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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

'Investigation for the purpose ) hﬂaﬂed
[JUN 2 0 1988

of establishing a list for the
fiscal years 1988-89 and 1989-90 )
of existing and“proposed crossings )
at grade of city streets, county )
roads, or state highways most )
urgently in need of separation, or )
projects effecting the elimination ) 1.87=10-033
of grade crossings by removal or ) (Filed October 28, 1987)
relocation of streets or railrocad )
_ tracks, or existing separations in )
need of alteration or reconstruc— )
tion as contemplated by Section )
2452 of the Streets and Highways )
Code.. )

)

(See Appendix A for appearances.)

. INTERIM_OPINION

This is an investigation required by Streets and Highways.
(S&H) Code § 2452 to establish a Railrocad-Highway Grade Separation
Priority List (priority list) for the fiscal years 1988-89 and
1989-90. Copies of the Commission’s order instituting
investigation (OII) were served upon each city, county, and city
and county in whiCh there is a railroad, every railroad
corporation, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), the California Transporxtation Commission (CTC), the
League of Califormia Cities, the County Supervisors Association,
and other persons who might have an interest in the proceeding.
The OXI invited public agencies and railroad corporations desiriné,
to have particular grade separation projects considered. for
inclusion on the 1988-89 and 1988-90 priority lists to submit their
nomlnatxons of those projects to the Commission on or berore
December 28, 198'7. o
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Detailed procedures and forms for nominations were
included in the OIX. Each nominating body was required to furnish
copies of its nomination(s) te Caltrans and the appropriate
railroad, and was informed of the‘requirement to appear at the
scheduled public hearings in either San Francisco or Los Angeles to
present evidence concerning the nominations. A limitation of one
wvitness per project was established by the OII to expedite the
proceeding. Parties were informed of the opportunity to submit
verification of supplemental data in support of nominations to the
Commission’s Transportation Division (staff) not later than one
week following the last scheduled date of hearings.

More than 100 nominations were timely filed. Public .
hearings were subsecquently held on April 5, €, 12, and 13 before
Commissioner Ohanian and Administrative Law Judge Wetzell, and the
investigation was submitted May 4, 1988 upon receipt of the
transcript and staff’s late-filed Exhibit 19.

Background

‘ ' S&H Code § 2452 requires the Commission to establish,
pr;or to July 1 of each year, a priority list of projects which the
Commission determines to be most urgently in need of separation or
~alteration. The list contains'projects on city streets, county
roads, and state highways (other than freeways) which eliminate
existing or proposed grade crossings, eliminate grade crossings by -
removal or relocatxon of streets or railroad tracks, or alter or
reconstruct exmsting grade separations.

Fund;ng for projects included on each annual prlority
list is provided through S&H Code § 190. The types and percentages
of costs deemed eligible for an allocation, as well as the steps
required to secure an allocation, are described in Chapter 10,

'§§ 2450-2461 of Division 3 of the S&H Code.

The Commission is responsible for establishing criteria
to be used in determining:the priority of projects most urgently in
need of separation or alteration. The Commission staff assists the
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Commission in determining criteria and comparing the projects
nominated leading to the establishment of a priority list of those
crossings most urgently in need of separation.

These criteria have been continually refined in previous
priority list proceedings. The principal element has been a
‘formula which weighs vehicular and train traffic volumes at a
project location aleng with project costs, and which also measures
a variety of conditions such as accident history at the location.
Application of the formula to data for a particular project results
in the assigmment of a “Priority Index Number” (points) to that
project. Priority list rankings are based primarily on the
assigned points. ' Secondary criteria have been established to rank
projects with the same point value.

The OIXI provided that commencing with the 1988-89 fiscal
year, the annual priority lists would be established under a two-
year program. Nominations will be submitted and hearings will be

. held every other year. In each year.in which hearings are held,
the former procedures will be observed. In the following year, the
Commissmon will establish a priority list which has been revised to -
delete those projects actually funded for therflscal year during
which hearings are held.

Proposed_Priority List Formula
: For the purpose of determining the 1988-89 and 1989-90

przority lists, the staff proposed the following formulas

P=YXT+ SCF
CxF

Where:

Priority Index Number

Average 24~Hour Vehicular Volume

Total Cost of Separation Project
(In Thousands of Dollars)

Average 24-Hour Train Volume

Cost Inflation Factor (Use F = 11 for
1988~89 & 1989-90 F.Y. Priority List based
on the Current Construction Cost Index)

= Special Conditions Factor
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For Existing or Proposed Crossings Nominated for
s £ Eliminati

SCF = GL + G2 + G3 + G4 + G5 + G6 + G7

Where: Points Pogsible

Gl = Vehicular Speed Limit 0- 5
G2 = Railroad Prevailing Maximum Speed - 0= 5
G3 = Crossing Geometrics 0= 5.
G4 = Crossing Blocking Delay 0-10
GS = Alternate Route Availability 0= 5
G6 = Accident History 0-20
G7 Irreducibles 0=20

_ Total Possible 0=70
Por Existing Separations Nominated for Alteration
ox Reconstruction ‘

SCF = S1 + S2 + S3 + S4 + S5 + S6
Where: . Points Possible

$1 = width Clearance
S2 = Height Clearance
S3 = Speed Reduction or Slow Order
S$4 = Load Limit
S5 = Accidents At or Near Structure
S6 = Probability of Failure and
Irreducibkbles 0=10

Total Possible 0=50

‘ Points in each category are assigned accbrdinq to the
following schedule:

G "

Points

CYNARXYER.
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G2 = Railroad Maximum Speed
HEH_ ‘ Points
0=25

26-35
36=45
46=55

56—-65
66 +

Crossing Geometrics

0-5 points based on relative severity
of physical conditions.

G4 = Crossing_Blocking Delay, Total Minutes
_ per Day :

Minutes

0=20

21~40
41-60
61-80
81~2100
101~-120
121~-140
141-160
161-180
181-200 -
201 + ' 10

G5 = Alternate Route Availability
Distance (feet) ' points
0-1,000 :

|

0
o
2

3

4
5
6
7
8

0

 1,001-2,000
'2,001-3,000
3,001-4",000
4,001-5,000
5,001 +
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Gé = Accident History (10 years)

Each reportable train—involQéd accident

Note 1.

Note 2.

Pointg = (1 + 2 x No. Killed +
No. Injured) x PF*

fPF‘-‘Protectibn Factor for:

Std. #9 = 1.0
Std. #8 = 0.4
Std. #3 = 0.2
Std. #1 = 0.1

No more than three points shall be
allowed for each accident prior to
modification by the protection factor.

Each accident shall be rated

separately and modified by a factor

:ggropriate to the protection in
stence at the time of the accident.

G7 = Ir:educibles

- 0=-20 points based. on:

(a)

(b)

()

(@)

Secondary Accidents
Emergency Vehicle Usage
Accident Potential
Passenger Trains.

Numbexr of Trains Per Day
| 1-2
6~20.
50 +
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S1 = Width Clearance
Width (feet)

167 + 12(N)

12/ but less than 167 + 12(N)
. 87 but less than 124 + 12(N)
07 but less than 87 + 12(N)
11 () but less than 12(N)
Less than 11 (N)

Nw= Number of Traffic Lanes

£

W]
OOQENO

52 = Separation Height c1earance ‘
Underpass .
Height (feet)
15/ and above
14’ but less than 15/

137 but less than 14/
Less than 137/

Overpass
Height. (feet)
‘22=1/2" and above
207 but less than 22-1/2‘

187 but less than 20'
Less than 187 :

$3'= Speed Reduction or Slow Order

None
Moderate
Severe

'S4 = Load Limit
None

Moderate
Severe
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S5 = Accidents At or Near Structure (10 Years)
0= 10 ’
11~ :
T 21—

31~

41-

51—

61—

71=-

8l= 90

91~-100"
101 +

‘ss\- Irreducibles-

- :
COVRVNANLWNHO

0-10 points based on:

(a) Probability of Failure

(b) Accident Potential

(c) Delay Effects

Staff notes that its proposed formula is substantially
the same as that used iﬁ_tha 1987-88 priority list proceeding ..
(Decisioﬁ 87-06-016);' The Cost Inflation Factor, based on the
current construction cest index, was modified to reflect current
index values. | ‘
Multiple-Crossing Projects
' Projects involving the closuxre of multiple crossings were
‘evaluated by the staff in the same manner as single crossing
projects with two major exceptions involving the Accident History
.and Crossing Blocking Delay Factors. For a multiple crossing
project, the Accident History points for each crossing were added
and that cumulative total is reflected in Appendix C for G6 -
Accident History. A
Crossing Blocking Delay was considered on an individual

project basis. For single street crossings of two railroads, the
delays at each crossing were simply added; at maltiple street
crossings of a single railroad, the delay points awarded depended




I.87-10-033 ALJT/MSW/fs

on the street configuration. For the vast majority of these
projects, delay points were awarded based on a weighted average
taking_intovaccount the delay and the number of vehicles at each
crossing in the project. '

Secondary Criteria :

For situations where two or more projects have the same
point value as computed under the formula, staff initially
recommended applying secondary tie-breaking criteria under which
projects involving existing grade crossings or separations would be
prioritized as in past proceedings. With respect to these, firxst
consideration would be given to projects which separate or
eliminate existing grade crossings. Lower ranking would be given
to projects for the alteration or reconstruction of existing
separations. Within each of these categories, first consideration
would be given to the lower cost project in order that the maximum
nunber of projects may ba accomplished with the available funds.

