocation if 
construction costs exceed estimates 
(Section 2409). 

e. Possibility of project on the state highway 
s.ystem <;omplying w.lth the allocation limita
tions of Streets and Highways Code 188 and 
188.8 (Section 24U). . 

5. R.ec:oUSt:ruction Factor 

4. 'the physical condition of the ex1sti:og 
separation structure itself. 

b. the number and severity of accidents caused 
by substandard clearances. 

c. The need for :tncreased capacity. 
the representatives of the Southern Paci£:tc Transpor'tation 

Company and of 'l'he Western Pacific Ra:Llroad Company system,. interested 
parties> objected to' our placing any project on the list unless a 

representative of the goveranental agency having jurisdiction over the 
projeet appeared at the hearing and submitte~ the project into evidence 
and stJbjected himself to cross-examination about the project. 'Xb.e 

:reason for this objection was that the railroads will be required 
to contribute some money to each of the projects ult~tely 
approved by the cae;, and hence the railroads should be accorded. 

the right to cross-examine concerning each of the projects proposed 
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for the list as required by due process of the law. The Order ' 

Instituting Investigation requested all government' agencies and 
interested parties to submit projects along. with information: about 
the projects to the Commission prior to the hearing. The Commission 
staff stltmarized these submissions along, with the staff's own'sub

missions in Exbi.b1ts 2 and 2A introduced into evidence over objections 
of the railroads. The examiner announced early in the proceedings 
that the sulxnissions containing the facts and figures s~d in 

Exhibits 2 and 2A :were received into the Commission's foxmal files in 
the case and were available for inspection by any interes-ted parti.es. 
'Ibe Commission staff contends that in es~blishi.ng the priority list 
the Commission is performing. a legislative function and that there are 
no statutory or constitutional requirements that an evidentiaxy 
hearing be held in connection with the discharge of such function •. 

'rb.e criteria proposed by the staff was criticiZed in whole 
or in part by some of the parties to the proceeding: Therelative 

urgent need cannot be detel:m1ned by the application of an algebraic 

formula; use of ~e eriteJ:ia for alteration projects (grade crossings 
already separated) was uru:ea1 istic; the cost of the project has no
bear:tng on urgent need; using. mere staff engineering judgment in 
asSigniDg the SCF number without a full disclosure of the reason 
therefor was arbitrary; c<XllXlaUity and economic: development in relation 

. to a project should not be accordedanyweight; application of the 

criteria to some multiple crossing projects results in a. distortion 
giving that project a higher priority number than to other projects; 
the state of readiness of a project and. the ability of the local agency 
to finance the project should not be accorded any weight in the 
criteria. !he witness for the Southern Pacific system proposed that 
for the e"{aluation of reconstruetion or alteration projects we use the 
formula. P' .. t + S4 where 84 equals the obsolescence factor, with a, 
maxtman of SO points. 

-9-
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Appendix B lists in alphabetiCal order the projects 
nominated for the 1974-75 priority J4st~ and opposite eac:h project 
is set forth the :tnfomation necessary to apply the staff~ s proposed 
criteria as well as the priority number resulting from the appli
cation of the proposed criteria. '!he staff witness tes·t1fied that 
the 94 staff nominations were chosen because, based on information 
contained in the CouIDission' s records ~ these projects bad: the highest 
V x T products. The estimated cost of each of these projects was 
arrived at as explained above, or from cost data available from the 
agency having jurisdiction over the pr,oject;p or from updated cost data 
previotlSly submitted by the agency. The vehicle and train counts 
came either from. the CouIDission' s records or from tbeagency having 
jur.Lsdietion over the project. Of the 94 projects nominated, by the 
Ccmn:tssion staff, 60 were also nominated by the local or state agency_ 

Two of the projects~ the F.arallon Drive crossing in the ci.ty 
of San Leandro and the March Lane crossiDg in the city of Stockton, 
were nominated by the ra:.llroacls involved. 'lbe nom:.ina1:ions' were 
opposed by the cities involved because the dties are presently 
applicants before this COIDllission seeld.ng approval to open an at
grade crossing at those points, and the cities fear that the placing 
of the projects on the priority list at this t1me would eI-table the 
r~ctive railroads, who are protesting the applications';J to collat
erally utilize any detenr:dnation reached in this proc:eeding in an 
attempt to foreclose appropriate consideration of the full merits of 
the applicants' cases. The railroads contend that their nominations 
are proposed at-grade erossings~ and when the proj'!c'~ :1J':e measured 
by the staff I s proposed eri.teria the projects wo~e t~ve apriority 
number within the span of priority nTJEDbers of -=ho ot.'ler projects 
under consideration. The staff concurs with the cities ~ .. 
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Local agency witnesses, supporting, s~ of thepx:ojects, 
. wbich consist of a separation in lieu of a proposecf"at-grade c:rossing~ 
testified that their .agency would never build an at-grade crossing 
at or near the site of the proposed separation due to impossibility 
of construction or for other reasons ~ and the issue was raised as to 

whether or not suCh a project could properly be considered a proposed 
crossing at grade nominated for separation. 

The CHe objects to the staff's classification of the Ridge 
Route Drive project in Orange County as being a proposed cross~ 
nom:tnated for separation rather than as being an alteration of an -
ex:tst:tng separation. 7bere is currently in exi.stence at that point 
two large metal pipe culverts side by side tb:rougb. an embanl<ment 

supporting. railroad tracks. '.the culverts connect two· public thorough
fares, are paved,. and are habitually used by the public's vehicles 
though the culverts are not on any state highway, city-street,. or 
county road. '.the staff contends that since the culverts are not on 
any publicly owned thoroughfare they cannot be considered an existing 

separation. The cae contends that the public's habitual use of the 
culverts" whether ou private property or not, renders the way an 
existing separation. 