Projects for the elimination of proposed grade crossings,
for which cities and counties are effectively required to
contribute 50% of the project cost, would be given greater
priority. Staff explained by noting the 1986 amendments to S&H
‘Code § 2452 (effective January 1, 1987). Subdivision (b) of that
section requires that until July 1, 1991, as to projects of
otherwise equal priority, greater priority shall be given to grade -
separation projects for which a city or county contributes at least
50% of the project cost.

To- :ully‘implement S&H Code § 2452 staf: proposed that
the CTC and Caltrans utilize the priority list to give greater
priority to grade separation projects of otherwise equal priority
for which the the amount contributed by a city or county is éqdala
to or greater than 50% of the cost of the project. Should there be
more than one such project with the same point value,.rirst_
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priority would be given to projects which eliminate or alter
existing crossings and last consideration would be given to
projects which eliminate proposed grade crossings.
Exhibit 2 | | . )
After applying the formula and secondary criteria to the
information contained in the nominations, the staff compiled a
tentative priority list which was mailed to all interested parties
on March 25, 1988. Included imr the mailing was a list of all
project nominations received on or before December 28, 1987, the
criteria proposed to be used in assigning the rankings, and a
preliminary list of point values and rankings assigmed to each
nomination. Staff invited parties to comment on and offer
alternatives to its tie-breaking proposal at the hearings.. This
mailing was later admitted into evidence at the hearing as:
Exhibit 2.
Eliqibilit ¢ Licht Rail ject
. At the hearings the question of whether certain
.sepgr&tion'projects involving light rail transit systems should be

considered eligible for funding under Chapter 10, §§ 2450-2461 of
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Division 3 of the S&H Code (and therefore eligible to be included
on the priority list) arxose as a material issue;l This was
occasioned by San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board’s
(MIDB) nom;natxon of 14 projects which involved the light rail
operations of San Diego Trolley, Inc. These projects dominated. the
top rankings of the staff’s preliminary priority list (Exhibit 2),
which was mailed to parties shortly before the hearings commenced.
Some parties were concerned that since only a limited number of
high-ranking projects are actually funded each year, the MIDB light
rail system would virtually monopolize the available funds.

The eligibility issue focused on grade separation
projects which exclusively involve light rail transit. Although it
was arqued in general that direct public ownership of tracks
renders projects involving those tracks ineligible, no party
directly addressed the eligibility of project nominations which
involve conventional railroad operations, conducted under a
separate contractual arrangement, on the same tracks as llght rail
operations. The 14 MIDB projects nominated were dzv;ded equally

between these two- categor:es.

1 The term ”11ght rail” was not defined by parties at the
“hearings. Other terms used in discussions of the issue included
’mass transit”, ”“commute service”, *true transit sexvice”,
rpassenger tralns” and ”formal transit operations”. They were
generally dmst;ngulshed from such terms as “railroad corporation”,
wfreight trains”, “conventional railroads”, and ”“mainline
railroads”.

We take notice of ouxr General Order 143, which establishes
rules for the design, construction and operation of light rail
transit systens including streetcar operations. Light rail transit
is defined in those rules as ”“[a)] mode of urban transportation
utilizing predominantly reserved but not necessarily grade-
separated rights-of-way. Electrlcally propelled rail vehicles
operate singly or in trains.” A light rail vehicle is defined as
Taln electrically propelled passenger carrying rail wvehicle
capable of cperating on [exclusive, semi-exclusive and non-
exclusive alignments].” Non—exclusxve almgnments refer to surface
streets,and pedestrzan malls.
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After the completion of hearings and filing of briefs;
MIDB withdrew all of its nominations of projects which involved
only the separation of light rail operations-2 The remaihing
seven MIDB neminations involve tracks over which both light rail
and freight operations are conducted. Staff’s late-filed Exhibit
19 reflects the withdrawal of the seven disputed nominations.
Accordingly, it is not necessary for us to address the eligibility
of other light rail and related projects at this time.

Although we decide not to resolve the eligibility issue
of these other projects at this time, we are aware of the potential
for this and related issues to arise in future priority list
proceedings, particularly with the growing importance of public
transit systems as alternatives to the the private automobile. As
we discuss later, we believe these issues can be resolved more
effectively and equitably, with the full participation of all
interested part;es, than can be accompl;shed in thls proceedzng at
 this time.

2 The Administrative Law Judge issued a ruling, served on all
parties, allowing briefs on the eligibility issue and the xelated
issue of train counts discussed below. Briefs were to be filed, in
accordance with our Rules of Practice and Procedure, not later than
April 27, 1988. Properly filed briefs were received from the City
of West Sacramento and the County of Fresno.

Although not in appearance, the Greater Bakersfield Separation
of Grade Distriect submitted a brief. We accept this filing because.
the wntness‘appearxng for both the City of Bakersfield and the
County of Kern testified that he was directly retained by the the
District, which in turn has agreements with the City and the County
for his services.

Similarly, we accept the brief of MIDB although it was filed
with our Docket Office after the April 27 deadline. oOur records
show it was tendered for filing on a timely basis with the required
copies and service on parties, substantially in compllance w1th our
rules and the ALJY’s rul;ng.
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The OII announced that. the staff proposed to use
evaluation criteria similar to those adopted in the previous
priority list proceeding. Duxing the hearings; several parties
argued there are biases or deficiencies built into the basic
formula, and urged a review of the criteria. However, the only
specific proposal for a change in the criteria was to exclude light
' rail trains from the train volume component of the basic formula.
For the reasons discussed below, we acknowledge that a full review
. of the criteria should be made, but there is no basis before us at
this: time for orderlng a change. We adopt the proposal of the
staret. '

County of Sacramento urged adoption of changes to
accomplish the following: '

Better reflect actual conditzons at
individual crossings.

Better reflect offsite conditions at
problem crossings.

Give less weight to vehicular and train

counts and more weight to safety hazards,

traffic delays and crossing geometry.

The County noted that the train volume component of the

current formula gives equal weight to a 54~car freight train and a
two-car light rail train even though the problems created by the
two trains are completely different. The Special Conditions’ Factor
component of the formula does consider other factors but, according
to ;he County, carries insufficient weight. Also noted was the.
formula’s failure to take into full account the effects of long
crossing delays on regional. traffic circulation patterns due to
diversion of traffic away from the crossing. In a similar vein,
the City of Los Angeles, noting that the formula measurés crossing
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blocking delays uniformly, pointed out there is. a significant
difference between delays during peak hours of traffic and delays
during off-peak hours.

By far the most szgnxf;cant issue involving the formula
was whether the train counts should include light rail trains.
Typically, mass transit passenger operations, such as those
conductéd on the tracks of the Southern Pacific Transportation Co.
(SPTC) on the San Francisco peninsula, or those of the MTDB light
rail system involve much higher train volumes than on lines which
include only freight or intercity passenger trains. For example,
the highest ranking nomination (Fresno Track Consolidation) shows a
volume of 20 trains per day. By comparison, nominations for
projects along the San Francisco peninsula (Redwood City, San
Carlos, San Mateo, San Bruno and South San Francisco) show train
volumes ranging from 54 to 58 per day. The great majority of these.
are Caltrain peninsula commuter trains. Similarly, volumes at the
MTDB project locations range from 97 to 146 trains per day. All
but one or two of these are light rail trains. .

These high train counts significantly affect the number
of points awarded and the projectvrankings, particularly in the
case of the MIDB nominations. Several parties argque that even
though projects involving both freight and light rail operations
are eligible to be included on -the list, only the freight train
volumes should be included in calculating the priority. We
disagree. S&H Code § 2452 requires that we evaluate eligible
projects in accordance with criteria we establish, and rank those
projects according to the criteria. We find no basis in the
statutes or in our prior decisions for eliminating consideration of
certain kihds of trainS‘operated,at a crossing location, because of
the;r weight or motive power.

‘We do £ind a basis in the legislatxve intent of S&E Code
Division‘a, Chapter 10 for including 119ht.rail train counts.
Chapter 1153, Statutes of 1973 enacted revisions to the grade
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separation program. In so doing, the Legislature found and
declared, in Section l(a):
#Concern for public safety and convenience makes

it desirable that an expanded program be

undertaken that places the highest priority on

eliminating the most hazardous railxocad grade

crossings that continue to take the lives of

people of this state.”

We read from this a clear intent that we base our
criteria on both safety and convenience, but with the highest
priority given to safety. With this priority on safety, we cannot
ignore the potential for accidents posed by 2 hundred or more light
rail train passages a day at a crossing location. This is
consistent with our past practice. 1In the past, as noted by staff,
we have placed two light rail transit projects on priority lists
(Coronado Avenue and Jackson Drive. in San Diego). No argument was
made in these proceedings regarding their eligsziity ox the method
in which the criteria was applied.

, In general, it may be that more effective and equitable
refinements of the criteria can be developed, and we invite the
staff and all other parties to explore such refinements for future
‘proceedings. For example, one party suggested that we should
factor in such variables as the relative braking abilities of long
freight trains and light rail wvehicles, but we were presented with
no basis with which to do so. Worthy and constructive criticisns
have been advanced, but staff’s criteria have not been shown to be
unreasonable. Except for train counts, specific proposals for
c¢hange have yet to be advanced. For the purposes of the 1988-89
and 1989-90 priority lists, we find the existing criteria, as
proposed by the stazz, to be-reasonable.

The City of Los Angeles' Roscoe Boulevard nomination
proposes a separation of Roscoe Boulevard from the tracks of SPIC’s
Coast Line. This project is located in the San Fernardo Valley
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area of Los Angeles, adjacent to the Van Nuys Airport. The airport
is a municipally owned facility of the city.

Included in the total estimated project cost of
$10,037,500 is an estimate for right-of-way allowance of
$2,244,500. The nomination shows that ”all required right-of-way
is owned by the L. A. City Department of Airports.” SPIC stated it
would object to any requirement that it contribute to that portion
of the cost of the project for the city’s acquisition of property
from its own airport department.

~ The effect of the additional $2.2 million for
right-of-way allowance is to lower the number of points awarded and
therefore the project’s ranking. At this time, we will rely on the
' city’s estimate of cost for the purpese of establishing the
priority list. In so doing, we make no findings on whether the
railroad would be required in any future proceeding to-contribute
to the contested right—or-way cost.

The County of Los Angeles nom;nated a project for the

separation of Del Amo Boulevard apd an SPTC branch line in and near
the'city of Carsen. The tracks would be raised 21 feet above Del
Amo Boulevard. The nomination states that the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission proposes to place a transit station in
the vicinity (on Del Amo Boulevard) to*serve‘passengers on its Long
Beach-Los Angeles light rail system.

At the hearings, SPTC moved to strike the Del Amo Project
from consideration in this proceeding on the basis ot”inadequate
project cost data. The motion was taken under advisement with the
understanding that the County and SPTC would engage in further
discussions on the details of project construction, prior to the
deadline for submitting supplemental data to the staff. Based on
these dlscussions, SPTC is now satisfied with the est;mates, and
bas withdrawn the motion.
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City of Montclaix Monte Vista Avenme Project

The City of Montclair requested that additional priority
consideration be given to its Monte Vista Avenue project nomination
due to a2 series of mishaps involving its application to Caltrans
for project funding. According to the c¢ity, based on its high
placement (ranking number 10) on the 1987-88 priority list, it
diligently pursued the neceséary steps, including obtaining a grant
of Commission authority (Decision 88-03~074), for submitting a
funding application before Caltrans’ April 1, 1988 deadline. As of
April 1, it lacked only a signed Construction & Maintenance
agreement with the Santa Fe Railroad. The fully executed agreement
‘was received from the railroad several days later.

Based on Exhlbit 2, Montclair anticipated recelVlng a
lower priority rank;ng on the 1988-89 and '1989-90 lists, and that
it would be unlikely to qualify for funding based on the new lists.
If a higher priority ranking is not accorded, years of effort to
build the separation will be nullified. Staff’s late-filed
Exhibit 19 shows a recommended ranking of: 31.

Monclair directs our attention to prior decisions where
we awarded higher rankings, in part, because of unique
circumstances involving a project’s placement on a list. We
distinguish those cases from this one. In this case, even if we
were’ disposed to depart from the established objective criteria, we
have no rational basis on which to judge by how much to raise the
priority. We note that Montclair asks only to be “reachable”. We
cannot know at this time what level of priority ranking will result
in ~“reachable” status.

- We are sympathetic to the city’s plight, but find no
basxs-ﬂor elevating the priorlty of the Monte Vista Avenue project
for future lists. The ranking of 10 on the 1987-88 priority list
was based on the relative importance of the project to all othexr
projectsson that list, based on information available and
conditions existing at that time. The project’s current standing
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in relation to all other current projects nominated this year,

. based on currently available information, is what we are requlred
'~ to assess in th;s investigation.
Exhibit 19

Staff’s late-tiled'Exhibit 15 reflects the effect of
additional information received by staff since preparation of
Exhibit 2. Consideration was given to testimony and evidence
presented at the hearings, as well as additional correspondence and
exhibits received from public agencies, concerning data submitted
on the nominations. <Changes were made in. the number of points
awarded to projects as a result of changes in factual data and
further explanation and reevaluation of data already submitted.
Staff intends that the project listings and rankings in the tables
in Exhibit 19 supersede those in Exhibit 2.

S&H Code § 2454(g), as amended, establishes a maximum
amount of funds available for a single project. For the 1988-89
fiscal year, the amount for a single project shall not exceed
$9,386,000 or an amount equal to one-third of the total funds
appropriated for grade separation projects, whlohever amount is
less.

At the hearings, storf clarified its proposal for
secondary tie-breaking criteria. Its final recommendations for
implementation of S&H Code § 2452(b), which section requires that
greater prxorxty be given to projects of othorwise equal prioxity
for which a city or county contributes at least 50% of the cost are‘
' described below.
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It is proposed that priorities for projects with the same
Priority Index Number be determined as noted below:

Projects for Which

a City orxr County Projects Not
con utes at Involving a 50%
Least 50% of the Contribution by
Cost, a_City or county

Projects. ﬁhich separate
or eliminate existing
grade crossings

Projects for . the altera-
tion or reconstruction
of grade sgparations

Projects for the con-
struction of new grade
separations . 3

Within each of the six categories above, first
consideration shall be given to the lowest cost project in oxder
that the maximum number of projects may be accomplished with the
available funds.

Projects showing a 50% public agency contribution will be
so noted on the priority list. If an agency making application to
Caitransuror an allocation of funds later chooses not to contribute
at least 50% of the' project cost, then project priority will revert
to the position which it would have recezved had the offer to
contribute not been made.

The appendixes included in this decision reflect the
staff’s recommendations described above for implementation of S&H
Code § 2452(Db).

Tables set forth in Exhlbit 19 represent revxsions in
Exhibit 2 as tollows-

\
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1. Projects'with‘points revised because of changes in
factnal data, a further explanation of prevxously'submxtted '
lnformatlon, or stafr reavaluation: .

ASQDE¥'

Bakersfield

~ Coachella

Emefyville~
Fontana

- Frexont

- Loma Linda

Crossing. Name
Coffee Rd.

P-Q~S Sts.

58=San Bermardino
- (2=780.3&2=753.2)
68=-Monterey
166~-Santa Barbara
238=-Alameda

Adolfo Rd.
LOSAQOBQS Rd.

~ Avenue 50

Yerba Buena Avenue

Fontana CNL

_ S@erra Avenue

wnshihgton Blvd;

SandICanyon Road

Fairfax Road

Moxrning Drive
Oswell St;eet

Mtn. View Avenue

« B

Train Volume

Blocking Delay
Train Volume
Blocking Delay

Train Volume

. Blocking Delay

Train Volune
Vehicle Speed
Vehicle Volume
Project Cost

Trqin‘Voluhé;
Train Speed

" Train Volume

Train Spreed . .