The inclusion of the city of Banning project OIl the list,. 
except on a conditional basis, was objected to by the cae because 
Banning's application for funds has been approved by the CHe, the eRe 
has .already made an allocation of funds for the project, and the city 
is presently under contract with the State of Cal1£0rnia. to- const:raet 
the project. 'I'be witness for the city of Baxm1ng testified that the 
actual. cost of the project far exceeded the' city's esti:nates and that 

it does not have enough money to go forward with the project~ that 
the city bas requested 'cancellation of tbeallocad.on. and' itS: contract 
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with the cac~ and that upon such cancellation it would hope tc> proceed 
wder the new law which would require a lower amount of matching funds 

from. the city and pemit it to proceed with the project. the staff 
contends that to remove the project from the list out of hand on the 
basis of a contract wh1ch is Dot binding on the Cocrm1ssion would not 
properly serve the purposes of the Con:mrrssion in establishing a 
priority list. 
Fp~ , 

1. the staff's use in its proposed criteria of the product of 
the average hourly nlDber of vehicles times trains identifies the 

accident exposure at each railroad-highway crossing and forms' a 
reasonable basis for our ultimate determination of the relative 
urgency of each projeet~ 

2. '!'he funds available for allocation each ye:rr are limited, j" 
and the inclusion of & factor 1n the criteria which raises or lowers 
the rank of a project depending upon the dollar spent in relation 
to the crossing safety achieved may, as. the staff has done in ies 
proposed criteria, be considered in our ultimate determination of 

the relative urgency of a project. Section 2409 of the Streets and 
Highways Code implies that we may do so. The last sentence of that 
section reads: "An allocation," however, need not be made for a 
supplemental allocation, unless the commission (California. Highway 
Commission] is satisfied that funds would have been allocated for 
the'project had the actual costs been used in determining its ratllc1ng 
on 1:b.e priorit:y lis.t." 

3. 'Xo impartial] y compare all types of projects and to give 
weight to Spec1 a] tangible and :lneangible conditions which· in the 
Ccmniss1oxi's judgment bear on the urgency of the need for separation 
or alteration of4 part::teul.ar project:;r the crleerla may:tnel.ude a 
speci al conditions factor. 
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4. We adopt the staff's fomula as- set out on pageS 4 through 
8 of the folio as well as the criteria evaluation set out in 
Appendix :s as the criteria and its application for use in establislU:og 

the 1974-75 priority list, subject, however, to the foll~ 
exCeptions: 

a. Projects not showing a modicum of probability 
of f\mding by the public agency involved . 
during the year 1974-75 (of which there are 
~hox:imatelY SO) will not be included on 

year I s list. Unless overriding consid
erations exist, the failure of a loe.a.l agency 
to take steps to fund the project during the 
next year reduces the degree of urgency of 
that project in relation to projects which 
are or will be funded for the next year, 
particularly in view of the fact that the new 
law substantially reduces the percentage' of 
overall cost required to be fuilded by the 
local agency. 

b. Proposed alteration and reconstruction pro
jects have been positioned lower on the list 
to the benefit of some- of the projects which. 
will eliminate at-grade cross~ in view of 
the fact that the major object of the program 
is the elimination of most hazardous grade 
crossings. 

c. A public agency's SllpPQrt, lack of supp<?rt, 
or opposition in regard to a project wder 
its juxisdiction bears upon the degree of 
urgency of that project and for t:his reason 
and the reason set O:;:1t in Finding 4.a., as 
well as the fact tha:c the proj ects are at 
issue in other Commission proceedings) we 
have declined to place the Farallon Drive 
project and the March Lane project on this 
year's list. 

d. Yhere local agency fi.n.anc;ng is currently 
a.vailable but the probability exists that the 
financing will be lost in the near future, 
the project's relative position on the list 
w.Lll be enhanced as we have done with the 
San Marcos, Fullerton7 and Live:more projects. 
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5. In past years we have carried oVer proj.ects. on the list from 
one year to the next where because of the time element· and admini s
trative procedures there 1s some question that ultimate funding may , 
not be forthcomi.Dg lmless we do hold over a project. For this reason 
the 'Banning project will be included on the 1974-75 list. 

6. The Ridge Route Drive project in Orange County is on private 
property at present but before lJX1y work can be done on it the city or 
couney will have to take i.t over and when it does it will,become an 
existing separation. But for the purposes of this list at this time 
we will consider it to be a proposed' separad.on because it is on 
private property. ' 

7. In future years the '.type. B projects (proposed crossings 
nominated for separation) should be subtyped as follows: (1) a grade 
crossing is practical and feasible, and (2) a grade crossing is not, 
practical nor feas:i.ble, to assist us in evaluating those projects. 

8. !be criteria or rules of the Coamission established for use 
in dete-nni"ing the 1974-75 priority list are subject to· modifi.cation, 
and we invite the participation, of interested parties :Ln these' yearly 
proceedings to suggest modifications. . A separate proceeding to 
establish, change, or modify the criteria, as. suggested by some of 
the parties, is unneeessary. ' 

~. 'the priority list is for use by another state govexment 
agency in allocating government funds by that agency eo. state and 

local government agencies for use in help~ . to defray' the cost to 
the latter agencies of certain railroad-highway projects. 
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10. '.tbere are in excess of 10,.000 railroad-highway crossings 
at grade within this State. 