Vehicle Volume
Project Cost -

Train Speed .
Blocking Delay

Train Volume

Train Volume
Train Volume
Vehicle VQlﬁme
Train Volume
Blocking Delay

Trxeducibles.

Vehicle Volume
Vehicle Speed

Vehicle Volune
Train Volume
Train Volume
Train Volume

Train Volume
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agency
Los Angeles Co.

Manteca
Monrovia
Mbntclair

ontario

o Paramount

" Rancho ‘Cucamonga

: Rosgville

Sacramento Co.

San carlos

San Mateo

Crossing Name

Del Amo Blvd.

El Segundo Blvd.
Florence Ave. (BBH-488.4)
Slausen Ave. (BBH-487.4)
Center Street

Myxtle Avenue

Monte Vista Avenue

Archibald Ave. (B~523.4)

Archibald Ave. (3-41.2)

Grove Avenue

Alondra Blvd.

Hilliken Avenue
Harding,BIvd.
Antelope Road

Howard Avenue

9th Ave.-Mt. Diable

Affected Cateqory

Irreducibles
Irreducibles
Irreducibles
Irreducibles

Vehicle Speed
Train Volume
Vehicle Speed
Vehicle Speed

Train Volume
Irredugibles

' Yehicle Speed

Irreducibles
Vehicle: Speed
Alternate Route:
Irreducibles
Irreducibxes‘
Train Volume
Project Cost’

Train,Volumb
Vehicle Volume

‘Project Cost
Irreducibles

Vehicle Volune
Project Cost
Vehicle Speed
Alternate Route
Irreducibles

Vehiélé'Vb;ume_i
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2. - Redwood City has revised and consolidated its nominations
into projects which can be constructed separately. This has
reduced Redwood City’s nominations from the or;glnal seven to the
four noted below: :

Whipple/Hopkins _E-24.8/E-24.97
"~ Brewstexr . ' E-25.12 -

Broadway/Jefferson E~25.34/E-25.6

Maple/Main E-25.7/E-25.75

‘ 3. The following projects have been eliminated from the
prioxity list by agency request or for the reason shown:

Anaheim ' . Lincoln Avenue : Funded
Caltrans 236 - Santa Clara
El Monte' " Ramona Blvd. . , Did not appear
Morgan Hill Dunne Avenue _ :
Morgan Hill " Tennant Avenue _
- Oceanside 6th - Wisconsin str. L i
- Riverside Arlington Avenue . Did not appeax
San Diego- MIDB Ash Street ‘
San Diego MIDB . ' Bradley Avenue -
. San Diego' MIDB Grape Street
San Diego MIDB Hawthorne Street
. San Diego- MTDB Laurel Street
San Diego MIDB . Taylox Street :
San Diego MIDB washington Street :
San Luis Obispo Orcutt Road Did not appear
San Mateo - Laurie Meadows Funded
Santa Barbara Co. Hollister Avenue : ,Did not appear
Solano Beach Lomas Santa Fe Did not appear

4. Projects for which nominating agencies indlcated at the
hearing an intent to contribute at least 50% of the project cost
are idemtified in Appendix E under the heading 750% CONIR.”

1.87-10-033 required that agencies anticipating.the need
for an allocation above $5 million should be prepared to present
‘evidence at the hearing to justify the additional award. Such
evidence was received concerning the following projects:
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A. Projects Resulting in Multiple

Agency

Fresno

Fresno

Los Angeles Co.
Los Angeles Co.
Dixon

Los Angeles Co.
San Mateo

Crossing Name

Shaw Av. (2-1004.2)
Track CNL

Grand Ave.

Bandini Bl.

W. #A” St. LWR
Slauson Ave. BBH-487.3

B. Projects Achieving Major Changes/Improvements in
Traffic Safety and Circulation by Completion ox
Realignmeng of Major Arterials or Realigmment of

i e A4 1466 “at " S) P}

Compton
Compton

E1l Segundo
Emeryville
Fremont

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles Co.
Los Angeles Co.
Los Angeles Co.
Los Angeles Co.
ontario
Ontario
Richmond
Richmond

San Brumo

s St S

Del Amo Bl.

Alondra Bl.

Compton Bl.

Rosecrans Av.

Yerba Buena Av.
Washington Bl.

Desoto Ave.

N. Spring St.

Roscoe Bl.

El Segundo Bl.
Florence Av. BG=-488.3
Florence Av. BBH~488.4
Slauson Av. BG-487.4
Archibald Av. B~523.4
Grove Av.

23rd st.

cutting Bl.

San Bruno Av.

So. San Francisco

ripal Priority List
We adopt the staff’s recommendations as reflected in
Exhibit 19. This decision continues prioritizing projects with the
- same priority index numbers as was done in the paét with regaxd to
- projects involving existing grade erossings or separations, as
further set forth below. The attached priority list gives greater

Oyster Point Bl.
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priority to projects for the elimination of proposed grade
crossings as cities and counties are required to contribute 50% of
the cost of such projects. In the appendixes, projects for
elimination of proposed crossings are identified by the lettexr ”p#
in the column headed ~“PROP.”

With regard to projects having the same priority index
nuaber, consideration shall first be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings and then to projects
for the alteration oxr reconstruction of grade separations. Within
each of these categories, first consideration shall be given to the
lowest cost project in order that the maximum number of projects
may be accomplished with the available funds.

Appendix B is an alphabetical list ot projects we include
on the 1988=89 priority list. Included in the table, in addition
to information identifying each project, are the vehicular and
train volume, project cost and the ¥ x T calculation associated
with each project. CXF
' Appendix C is.a list of point values awarded in each-

Special Conditions Factor category to ex;stmng or proposed
crossings nominated for separation or elimination.

Appendix D is a list of point values awarded in each
Special Conditions Factor category to existing grade separations
nominated for alteration or reconstruction.

Appendix E is a lxsting of the projects included on the
1988-89 priority list ranked according .to their Priority Index
Number, and, for projects with the same number, according to to the
secondary criteria we adopt. These rankings will remain the same
in the 1989-90 priority list, which will be revised only*tc delete
those projects actually funded in a prlor fiscal year.
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LEGEND ,
(Explanation of terms and abbreviations in Appendixes B, C, D & E)
iR .
Southern Pacific Transportation Conmpany
The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company
Union Pacific Railroad Company

Union Pacific Railrocad Company, Western District
(formerly The Western Pacific Railroad Company)’

San Diego and Imperial Valley Railroad .
B _
Railxoad Branch

MILEPOST
.Identfiying Railroad Milepost

‘ .
L 0 oo
oL P
.-

'Sutfiz\applied to-separations nominated for alteration or
reconsicxruction.

A ifﬁighwiy Overpass

B = Highway Undérpass

"Suffix applied to exi'sting_ croésing ‘of spur tracks
c ,

P - Proposed Crossing
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TYPE
ERQJ .

Type of Project
Existing grade crosSing nominated for separation.

Proposed crossing nominated for separation - Grade
crossing practical and feasible.

Grade crossing nominated for elimination by removal
or relocation of streets or tracks.

Grade separation nominated for alterxation or
reconstruction.

20% CONTR,.

Projects for which hominating agencies indicated an
intent to contribute at least 50% of the project cost.

Future Proceedings _
' Staff advised in its late-filed Exhibit 19 that it
believes further analysis of the light rail transit issues raised

- in this investigation is warranted. It intends to initiate a legal

review of the issue and a public review of the criteria which will
involve the full participation of railroads, state, local and’
transit agencies. As we discussed earlier, we concur in the need
for such a review. In the competition for the limited funds .
available, we forsee an increasing potential for conflicts between

‘light rail sistems and other forms of public transportation on the

one hand and the more traditional freight railroad projects on the
other’'hand.

While we want to avoid or minimize such future conflicts,
we are constrained from taking direct action at this time. We have
historically conducted annual priority list investigations which,
in most years, involve relatively few major issues. For a number
of ye&rs;only minor refinements have been made to our evaluation
criteria. It is likely that many parties have come to rely on this
past practice in deciding whether to participate in thesg
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investigations; those who do not have eligible projects at the time
of a proceeding may elect not to participate based on their
expectation that no major prdgram or policy changes will result
from the proceeding.

We believe a more orxderly review of the program can be
accomplished as our staff proposes. The conversion we have ordered
to a two=-year program should help the staff’s review process,
allowing ample time before any proceedings for establishing the
1990-91 and future priority lists are begun. Staff should conduct
an informal workshep as part of this review, which should not be
limited exclusively to light rail issues, with a view towards
ensuring maximum participation of all parties. Following
completion of this program review, staff may initiate before us any
formal investigation or rulemaking proceedings that may be
necessary or appropriate.