11. 'XheI.eg1.slature. ip assigning th:.ls Comniss:Lon dle task of 
sort:1ng out and considering over 10:.000 possible projects each year 

for inclusion on the priority list. has. delegated to tb1s Coam.tssion 
a legislative function not meant. to be subjected to adversary pro
ceedillgs as in cases requi.ring. ev1denttaxy hearings. Which:. in view- of 
the thousands of possible projects to be sorted out and cons:idered~ 
could lead to intexminable proceedings and thwart our statutory duty 
to establish a list for each year by July 1 when appeals on technical 
grounds would be filed and above all nullify the safety program held 
to be of great importance by the ·Legislature. We w11l~ however, 
continue to accord interested persons. the opportunity to participate 

in these yearly proceed1U$S through sUbmission of written or oral 
data and views or ~ents With 'or without the requirements for 
oral presentation. 

12. Written submi ssians of nomiDatiollS in response to our 
Order Instituting Investigation may properly be taken into our 
consideration in establishing the yearly priority list w.£thout the 
necessity of the person or agency submitting the noadnation appearing 
at the hearing for cross-examination unless requested by the 
Coamission. 

... 
13. The list set out on Appendix C should be established as 

the 1974-75 grade seParation priority list established' in accordance 
with Section 2402 of the Streets and H1ghways Code. 
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· .. 
~. .. . ... ~~ , , 

Conclusion 
'!he projects listed on Appendix C should be established as the 

1974-75 l1at~ in order of priority ~ of projects which the Coa:m1ss1on' 
detenrines to be most urgently in need: of separation or alteration. 

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

, , 

1. The list of projects 4ppear1ng on Appendix C is established~ 
as required by Section 2402 of the Streets and B1ghways. Code, as 

the 1974-75 list, in order of priority, of projects which the . 
Coexmiss1on detennines to be most u:gently in need of separation 
or alteration. 

2. 'l'he Secretary shall furnish a full, true, and correet copy 
of this decision and order to the Department of Trmsportation. 

~e effective date 'of this order is the date hereof. ~ 
Dated at SaD J'hsccllleo • California,. this. :<: ~ 

day of . JUNE ,1974. 

;: 

-16-



C. 9663- eak/ei 

APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Interested Parties: Alton Ruden~ for'the Ciey of Oceanside; 
Michael D. Klipa, for city of Montebello; ROSter Aa:eGrable, 
Attorney at Law, for City of Irvine; Talmadge Bur ,Mayor, 
Clifford iCbra' Arthur E. Goulet, and Leroy E. Moeller, for 
City of A-ra; Maroia S. Lentz, Attoruey at taW, for 
Southern Pacific Transportation COmpany and subsidiary railroad 
corporations; Leslie E. Corkill, for Department of Public 
Utilities and Transportation of City or Los Angeles; 
Ronald L. Selme1der, Deputy County Counsel, and John :I. McBride, 
!or Los Ange!es County; Melvin !i ~kman and o. J. SOlander, 
Attorneys at Law, for State of 1 orii!a. Department of 
'transportation and california Highway Commission; Harold Callahan, 
for County of Santa Barbara and ~tate Dt."'Partment of 'transportation; 
Edward R. James, for City of Pomona; ~rald wa;re Wickstrom,. 
Attorney at Law, for City of Corona; Gerald Tavor, for Buena Park 
and Oceanside; Charles S. Mink, for Ventura county Department of 
Public Works; Juan Mijares, Attorney at Law, for City of Barstow; 
Richard B

f 
Gluck, for city of Claremont; R01Zer Vr Sanchez, Mayor, 

Pro Tem, or Guadalupe; David F. Dixon, forcity of BinniUg; 
!=ouncilman Shubin, Williain Bradlev, sud Clav Dillman,. for City of 

~~ ~i~:; o~o::ttS:d ~:.:~ ~a~~~~:S;Vf~r gr~~f 
San Gabriel; Dwight French, for Cities of san Gabriel and 
toma Linda; Jom R. Price, for City of Santa Fe Springs; 
Allen D. MorrIson, for city of Ontario; M. Glem. Weav~, for City 
of Torrance; RObert: .J. Warner, for City of s1iii! Valley; 
Ronald L JohnSon, Attorney at Law, for City of San Diego; 

. ~h t. ~~fOr City of Fullerton; John Wallo, for County of 
luiS 0 Engineering Department; Tom shreve, for City of 

Santa Clara; Richard W. Bridges and JOoIm C. Miller, for The Western 
Pacific RaUroad company; Ronald LerT; SuperVisor, James Pharris, 
and John Middlebrook, for COmlty of YUba; Frances Owen, Mayor, 
City of Ma%ysVU!e, for Cal Trans 70; Robert: N. Trout:, for Fresno 
Couuty Department of Public Works; James Lundgren, for City of 
Hayward; Harold McDonald and CIa! Castleberry, for County of Butte; 
:red W, Shettler, for Cities of E Monte, Pomona, and Stockton; 

~~&!i Bjfi~k!0r ~~~~. ~~~.~~l:rL~~,,=; 
Maurice h:tu, for ~tra Costa County; Lyle L. LopUS, Attorney at 
Law~ for City of San Leandro; Perry H

f 
Taft, Attorney at Law, for 

City of Stockton; and Ralph Moh.i2eti, or C!rty of Richmond. 

Commission Staff: Freda E. Abpott. Attorney at taw, William L. Olive; 
and ,lohn P. llk:1&fi. _. 
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§ 

: : Crossing" ": Estimated: VehiclJlar Train: Criteria Evaluation 
Public Ag~ncy Crossing :Railroad: Number :,Cost t ADT VolutLO ; (VxT)+(Cx24) I SCF : Tota 1 

Alhat,bra SPT LO" ... erlng SPT B-487.4/B~489.4 $13,200,000 __ J08.7t2-~--44 15.1 6 21.1 
Anaheim Katcllu Avenue --'--·----s~r·---Dl<-$12.4 4,$00,000 26,200 44 10.7 1 11.7 
AnaheiCi Lincoln Avenue ·SPT BK-508.5 4 ,250,000 2~,OOO 84 20.6 5 25.6 
Anahoim State Collego aou1cvard AT~F 2-110.3 3,3QO,OOO 30,600 6 2.3 ~ .3 
Anaheitc. ATbSP/UP Mworing AT&SF/UP 12.000,000 109 t 230 18 7.4 5 .4 

Bakersfield Union "venue SPT B·312.3 
Banning Eighth Stroot SPT B-567.1 

B-1 rs tOIl BarstO'.., RQ3d ATl.SF 2-11,6.5 

Beltr.Qnt* Ralston Avenue SPT E-22.0 

Bt'ea Blrch Street SPT BBJ·599.:n 

Buen:l Park Beach Boulevard SPl' Bl\-504.~ 

Burlingar.:e* Bro~d,",ay SPT E~15.2 

Butte Count)' 3lsgett-Marysville liP 4-202.1 

Butte Co .... nty Hlduay County Road SPl' C-119.5 

CALTRANS* State No, 17 AT~F 2-11~0.2 

CALTAAHS* St8tc No. 19 SPT BBC-497.36 

('J.LTMNS State No. 29 SPT M-61. 7/A8·(/I.,O 

CALTRANS Stato No. 31 AT6SF 2B-24,1 

CALTAANS Stiitc No. 49 AH-126.3-8 SPT 
C.-\L'iRANS State No. 10 SPT C-141. 7-8 

CALTRANS State No, 79 SPT B·56~ .4 

CALTAANS State No. a4-Kcgl~r Drive SPT A-fH .6 

Ct\LTMNS S~ate No. 111 SPl' B-611.45 

c.\L1RAh'S State No. 112 SPT L-14.9 

CALTRAt:S Stat;e No. 151 Sl'T C-266.2-B 

CAL'£AANS State No. 166 SM' E-216,8 . . " 

CAl.'£AANS Stato No. 237 SPT E-37.1-A 

Clarccront II Booll Re 10ea f;iQn SPT 
Con~ra Costa Co. \{atcrfrQn~Road sn B-36.9-A 

CC;.lX·ona L.inc()1n Avenue AT~F 28·25.2 

2,000,000 8,000 36 
1,300,000 2,050 49 
3,065,040 l.\ 7,950 56 
3,000,000 ;:}' ~~,OOO 76 

900,000 "",.' )1,200 2 

2,~81,000·. 3~,584 25 
5.200,000 20,000 12 

7/t5,000 1,300 57 
860,000 5,000 22 

3;000,000 20,<~OQ 10 

1,900,000 25,400 15 
3,680,000 22,750 30 
3t~3S,000 23,940 52 

996,000 13,950 15 
3,625,000 12 ~4 76 40 

1,060.000 (i,380 52 
1,500,000 13,200 31 
2,179 J 000 7,80Q 44 
2,3~OJOOQ 11,480 15 

300,000 4,900 26 

910,QOO 5,500 32 
1,~$0,OQO 23.410 54 

,\QO,QOO 30,000 ~ 
950,000 ~.~45 43 

1;2?9,QOQ 10,000 32 
, {-

6.0 
3,2 
6.3 

24.3 
1.0 

1~.6 
ll.5 
4.1 
S.3 
2,9 

8.4 
7.7 

14.7. 
8.8 

'" 

~.1 

13.0 
11.3 
6.6 

15.1 
17.7 

1.6 
' ~8.2 
7~.0 
4.8 

10.3 

22 

1 

3 
10 

1 
20 
12 
2 
5 

2 

3 
3 

3 
1 
1 

10 
~ 

/,. 

6.0 
25.2 
6.3 

24.3 
2.0 

15.6 
11.5 
4.1 
8,3 

12.9 

9.4 
27.1 
26.1 
10.8 
10.1 

11.0 

,1~:~ 
18.1 -.1 
10.6 
39.2 

'16. () 
14.8 
lO.3 
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Cl-Qs$ing 
, ,Datly , 

z & I , Est{mat~d IV~hlcular .train 1_Q.1:tte 'CJa ~Vllunt 1 cn 
;....EuhU.c #\.'~~ncy~ Cl-o~~in~ f Ra 11 rond t .' -liu:"·lb~.r C9st M)'i' ,Volu:'l!o 1~Y.'t'th.lC;(24)J_~~F " iota~ 

Davis Ri~hards BQulevard SPT A-75.4-B ~ 253,000 17 ,~34 $3 U$.l 1 15 t>. 7 
tl .:ontc* Peck Road 51'T B-495.3 1.600,000 30,810 30 24.1 24.1 
1::1 ):ont;c* Ramona Boulevard SfT B-495.l 2,000,000 ll,Ooo 30 19.4 5 24.4 
fresno CQ. Ash1an Avenue Si'T 8-199.9 2,029,000 9,435 36 7.0 1 .~ t'resoo Co. Chcstnl"lt Avenue S1'T B.210.3 2,016,000 1,940 31 .s.1 2 

Fresno Co. CIQvis Avenue SPT B-213.3 1,920,000 10,946 2.) S.S 2 7.5 
fullerton Lemon Street AibSF/VP 2-165,l/3Y·17.6 2,770,000 l{1,O'.5 48 11,6 3 14.6 
Ha)'wa'Cd uNt Street S1'T D .. ~O.O 5,000,000 33,918 30 8.5 S 13 .5 
Hayward "A" Street WI' 4.20.2 2,~QO,OOO 22,201 12 . 4.4 1 5.4 
Uayward Harder Road S1'T D-21.(I IJ~OO,OOQ 24,295- 19 lQ.l .) 13 .1 