! . <

The ALJ’s proposed decision was filed and mailed to
appearances on May 18, 1988, pursuant to Public Utilities Code
§ 311 and Rule 77.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure. Rules
77.2, 77.3, and 77.4 provide for comments on legal, factual, or
technical errors in proposed decisions. Such comments shall be
served on all parties and filed with the Docket Office within 20
days of the mailing date of the proposed decision, shall present or
rely on no new factual information, shall not reaxrgue positions
taken in briefs, and shall include supporting findings of fact and
conclusions of law for any specific changes proposed. Comments
were submitted to the administrative law judge, but no properly
filed comments ‘have been received by the Commission. We have
accordingly adopted the proposed decision, except for‘changes on
pages 11, 12, and 14 to clarify the discussions of light rail
project eligibility and formula amendments, and on page 27 to -
clarify that the staff’s review process should include an mnformal
workshop.
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Findi of Fact

1. Appendix B is a list of projects timely nominated and
eligible to be included on the priority list in accordance with the
procedures established in the OII.

2. The criteria set forth in Appendixes B, ¢, D, and E,
having been found reasonable in past decisions and not having been
shown to be unreasonable in this proceeding, are reasonable and
should be used to establish the 1988~89 and 1989~90 priority lists.

3. With regard to projects having the same priority index
number, consideration should first be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to projects
which altexr or reconstruct existing grade separations, and finally
to projects to construct new grade separations. Within each of
these categories, first consideration should be given to the lowest
cost project so that the maximum number of projects may be
acconmplished with the available funds.

4. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation
projects of otherwise equal priority for which the amount
contributed by a city or county is equal to or greater than 50% of
the cost of the project.
conclusions of Law |

1. fThe list set out in Appendix E should be established as
the 1988-89 priority list.

2. This investigation should remain open for the purpose of
establishing the 1989-90 priority list.

3. As the statute requires issuance of our order by July 1,
the effective date of this order should be date of signing.

ZNTERIM ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The list of projects appearing in Appendix E is
established as required by the California Streets and Highways Code
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§ 2452 as the 1988-89 list, in oxder of priority, of projects which
the Commission determines to be most urgently in need of separation
or alteration.

2. With regard to projects having the same priority index
number, consideration shall first be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to projects
which alter or reconstruct existing grade separations, and finally
to projects to construct new grade separations. Within each of
these categories, first consideration shall be given to the lowest
cost project so that the maximum number of projects may be
accomplished with the available funds.

3. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation
projects of otherwise equal priority for which the amount
contributed by a city or county is equal to or greater than 50% of
the cost of the project.

4. The Executive Director shall furnish a certified copy of
this opinion and ordexr to the California Department of
Transportataon and. the Callfornla Transportatlon Commission prlor
to July 1, 1988. : -”"

5. This investigation remains open for the purpose of
establishing the 1989-90 priority list. ' ‘

This order is effective today. -

‘Dated JUN1%? [388 , at San Francisco, Califormia.

STANLEY W,

I CERTIFY' THAT THIS DECISION.. .

WAS . APHNDVED*EY Aaovg,‘

deﬂﬂduﬂ'ﬁuanwcbw«mw

"\‘-
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APPENDIX A
List of Appearances

Respondents: Robert ¢. Bezzant, for City of San Mateo; CH2M Hill
by Steve Castleberxy, for City of Roseville; R. Gorxdon ElLIotL,
for City of South San Francisco; Larxy S. Gossett, for City of
West Sacramento; Keith Higgins, for City of Morgan Hill; Wally
Kelk, for City of Emeryville; Julie Ann MagDopald, P.E., for
City ot Dixon; Leslie C. Marqueit, for City of Hayward; Ron
Millexr, for City of Stockton:; Pat O’Halloran, for City of
Manteca; James €. Rav, for County of Sacramento; 2

, foxr City of sSan Bruno; Allen E. Spradque, Attorney at
Law, for City of Fremont:; Roger Young, for City of San Carlos;
Evgepe €. PBonnstetter, Attorney at lLaw, and Frank Hiyama, forx
State of California Department of Transportation; CH2M Hill, by
James A. Kellpnex, for City of Pittsburg: Adam P, Gee, for City
of Redwood City; Deleuw Cather & Company, by Ropext M. Baxton., .
P.E., for Cities of Bakersfield, Richmond, Banning, Fontana,
Rancho Cucamonga, Montclair, Monrovia, and Carson and Kern -
County; Exwin ohannesian, for County of Fresno, Public Works and
Development Services Departument; Anthony J. Telesco, for City of
Fresno; .Iuisite D, Juge, for City of Los Angeles;
ondrozeck, for County of Los Angeles; William M. Glickman, for
City of El Segundo; Donald W. Dey, for City of Anaheim; Dan
€linton, for City of Coachella; willdan Assocn.ates, by Gaxy P.
Dysaxt, for City of Camarillo:; Willdan Associates, by Victor
, for City of Paxamount; Shirley Iand, for City of
Irvine: Schiermeyex Consulting Services, by.
for City of Santa Ana; Loren A. Tuthill, for City of Buena Pach-
, for City of Compton; CG Engineering, by Neel L.
< i gen, for City of Loma Linda; Michael A. Curtin, P.E.,
for City of Ontario; and Rick Thorpe, for Metropolitan Transit
Development Board. ‘

Interested Parties: Harold S. Lentz, Attornmey at Law, for Southern
Pacific Transportation Co.; Moffat & Nichol Engineexrs, by

H. Richard Nejll, for himself; and Robert M. White, Attorney at
Law, for Union Pacific Railroad Company.

Tx_‘ansportatidn ‘Divisi'on: Robert W, Stich.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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: APPENDIX B
i Page 1
TABLE & '

‘ ARRBETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES CONNISSION
DY NOMIMATING AGENCY TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
. %% GRADE CROSSING. AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS

AGENCY CROSSING Rk Bk WILE  SUF PROP TYPE VK TRAIN  PROJECT  WeT/CeE
: NANE POST : PROJ  VOLUNE  VOLUNE £ost

Mﬁsnm, S wFER 891, CUOBAT T TA000
BAKERSFIELD . PG5 §TS 886.7 S0 B 4,800,000
T  WIBD SPRE W , 34,2 M0 3 33,00
 BUENA PARK DAE ST | 12,500 45 4,609,000
TR  So5n BERMARDIND B2 18 5,900
| OATRMS. 36-5AN BERWARDINO | - s 1B 387008
s : 68-HOKTéREY . - 00 18 A0

CALTRANS 79-RIVERSIDE , L 11,000 4% 5. 741,000

-

| 7.mmns: 166-5ANTA BARBARA - Ce000 19 3,650,800

" CALTRANS UMM ' - 23,000 18 £ A0,000°

" CALTRANS. 2N | : | T b 2,394,000
CAMARILLD: ADOLFO-RD 2,08 10 5,502,000
DMRILO UG RS | M 0 AN
NSO 2EL OB “ 280 S 7,970,000
COCAELLA WEME S0 Y 4,810,000
CONPTON ALONDRA BL Cy men 12,170,000
CONPTON CONTON B . 26,000 12,730,000
DIXON WS, i , BT E SRR sy
ELSTBUNDD ROSECRANS AV - 3,50 b0
DERVILE YR AY 17,000 1,200,000

FONTAN © FONTAMA DL ALT 1o 19 358500
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' . TABLE L -
‘ ALPHABETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS

“BY NOMINATING ABENCY

APPENDIX B
Page 2

CALIFOFNTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION

ki GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION. NOMINATIONS

CROSSING
MANE

RR BE  WILE  SUF PROF TYPE

POST PROJ  VOLUME  VOLUME

VER

TRAIN

PROJECT -
£osT

VeT/CofF

 FONTANA
.FREHOFT
FRERONS
FRESNdV
FRESNO
FRESNO-

FRESNO

FRESNO €0

- . FRESND CO

g - HAYNARD

HAYAARD
RS

TRVINE

KERN CO

KERN €0
 ¢£3~ £6

L0 LTNIA
05 MGELES

L0 ANGELES

LDS ANGELES

(05 ANGELES £0

. L05 ANGELES CO

SIERMA AV ALT 2

NEMARK By
HASRINGTON Be
HEANDON. AV
Shaw pv

ShAw AV ALT
™ DL
CHESTUT MY
LLOVIS AQ

AST

- NARDEK RO

TENNYSON RD
SAND: CANYON AV
FAIRFAL RD
NORNING D%
OSH;LL ST ,

NN VIEN AY

DESOTO AV

" M. SPRING. ST

ROSCOE -BL-

BANDIAL B

DEL ARO B

88.7 o

l

25,500

10,428

28,880

13,200

- 24,200

59,200

235,948

8,300

11,500

27,000

27,000

20,000

17,473

e

10,900

16,600
45,000
15,900
3,800

24,300

35,700

18

28

2,697,000

2,080,000

15,570,000

5,248,000

4,477,000

6,805,000

15

13

)