Hayward Teno),son Road Sl'T D-23.0 2,000,000 21,430 11 4.9 2 6.9 

Hay"'ard W. Winton Avenue $l'T L-20.2 1,500,000 3,063 $2 4.4 . - 4.4 

Huntington Beh. tHis Avenue SfT 1650,860 1,000 l/wk 0.04 - 0.04 

Huntington Bth. ItBAA" Elimination Sl'T 198,000 3$.900 l/wk 1.1 2 3.1 

Imperial Co. Quick Roa4 SPT B ... 728.3-B lQ~,OOO 100 29 1.2 25 26.2 

Indio Honroe Street Sl'T 8 .. 609.7· 3,000.000 lO.S(iQ 49 20,8 5 2~.8 

Irvine Culver Drive AT~SF . .: 2<r180 .. S 1,32$,000 17 ,000 15 8.0 1 9.0 
Kern County NQrthChester SPT BAlt-31Q.3 1,166,667 14,OQO 26 . 13.0 - 13.0 
King Oity 1<1n& Street SPT -
La Mirada Alondra Boulevard AT&SF 2-159.6 2,29.5,000 13,910 ~O 15.2 - 15.2 

Larkspur Sir fran~is Dra~e ~lv~. ~~ $-14,7-B $87,000 10,121 2 1.S 1 • .5 

Livermore l-rurd~ta SfT/WP 4-46.1/0-46.0 7S0,OQO 19,160 23 25.2 6 ~1. 2 

LQ:lla Linda MQunr;ain Vie" SI:'T . B~:;.43.6 2,!):;0;OOO 3,909 31 2.0 1 ' ·3,0 
Lqs AngeLes* N9. Haln Stree~ f/P 3B-1.42 2,26O,OQO 11,636 83 17 .8 - 17.8 

Los Angel()s* Santa Fe . SI'T BBH-496.6~ ·l,SQQ.QQO 2$,000 53 ·36.8 .. _8 
Los "n&el~s Tampa Avenue SfT E-448.6 1,80Q,Qoo 18,42) 2) 9.S 9.8 
LQs "nMl~~ c~t Alam~da Street SPT B81,. .. 491.91 1,6?~JOOO 2),QO() 4 2.5 2.5 
LQs Angel~s ~Q. ~ent~ry Fr~ewa)' Sl'T ~elQ¢ar;iQn 7,000,000 111,400 4 2.8 S ).8 

Los hngQles CQt*El 5e.gundQ Boul~vard AT~SF 2110014.1 1,292,5Q9 32~~30 3S 31.0 ) ItO.Q 

Los A,nge 1e.s COt ~ FIQJ;en~~ A,v~ nue . Sft BB"-488,4) l,.67Q,OOO 26,3OQ 6 3.9 • ~,9 
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§ 

s Daily 
f t ,_ !:rossiog Estl~~ted z Vehicular f Train I Criteria Evaluation 

Public Agcnc!i Crossing zRailroad f t\\unber Cost ADT s Vo1UJ:le z'{VxT}+{Cx24}: reF t Tota 1 
• 

Los Aoselcs Co. .'lorence Ave, SPT BQ-488.3 ~ 3,449,000 27,000 14 4f~ 2 ~.6 

Los Angeles Co. FIQrcnce Avo. AT~F 2-151 •• 87 1.26~,OOO 20,000 44 29.0 29.0 

I.os Ang~lcs Co. CC\1nd AVe, 8fT/UP 3-26.38/8-508.5 2,241,000 8,000 43 6.4 6.4 

Los Angeles .Co. Hacienda B1\'d. SFT n·500.5 3,091,500 31,844 36 lS~4 1 « 1.0s Angeles Co. llollywood Way SPT 8·469.4 4,167,000 19,396 15 2.9 2 
.' 

Los Angeles Co. Avenue tlJ" SFT 8-406.1 5,486,000 20,11.9 21 4.3 2 6.3 

LQS Angeles Co.** 190th St. A'f&SF 2U-19.1-B 1,19/.,000 23,000 15 12.0 12.0 

L)'n~ood * Atlantic Ave. SYi' BBL-494.29 1,000,000 26,000 2 2.2 • 2.2 

Lyn'':ood * Long Beach Blvd. SPT BBL-492 .95 1,(.95,000 2),000 2 1.2 1.2 

:-:antcca . Center St. SPT/l~S B-96,5/75B-4,6 100,000 4,363 35 9.1 1 10.1 

}t."\nteca Yosemite Avenue SFT/Il/S B-96.7/758-4.8 801,000 18,891 )~ YI,I 3 31.1 

J.!ontebc 110 CrecI\wood Avenue ATbSF 2~11.9f5 3,500,000 12,186 46 6,7 2 8.1 

HontcbeUo }:ontebe llQ Avenue UP 3-8.5 4,000,000 11.456 22 2.6 2 4.6 

Hovntain Vic" * Castro Street SPT E-3S.9 2,200,000 23,611 ~l. 28.6 S 3).6 

HQuntdin Vic,", -;.; Rcngstorff Avenue SP'£ E·34.] 3,000,000 15,650 64 13,9 13.9 

Nonlalk I~pcrial Highway SPT 8K-498.0 .. 1,822,490 32,3(j5 • 10 7.4 ~ 1~.4 

Oakland Adeline Street srr/wp D-S.9-A 3,500,000 10,500 100 12.5 5 17.5 

Oakland * Fruitvale Avenue SPT D-9.8 2,000,000 13,Q87 10) 28.1 28.1 

Oceanside 4"\T6SF Lowering AT&SF 16,000,000 32,573 18 1.5 S 6.5 
Ontario Grove Street UP 3-39,0 2,000,000 8,20Q 20 3.4 2 5.4 

Orange Count)' Los AlisQs Boulevard AT&SF 2·190.7 300,000 2,000 l~ 4.4 4.4 

Orange County . Ridge Route Dr! va AT~F 2-Hl1 .6 200,000 3,OQO 16 10.0 .10.0 

Orange County VictQrlaBoulf?vard ATM>F 2-199.8 5~O,OOO 1,OO() 16 1.1 1.1 

Parar:~unt Alondra Boulevard UP 3A.,.12.3 1,8S0,OOO 19,943 14 6,3 " !) ~ Pa rar.,o\)n~ ... ~Q~e~rans Avenue liP 3A-ll.3 2,4~(),OOQ 24.023 14 $,1 2 

Pittsbur~ R,effiQval SN 8N .. l.85/8N-Z.6 489,425 15,091 3.5 4.~ 10 14.5 
. Pov-ona .. QUiHcy Stt"cct lJP/$Yr 3-30.5/B~~13.-0 .6,015,OOQ 6,0()O 56 2.3 2.3 
Po~ona RO$elavo SP'l' ~-511 ,8 " 1,5(.3.QQO lQ,OOO 41 lQ.9 10.9 
R,edw(lod Ci t)' *' . \111ipp1e Avrmue SPT E-Z4.8 :),QOO,OO{) 30, SOQ 16 32,2 S 37,2 
Rialto R,iversldo Avenue . A'f,&SF 2~84.8 1,4~,OQO 13,511 11 4.3 2 (1:.3 
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S I , ,Dan), , I J _ ~rQsslng , £$tfQat~d ,Vehicular ,Train I Crlteria Evaluation 
" ruM ie /.8~ney I Crossing ,Railroad, NUl1bt'!l'" Cost Artf IVohme (\'xT)+(Cx24)r scr Totl.lLa 

Richm<>od C~ttin3 Boulevard $PT A-13 .8 $1,150,000 24,000 ~2 29.7 3 32.7 
Rich:llood Point pinole par~ SFT A-19.3 220.000 75Q 46 6.5 3 9.$ 
Richmond 23rd Street SfT/ATSF A·lI; .~/2J<.1.8-8 5,250,000 20,000 100 15.9 2 17.~ 
Rich;1'''orid SQuth 41th Street SPT A-13.1 1,600,000 9,800 52 13.3 2 n. 
Sacrat'!ento AH - AbandQn.r.lCnt SPT 20Q,OOO 75,370 . 2 31.4 1 ~2.4 

Sacrar:lcnto 28th Street SP'T A-91.0 2/t3,253 1,HO '.8 12.9 1 D.9 
San Bern·ndino Mill S~reet ATSF 2B-l.3 2,900.000 9,000 200 25.9 2 27.9 
San BernardinI) Rialto Avenuo ATSF 2B-0.7 1.50,000 11,517 48 $1.2 .. 51.2 

San Carlos Holly Street SFT £-23.2 3,800,000 17'106 76 14.4 1 15.4 
San Diego Harbor DrJ,ve ATSF 2 .. 2~8.9-A -lJ17~JOOO 15, 00 41 25.2 1$ 40.2 

San Diego Imperial Avenue SD6AE 360·3.1-B 1.00,000 9,710 2 2.0 5 1.0 

San Diego Smythe Avenue S~g 36-13.8 900,000 3,300 4 Q.~ 4 4.~ 

San Gabriel II 8" LO\olorins SPT 9,000,000 68,546 44 14.0 $ 19.0 

San Jose aailey Avenue SPT E-64.0 2,250,000 562 18 0,2 2 2.2 
San Jose Bernat R.oad SPT E:'61,O 3,100,000 3,815 22 1.1 1 2.1 

San Jose Branhal'!l Lane SPT E-~7.3 3,100,000 5,~~ 22 1.6 2 ~.6 

San Jose Brokaw-Murphy l\oad SPT 2.50Q,OOO 21,000 14 4.9 4.9 

San Jose 3rd/l,tI,- street SP1' D,\ ·'.6 .4/D.\-46, 2 4.500,000 h.046 14 1.4 3 4.4 

San Lcandro*** Farallon Orivo SPT L-16.7 840,000 8,500 41 17.3 2 19.3 
San Luis ObisPQ Eighth St~eet SPT E-22Z.QI-A 808,500 302 12 0,2 30 30.2 

San Marcos Hiss i~m/R3ncho Santa F~ AT$F 2[-14.5 1,205,000 11; ~12 10 ~.9 3.9 
San Hal'~os Mission/twin Oak ATSF 2~-16.5 1,300,000 1/.,200 10 S.7 2 7;7 
San Mateo Laurio H~adows D~lve SPT ~ 2,400,QOO ll,OOO 76 14.5 14.$ 

Sta.- Barbara ~o.UQ1Uster t\venu~ SPT £-36~.7-~ 2,6OQ,OOO 13,010 16 3,) 10 13,. 
Santa Clara Ches~nl,1t Street SPl' L.,.41 ,9 180,000 1,605 26 9,1 9. . 

Santa Clara Co. prospect/Stel1~ng SPT EN-43.1/~-42.8 3(),QOO 1,335 2 3,1 3.1 
Santa Fe Spl;'in~ Imperial HIghway ATsF 2-156,1 ~,~O,OOQ 32,970 34 31,1 5 3~.1' 

. Santa Fo Spdogo Santa FQ Springs Road ,\TSF . .~~~Yt.l l,.5QO,OOQ 5,260 39 5.7 1 6.7 
Santa Fe Sp'(log; Tclegl;'aph RQad . , A'fSF 2-154.6 1,500,000 2~,100 40 21.9 3 3Q.9. 