3
10

10~

xa,ox;;ooo

4,559,000

4,114,000

9,514,000

3,695,000

3,792,000
5,525,000

4,700,000

4,500,000

4,600,000

1,699,000

9,460,000

7,161,000

10,038,000 |

455,000

5,816,000
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APPENDIX B
. Page 3

.mx.a :
- APRABETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS

BY NOMINATING AGENCY

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEFARATION NOMINATIONS

CRGSSING RR BR MILE SUF PROP TYPE  VEW  TRAIN PROJECT
NARE POsT PROT  VOLUME - VOLUME: osT

VeT/Dsf

L0S ANGELES €O DOULAS ST . 15,0 W 22,000 6,570,000

L0S AnGELES CO EL SEGUNDD BL 492.6 1 22,100 9,295,000

105" ANBELES €0
L0S ANBELES €O
L05 ANGELES CO

LOS ANGELES €O

W05 ANGELES €O

FLORENCE AV
FLORENCE AV
BRAND AV

SLAUSON AV

SLAUSON AV

Ag8.4

488.3

508,35 .
487.4

487,3

36,100
7,900
16,000
3,100

33,100

11,735,000
11;528.000-‘
10,08?‘.006"
12,903,000

78,071,000

- LOS ANGELES €O

L . NANTECA

 TELEGRAPH RO ~ 148.8 : 14,200 5,856,000

CONTER ST b 9% RN AT 4,985,000

RONROVIA WRRE A 2 21,50 2,915,000

 HONTCLATR MONTE VISTA AV 103.7 25,000 3,462,000

ONTARID ARCHIBALD AV - 6,400 11,500,000

ONTARIO MCRIBAD N 11,300 5,492,000

ONTAKZO GROVE Y 27,800 7,768,000

"~ ONTARIO HAVEN AV 20,300 5¢462,000

PARAMOUNT ALONDRA BL - | 32,566 5,195,000

 PIVTSHRS WARBOR ST . | B 14,200 773,900

RANCHO CUCAMONGA NILLIKEN . 19,500, 4,226,000

REDNOOL CITY . BREMSTER AV | 10,711 5,000,000

REDNDOD CITY " BROADWAY/ JEFFERSON 31,650 10,000,000

REDMGED CITY  BAPLE/MAIN AVS | 1,49 10,080,000
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APPENDIX B

Page 4
TABLE 2 .
. ALPHABETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
BY NONINATING AGENCY TKANSPORTATION BIVISION
RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS

AGENCY CROSSING RR Bk MILE SUF PROP  TYPE VEH  TRAIN PROJECT VeT Lok
: NATE POST PROJ  VOLUME  VOLUNME g

REDWDLD CITY NHIPPLE/HOPKING AVS 2.8 L2957 S8 970,000 1
- RICHMOND- 2R §T 14,5 Loame 2% a0 7

RICHONE o CUTTING B A 138 . L 28,500 6,%2,000 10
' RgsEviLE | AMRDING BL A wnT 26,306 2,702,000 2
CSAMDOT0 . MTELOE RD : 102.5 - 10,900 6 3,%0,000°
SANBRUNG SAN BRUNO: Av 1 1o 25,000 26,000,000

San DNL0S ROWARD AV ‘ C 2k 12,500 7,992,000

Sax DIZED ATTB AT . 2.8 7,000 © C 4,460,000
i DIZE0 NTIB XN 7 EVS 200 16 495,00

S 16D DB EUCLID Av"‘ - ‘ a1 . | 19,000 - 9% 4.933.060

SaN DIE60 AT AETCRRR POV e 30 435,000

SAN DIESO th?B‘ L mINST I BT 29,000 o 2,535,000

San DIEB0 e MAIN ST % 21,000 500

San bzasu'mal PARSWALL Ve o _z:.'ooo\ ‘ s,ﬁs,ooé '

SAn RATED 25Th AV , o 5,235,000

Shn WD 9w Av = HONT DL 2,750 5 63,000,000

SAN HATZO NONTE DIABLD AV R 1k om0

SN WATED RN 10,061 2,145,000

S WATEL SNTA INEZ AV - 2,145,000

SN MATEQ. TN W ' 452 i.us.bbo

SANTA ANA BRAND AV. 31,700 . . 6,100,000

SOuTw Saw FRANCISCD  OYSTER PT B 250 S 12,584,000
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. TARLE ¢
ALPMABETICAL LIST OF PROJELTS

BY NORINATING ABENCY

APPENRIX B
. Page 5

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION.
TRANSPORTATION. DIVISION.
RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS

CROSSING

"AGENCY
- NARE

AILE © SUF PROP TYPE YEW. - TRAIN
POST PROT  VOLURE  vOLUME

RRBK

PROJECT
£osT

VaT/CoF

STOCKTON HANER LK

WEST SACRAMENTY MARBOR BL

9.5 1 42,50 13

8.4 111,000 18

(END CDI’,Z*I’FHBI@I)IJC‘ B)

8,814,000

2,400,000
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APPENDIX C

, TABLE 20 Page 1
SPECTAL CONDITIONS FACTOR FOR CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
" GRADE. CROSSINGS NONINATED FOR YRANSPORTATION DIVISION
SEPARATION OR ELIRINATION RR GKADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS

: VEW SPD TRAIN XING BLXKNG ALT. ACC TOTAL
CROSEING RR NILE SUF PROP  (IMIT SPEED GEOM DELAY RTE KWIST IRR SCF
NARE POST ) 62 6y 64 65 66 67

@RS COFREER U
DKERSFIELD PG5 5T 86,7
BANING MGRMD PRGN 4 B Sek.2
BUEN PARK MEST 1613
GRS S HRARIIN 780.3
OATRWS  SB-SAN BERMRDIN. 7.2
RS S8-HONTEREY 19.2

CATRMNG P-RIVERSIDE $62.4

. CALTRAS - 166=SANTA BARBARA ! 276.8

| DML MOLFORD | 478
DMRILLO h LAS POSAS R0 R a8
CRSON DEL MO BL 972
A O AVEMUE 90 B a2
coﬁerog, l  ALONDRA BL . o
 caneTow COMPTON BL 9eg
DIXON WAt ST. LR A 6T
EMERYWILLE - " YERBA BNA AV 6.5
FONTANM FONTAWA TN ALT 1
FONTANA SR A AT 2
FRENQNT NEWARK BL

FRENONT NASHINGTON BL
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTOR FOR
GRADE CROSSINGS NOMINATED FOP
SEPARATION OR ELIMINATION

APPENDIX C
Page 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION. NORINATIONS:

AGENCY

CRQSSING
NAME

. VEW SPD TRAIN XINE BLKNE ALT ACC TOTAL
BR MILE  SUF PROP  LINIT SPEED- GEOM DELAY RTE HIST IRR  SCF
PasY 61 62 65 64 63, 6Go 67

FRESM

FRESNG

«3R‘ESNO
FRESNG
FRESND €0
FRESND CO

WAYWARD -

“HAYWARD

HAYKARD |
IRVINE
KERN'CO
KERN €0
KERN €O

D5 ANBELES

- LOS ANGELES

LOS AMGELES €3
LO5 ANGELES €0
L05 ANGELES CD'

LOS ANGELES £O-
05 ANGELES CO

L05 ANGELES €O

HERNDON AV
SnAwn AV

Swan AV ALT

TRACK CNL

CHESTNT AV
CLOVIS AV
AST

MARDER KD

_ TENNYSON RD

SAND CANYON AV

FAIRFAX RD" .
RORNING DF.
OSksLL ST
DESOTO Av

ROSCOE B

BANDINT B

DEL AMD BL

D0UGLAS ST .