SImi. vaUey_ Madera Road SPT £-432.0 2,400,QQO \9,000 20 6.6 6.6 
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t I I CrQssing Estimated ,Vehicular ,Train I CrIteria Evaluatlon 
~. Public !-seney I Crossing I Railroad. Nunber Cost ADT·· IVoluro.e ,(VxT)t(Cx24). SCF Total 

SQtltb . San 
Frandaco* 

St()(lk\on*** 
Stockton 
Sunnyvale* 
,;(>rnu10e 

'l'orranco 
'Iorrance 
Yuba (»Unty 

Oran<\ A VeD\le 
V.ar¢h lAne 
K1t1~r Avenue 
\(olte RQ3d 
Crtns~v Blvd. 

D3l. ~ J3QW.evAl'd 
~"sPT RoloeatlQn 

Pasado RQad. 

* Statf N(ldnat1on t 
LQ8~e).ee CCJt.tntyand ~rranco. 
Re!l.roa,(\ NCdin&.\~ons, . -

SPT ~9f3.2,QOO,OOO 10,000 
lIP - '-96.9 ; . . .. l .. QOQ,OOO ~,OOO-
'rIP/Sf!'J: .. 4-93.9·B/~91,~B 3,9~,OOO l8;).74 
SP'l' _ £0.39.7 3,OOO,QQQ .15,466 
A~r 2l{ .. 2Q.9 2,m,QQO 34,138-

AT&SP au-19.5-A 
an "BOO" RolQCC.t1Qn 
WP ~1.7Q.l 

2, !tOO, (XX) 2Q,OQQ 
l/~OQ .. OOO 80,435 
1 .. 070,000 _ 9,(>00 

76 
11J 
5lJ 
~ 
18 

36 
3 

19 

15.8 
U t 1 
10.4 
13.1 
10.2 

12.~ 
1l.3 

%.4 

2 
2 

U .. -
-

17.8 
).3.1 

~. 
lO.2 

12.5 
ll.3 
".4 

e 
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PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION PROJEC'I'S. OR ALTERATIONS 
PISCAL YEAR 1974-75 . 

PURSUANT TO SEC'I'ION 2402 OF THE STR&&~S AND HJ;Gf{WAYS CODE 

Sheet 1 of 4 0 
• 
~ 
0) 
0) 
~ 

: PrTorlty: 
I Nurr.l)er : 

I _ . .,.......... . t 

Crvssing No.---------- : __ . street s Public Agency Railroad 

1 
2 
3 
11 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
l~ 
14. 

2ft-14.1 
B-96. 7/75B-4.8 
2-156.1 
M-61.7/AB-f;2.0 
B-567.7 
B-500,S 
2-165.l/3Y-17.6 
A-1S.4-B 
"B" Line 
B-481.4 
B ... 488.0 
B-488.2 
B-488.S 
B-488.8 
B-488.9 
B-489.2 
B ... 489.4 
D-20.0 
BBO Line 
BBO ... 514.71 
BOO-5l4. 17~C 
BBO-514,81-C 
BBO-514 ,89 
BOO';"514.93-C 
BBO-514.96 
B~O-515.04 
BBO-:-515.13 
BOO-:-5l5.21 

. 28-:-Q;7 
2-2(>8.97 A 
2B-_~4.1 

'" 

E1 Segundo Blvd 
Yosemi to Ave 
Imperial Highway 
state #29 
Ei9hth street 
Hacienda Blvd 
Lemon street 
Richards Blvd 
Lo'.vering " 
Fremont Ave 
Harengo 
Marguerlta Ave 
Atlantic BlvQ 
Sixth Street 
Fourth Street 
Garfield Ave 
Chapel Ave 
"1\" Street 
Relocation 
Berkeley Avo 
\'lest First Street 
CQl;'nell Ave 
Oberlin Ave 
North First street 
Indian Hill Blvd 
Y~1e Ave' 
Harvat.~<i Ave 
College Ave 
Rialto· Avo 

. Harbor Drive 
State #31 

L<;>s Angeles Co . 
Manteca 
Santa Fe Springs 
Calt.t;'ans 
Banning 
Los Angeles Co 
Fullerton 
Davis 
Alhambra 

Hayward 
C1<:lremont 

San ~rnardino 
S~n·D$,ego 

.. Cc~l i;:i;'ans 

AT&SF 
$PI'/TWS 
AT&SF 
SPI' 
SPl' 
SPI' 
AT&SF/QPRR 
spr 
SPI' 

SPl' 
SPT 

AT&SF. 
AT&$F 
AT&SF 

e 

e 
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PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION PROJEC~S OR ALTERATIONS 
PISCAL YEAR 1974-75 

PURSUANT TO SECTION' 2402 OF THE STREF;TS AND "IGm-/AYS CODE 

;Priorityr .---. 

Sheet 2 of 4 

: Numb~r C)'ossing No. __ . . . str ... et Public Agency Railroad I 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31, 
32 

.33 
34 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

0-46.0/4-46.7 
C-179.5 
8-728.3-B 
C-14l.7-B 
£-222.01-A 
BK-512.4 
B ... 469.4 
4-176.1 
2E-16.5 
£-24.8 
E-35.9 
A-13.8 
2-154.6 
2-154.87 
213-1.3 
B-609.7 
&-22,0 
8-495.3 
4-93.9-8/0-91.2-B 
"Bit Line 
B-490.-2 
B-'-490.3 
B-490.7 
B..,.491.2 
E-9.3 
D..,.5. 9/0,-5. 9-A 
B~ ... 504.6 
E..,.23,2 . 
2.:.159.6 
B,-36.9-A 

Murrieta 
Hidway County Rd 
Quick Rd 
state Ino 
Eighth street 
Katella Ave 
Hollywood t-/ay 
Pasado Rd 
Mission/Tvlin Oak 
tofui pple Ave 
Castro Street 
Cutting Blvd 
Telegraph Rd 
Florence Ave 
Mill street 
Monroe Street 
Ralston Ave 
Peck Rd 
Niner Ave 
Lovlering 
Ramona street: 
Hlsston street: 
Del Mar 
San GCibriel 
Grand Ave 
Adeline Street 
Beach Bl,vd 
HOlly Stl,"eet 
AlondrCi . 
Waterfront Rd 

Livermore 
Butte Co 
Imperial Co 
Caltrans 
San ~uis Obis po 
Anaheim 
Los Angeles Co 
Yuba Co 
San Marcos 
Redwood City 
Mountain Vie ... , 
Richmond 
santa Fe Springs 
Los Angel,es Co 
San Bernardino 
Indio 
Belmont 
El Monte 
Stockton 
San Gabriel 

So San Francisco 
Oakland 
Buena Park 
San CarlQs 

·La Mirada 
(:ontraCosta Co 

SPT/WPRR 
SPT 
SPl' 
SPT 
SPT 
SPT 
SPl' 
WPRR 
AT&SF 
SPT 
SPl' 
SPT 
AT&SF 
AT&SF 
AT&SF 
SPT 
SPT 
SPT 
WPRR/SPT 
SPT 

SPT 
SPT 
SPT 
SPl' 
AT&SF 
SPl' 

(\ 
• 
\!) 
(J) 
(J) 
w 

e 

e 



Aplxmdix C 

PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
FISCAL YEAR 1914-75 

PURSUANT TO SECrION 2402 OF THe STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE 

Sheet 3 of 4 

: Priority:: ',', 
J Number , Crossing No. Street Public Agency Railroad 

41 

42 
43 
44 
4S 
4() 
41 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
59 
57 
58 
59 
60 

8N-l.85-8N-2.6 
8N-l.8S 
8N-l.9 
81:·.2.0 
8N-2.05 
8N-2.l 
8N-2.2 
8N-2.3 
8N-2.4 
8N-2.45 
8N-2.6 
E-21.0 
A-91. ,0 
E-39.7 
E-365.7-B 
A-14.5/2K-l.8.,.B 
2H-19.5 
DK-498.0 
E ... 15.2 
3A-12.3 

. B-S1I.S 
2B-25,2 
2-187.6 
E-448,8 
A-19.3 
~-180.5 
2-149.5 
B~2l0 .3 
BG-4~8.3 
£"';432.0 

. -~ ~ 

Removal 
l-1ontezuma 
\-les t street 
Cutter street 
York street 
Black Diamond 
Railroad 
Cumoerland 
Los Mendanos 
East streei; 
Harbour Street 
Laurie f1eadows Dr 
28th Street 
Wolfe Rd 
Hollister. Ave 
23rd Street 
Del Arno 
Imperial Highway 
Broadway 
Alondra Blvd 
Roselawn 
Lincoln Ave 
Ridge Route D1;" 
Tampa Ave 
pt. Pin()le Park. 
Culver Drive 
Greenwood Ave 

'Chestnut; Ave 
f'1.orence Ave 
'Mact~ra Rd 

Pittsburg 

San Hateo 
Sacramento 
Sunnyvale 
Santa Barbara Co 
Richmond 
Torrance 
Norwalk 
Btu;lingame 
Paramount 
Pomona 
Corona 
Orange Co 
Los Mgeles 
Ri<;:hmond 
Irvine 
Montebello 

, FresnQ 
Los Angeles Co 
Simi Valley 

>:.~ 7 

SN 

SPr 
SPr 
SPT 
SPl' 
SPT/ A'l'&SF 
AT&SF 

, SPT 
SPT 
UPRR 
SPl' 
AT&SP 
AT&SP 
SPl' 
SPT 
~AT&SF 
AT&SF 
SPT 
SPl' 
SPT 

o • \0 
(J) 
(I) 
w 

,\ 

e 

e 



Appendix C 

:Prlority: 
: Number 

61 

62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 

PRIORITY LIST OF GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS OR ALTERATIONS 
FISCAL YBAR 1914-15 

PURSUAN'l' TO SEC'l'ION 2402 OF THB STRBETS AND HIGWdAYS CODE 
. ~ -- . 

: 
Crossing No. Street Public Agency 

"2 11 Line Lowering Oceanside 
2-228,0 Cassidy 
2E-0.3 Hill street 
2-227.2 Oceanside 
2-226.4 Tyson Street 
2-226.8 Wisconsin street 
2-225.9 Sixth street 
2-226.1 Third street 
2-84.8 Riverside Aye Rialto 
2-746.5 DarstO\-I Rd 8arsto\'1 
3-39.0 Grove street Ontario 
8-543.6 l-",ountain View Lorna Linda 
E-64.0 Dailey Ave San Jose 
BBJ-509.31 Birch Street B1;ea 
5-14.7-B Sir Francis Drake ayd Larkspur 
BM-522.09 El1i~ Ave Huntington Beach . 
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Railroad 

AT&SF 

AT&SF 
AT&SF 
UPRR 
SP1' 
SPl' 
SP'r 
N'dP 
S?T 

o , 
\0 
()) 
<}) 
w 

e 

e 

," 