€L SEGUNDO BL

FLORENCE AV

FLORENCE, AV

19,5
1004.2
198,35
20,7
1.3
2.2
21.4
2.0 -
182.9
316,35
317.3

313.4
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TABLE A

SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTOR FOR
GRADE- CROSSINGS NORINATED FOR
SEPARATION OF ELIMINATION

APPENDIX C
Page 3

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRANSFORTATION. DIVISION
RK GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOUMINATIONS

ABENCY

CROSSING
L

VEW SPD TRAIN. XING BLKNG ALT ACC
NILE  SUF PROP  LIMIT SPEED .GEOW DELAY RTE KIST
POST 61 B2 6T 64 G B8

RR BK

!

IRR

)
f

TOTAL
SCF

W05 MEELES CD
L0S ANGELES €0
L5 MGELES €O
NANTECA
no~ao§£5
HUﬁTCLgIR
ONTARIQ
NTARI0 -
ONTARZD
ONTARID

PARANDUNT

 RANCHD CUCAMONGA

Reni_aqdo cITy
REDMOOD CITY
REDWOOD CITY
REDAO0D eIy
RICHROND }

KICHMIND

© ROSEVILLE

I
| .

SACRANENTO CO

SAN BRUNG

GRAND AV
SLAUSON &¢
SLAUSbN AY
CENTER CT _
RYRTLE Av
#ONTE vISTA AV
ARCHIBALL AV
ARCHIBALD av
séov£=av
HAVEN AV
ALDNDRA‘BLV
MILLIKEN |

BREMSTER AV

BROADWAY/ JEFFERSON

NAPLE/MAIN AVS

" NRIPPLE/MOPKINS. AVS

2RD-§T
CUTTING BL

nAKDING BL -

| ANTELOPE RD

- SAN BRUND AY

508.5
.
487.4
%8
122.4
102.7
"2
234
9.0
2.
12.3

. 95,8




1.87-10~033 /ALJ/MSW/it

APPENDIX C
Page 4
y TABLE 24 .
PECTAL CONDITIONS ®ACTOR FOR CALSFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
" BRADE [RDSSINGS MOMINATED FGR TRANGPOKTATION DIVIS1ON
SEPARATION DR ELIMINATION RR GRADE CROSSING AND GEPAKATION NOMINATIONS

e , vEw SPD TRAIN XING. BLKNG ALT ACC. TOTAL
AGENCY ‘ CROSSING 3 NILE  SUF PROP LIMIT SPEED GEOM DELAY RYE HWIST IRk SCF
‘ ML =57 61 62 & 6% 85 Gs - 67

SN CARLES - " nOWARD AV 24,4

SnDEOATIE TS s
SN DIEGY NTDB 300 57

AN ﬁzzsu-nrnaf EUCLID AV

* §AN DIEGO ATOB FLETCHER PKY
AN DIEED MTDE MAIN 57

S DIEGO NS~ MARSHALL AV

' Smrmté’ Coo WTR AN

s e 9T AV < #ONT DT

SANTA ANA GRANG AV

. SOUTH SAN FRMKCISCD  OYSTER PT BL
STOCKTON. WARNER LN

" WEST SACKAMENTO RARBOK BL

 (END OF APPENDIX C).
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTOR FOK
SEFARATIONS NOMINATED FOR
ALTERATIONS. OR RECONSTRUCTIONS

APPENDIX D

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRANSPORTATION. DIVISION
RP. GRADE CROSSING AND- SEPARATION. NOMINATIONS

.

CRUSSING
NARE

WIOTh. HWEIGHT GPEED  LOAD  ACC
MILE SUF CLEAR  CLEAR REDUC LIMIT STRUC
POST. 5L 52 5% 54 s

IRR
Sé

CALTRANS
VCALTRANS'
£L SEGUNDD
LdnA ;Inﬁa

LS ANGELES

L0S ANGELES CO

PITTSBURG

SAN DIZS0 NTDS.

AR MATED
SAN BATEC
SAN BATEG

SAN MATED

278=ALAREDA .

| 23B=ALANEDA

ROSECRANS Av
KTh VIEW AV
n.‘spms s
TELEeRaPﬁ R
nAKBOR ST

MIn ST

MONTE DIABLO AV

POPLAR AV

SANTA INET AV

o TLTON AV

1.4
20.4
13.3

Seb

1.7

148.8
49.3
10.3
17.4
17.2
12.3

17.5

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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APPENDIX E

. . Page 1
TABLE T
' PROJECTS NOXINATED By CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
‘ PRIDRITY INDEx WUMBSH ' TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
S RR GRADE CROSSING. AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS

CROSSING RR  BR NILE  SUF  PROP  VeT/CeF SCF PRIORITY  30%  PRIORITY .

FRESNO
$AN. DIEGO ATLB

SAN DIESO NTDE

" SAN DIEGQ WTDR

SAN DIESY MTUH
SAN DIZEG MTDE

SAN DIEGD WTL

. SACRANENTO €O

Kekn CO

ShN DIESO AT

'FRESND

FONTANA

.SDUTH. GAN FRANCISCO

AN MATED

CALTRANS
RICAMOND
KERN O

SAN MATED

- K;R» t'ﬁr

CALTRANS

" RICHNOND

NANE - POST ' INDEX NO..  CONTR.  NUMBER .

TRACK. CNL

I2ND ST

287 5T

MAIN ST

FLETCHER PRY

ﬂlRSﬂALL [

MIN ST -
ANTELOPE RD
FAIRFAX RD
EUCLID AV B
SMJ AV ALY
FONTANA ONL ALT $
OYSTER PY BL
POPLAR AV
M-KVERSIEE

250 ST

" CSWELL ST

TILTON. AV
NORNING DF
Zlé-ALAﬂEDA

CUTTING BL

198.3 -

17'9 B

17,4
10.5

102.:

J316.5

5.7

1004,2

0.7

B.4

92

91

3

7

71

82

b1
L1

37

Y
3

)

Y

47

4

N
N

NO

M

NG

NG

N0

NO-

NG

NG

N

' n:
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. TABLE 3
PROJECTS NOWINATED BY

"PRIORITY INDEX WURBEW

APPENDIX E
Page 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

TRANSPORTATION DIVIS1ON

RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION. NOMINATIONS

ABGENCY

CkOSSING
NANE.

MILE  SUF
POST

KRB PROP

VaT/CoF

SCF PRIORITY

. IMDEX. M0.

0%
CONTR.

PRIORITY

NUNBEK

LOS ANGELES LD
REDWOOE CITY
FRENONT
WEST SACRAMENTO

" SANTA AN
L05 ANBELES 0
PITTSBURG |
REDMGLY eImy
CARSDN
HONTCLATR
ONTARID
BAXERSFIELD
FRESHD-£0
BUENA PARK.

 COACHELLA ©
FRESNG
$AN RATED
ROSEVILLE
s«u'naria
L0MA LINDA

. REDWOCD-CITY

CALTRANS

TELEGKAPH. RD
BROADHAY JEFFERSON
NEWAR BL

WO B
BRAND AV
FLORENCE AV

HARBOR ST

W IPPLE/MOPKING AVS

DEL AN BL
NONTE VISTA AV
GROVE AV
COFFEE &D
CLOVIS AV

DALE 5T
AVENUE 0
WERNDON. AV
9h. :w _? NONT 31
HARDING BL
ZSTH.’V

ATN VIEW AV

BREWETER AV

S8-SAK BERNARDING

148.8

2.4

19

21,

4
39
39
h<J

39

N0

2

2
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| ‘ THE D
N BRLIETS GIMTD By

© PRIGKITY INDEX MUmBER

APPENDIX E
.Page 3

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TRANSPORTATION. DIVISION

Rk GKAUE CROSSING AND SEPARATION: NOMINATIONS

CROSSING. .
hANE

RRBR - MILE 5UF PROP  VeT/Cef SCF PRIORITY

" POST O INEX O

503 PRIORITY

CONTR.A

NUMBER

FRESNO
PARANOONT

SAN MATED

LOS ANGELES

s omds
STOCKTON.

LOS ANGELES

AN BRUND.
RANCHO' CUCANONGA
FORTAM
eALTRANS
FRESWO- €0
ONTARID
BANNING

ws ‘nuem-:s e
REDWG0D CITY

" ONTARID

DIXON

TRVINE

LOS ANBELES. CD

© . nAYWARD

SHAM AV

ALONDRA BL

NONTE DIABLO AV

N. SPRING ST
HOMARD AV:
HAMNER LN
ROSCOE B
SANIB&UNO N
nILLIkES,,- '

SITRRA AV ALT 2

3B=5AN BERNARDIND

CAESTMUT AV
ARCHIBALD: AV

HIGHLAND-SPRE AV

SLAUSON. AV

MAPLE/MAIN. AVS

 ARCHIBALD AV

M. *A* ST, LWR
SAND CANYON. AV

GRAND AV. .

WARLER RD-

1988

12.3

N0

g
N

X0
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PROJECTS NOMINATED BY
PRIORLTY INDEX NUMBER

APPENDIX E
Page 4

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILETIES COMNISSION
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION.
RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOMINATIONS.

*

CROSSING RRBR WILE  SUF  PROP  VeT/CeF ‘§CF  PRIORTTY 0% PRICRITY
NANE : POST ‘ INDEX NO.  CONTR.  WUMBER

ONTARID

MONKOVIA -

: CALTRlMS
L0S ANGELES
L05 .nmgs’ &
coqmu
CONPTON
CM.TlRANS‘

\ H.AYW\F(D

L05 ANGELES 00
SAN RATED
CALTRANS
ﬁnrsu'
CAMARILLO
L0S ANGELES 00
L SEGUNGD
EAERVILE
cmm_
LOS ANGELES €0
FRENONT

BAXERSFIELD

o . HAYWARD

WAVEN AV 2.3 ; 20 27 YES S
NYRTLE AV ‘ 122.4 17 27 M 6
160-SANTA BAKBARA € 276.8 TSR, SR S 7
DESOTO" AV | £ 4468 2t % 0. &
BANDIN BL A 34 n 5 N
ALONDRA B FR A . S N 70
COPTONE. | S S . own
ZIB-AMMED _ A B 2 N
TENNYSON RD < | , 16 N K |

SLAUSON AV : ‘ 17 ) T4

CSAWTAINEZ AV 3 2 NS

b8~NONTEREY: . ‘ N0 76

CENTER ST . , ' ‘ N7
ADGLFD RD ' | s M T8

©BEL MO B , ' N om

ROSECRANS. AV ) : s, B0
YERBA-BWA AV . |
LAS POSAS RD

EL SEBUNDO BL
VASHINGTON BL
P ST

AST
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. TABLE 3
PROJECTS NOMINATED BY

PRIORITY INDEX NUMBE®

APPENDIX E
Page 5

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILIVIES COMMISSION
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION
RR GRADE CROSSING. AND SEPARATION NOWINATIONS

CROSSING
NANE

RR BR NILE  SUF  PROP  VeT/CeF
posT ‘

SCF PRIORITY

0% PRIORITY
INDEX NO.  CONTR.  NUMBER .

L05 ANGELES €0

L0S ANGELES €O

FLORENCE AV

DOUGLAS ST

B6  498.3

[ T & W1

(END OF APPENDIX E)

18

1

N0

- YES

a7

88
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Division 3 of the S&H Code (and therefore eligible to be included
on the priority list) arose as a material issue.l This was
occasioned by San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Bo€5d4s
(MTDB) nomination of 14 projects which involved the light’rail

. operations of San Diego Treolley, Inc. These projects deminated the
top rankings of the‘staf:'s preliminary priority list/ﬁExhibit 2),
which was mailed to parties shortly before the hearings commenced.
Some parties were concerned that since only a limitéd‘number of
high-ranking projects are actually funded each year, the MIDB light
rail system would vurtually monopolize the avazigble funds.

The eligibility issue focused on gr#ée separation
projects which exclusively involve light rail transit. No party
seriously questioned the eligikility of liéht rail project
nominations which also involve conventionél railroad operations
(although, as discussed later, a related issue of traxn-count
criteria was raised with respect to this category). The 14 MTDB
projects nom;nated were d;v;ded equally between these two
categor;es. C ‘

1 The texrm ”light rail” was not defined by parties at the
hearings. Other terms used/in discussions of the issue included
7mass transit”, “commute service”, “true transit service”,

fpassenger tralns' and “formal trans;t operatlons” They were
generally dlstlngulshed from such terms as’ “railroad corporation”,
7freight trains”, 'convent;onal railroads”, and ”“mainline
railroads~”.

We take notice of/our General Order 143, which establishes
rules for the design,/construction and operation of light rail
transit systems including streetcar operations. Light rail transit
is defined in those rules as ”“[a] mode of urban transportation
utilizing predominantly resexved but not necessarxily grade-
separated rights-of-way. Electrically propelled rail vehicles
operate singly or/in traims.” A light rail vehicle is defined as
#laln electr;cally propelled passenger carrying rail vehicle
capable of operating on [exclusive, semi-exclusive and non-
exclusive alignments].” Non~exclusive alignments refer to surtace
streets and pe?estrian malls.

i
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After the completion of hearings and riling/pf briefs,
MTDB withdrew all of its nominations of projects which involved
only the separation of light rail operat:.ons.2 The/remalnlnq
seven MIDB nominations invelve tracks over whlch/both light rail
and freight operations are conducted. Staff's/late-flled Exhibit
19 reflects the withdrawal of the seven dispd@ed nominations.
Accoxrdingly, it is not necessary for us to/address the eligibility
of other light rail and related projects, at this time.

Although we decide not to resolve the light rail
eligibility issue at this time, we are aware of the potential for
this and related issues to arise in/future priority list
proceedings, particularly with the/growing importance of public
transit systems as alternmatives to the the private automobile. As
we discuss later, we believe these issues can be resolved more

- effectively and equitably, with the full participation of all

interested parties, than can/Se accomplished in this proceeding at
this time.

2 The Administrative Law Judge issued a ruling, served on all
partzes, allowing briefs on the eligibility issue and the related
issue of train counts discussed below. Briefs were to be filed, in
accordance with our Rules of Practice and Procedure, not later than
April 27, 1988. /Properly filed briefs were received from the City
of West Sacramento and the County of Fresno.

Although ﬁét in appearance, the Greater Bakersfield Separation
of Grade District submitted a brief. We accept this filing because
the witness appearing for both the City of Bakersfield and the
County of Kern testified that he was directly retained by the the
District, which in turn bhas agreements with the City and the County
for his se§v1ces.

SimiYarly, we eccept the brief of MIDB although it was filed
with our Docket Office after the April 27 deadline. Our recoxds
show it was.tendered for filing on a timely basis with the required -
copies and service on parties, substantlally in complzance with our
'rules and the ALJY’s ruling. _




1.87-10-033 ALJ/MSW/fs

blocking delays uniformly,. pointed out there is a significant
difference between delays during peak hours of traffic and delays
during off-peak hours. |

By far the most significant issue inveolving the formula
was whether the train counts should include light rail trains.
Typically, mass transit passenger operations, such as those o///,////
conducted on the tracks of the Southern Pacific Transportation Co<
(SPTC) on the San Francisco peninsula, or those of the MIDS light
rail system involve much higher train volumes than on lines which
include only freight or intercity passenger trains. or example,
the highest rankiné nomination (Fresno Track ggpsblidation) shows a
volume of 20 trains pexr day. By comparison,.mominations for
projects along the San Francisco peninsula (Redwood City, San
Carlos, San Mateo, San Bruno and So§;h/§an Francisco) show train
volumes ranging from 54 to 58 per day. The great majority of these’
are Caltrain peninsula commuter trains. Similarly, volumes at the
MIDB project locations rangelfxom 97 to 146 trains per day. All
but one or two of these are llght rail trains.

These high train ounts significantly affect the numbexr
of points awarded and th project .rankings, particularly in the
case of the MIDB nom;natﬁons. Several parties argue that even .
though projects involving koth freight and light rail operations
are eligible to be ;ncluded on the list, only the freight train
volumes should be xncluded in calculating the priority. We
disagree. S&H COde § 2452 requires that we evaluate eligible *
projects in accoadance with criteria we establish, and rank those
projects according to the ¢riteria. We find no basis in the
statutes or in /our prior decisions for requiring the segregation of
eligible projects according to the kind of trains that operated at
a crosgsing location.

We do find a basis in the legislative intent of S&H Code
,Division %/.Chapter 10 for including light rail train’'counts.
Chapter 1153, Statutes of 1973 enacted revisions to the grade
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investigations: those who do not have eligible projects at the/time
. of a. proceedlng may elect not to participate based on thei

expectation that no major program or policy changes will esult
from the proceeding. ////r

We believe a more orderly review of the program can be

accomplxshed as our staff proposes. The conversion we have ordered
to a two~year program should help the staff’s review process,
allowing ample time before any proceedings for establishing the
1990-91 and future priority lists are begun. /Staff should conduct
this review, which should not be limited exclusively to light rail
issues, with a view towards ensuring maximdm participation of all
parties. Following completion of this prégram review, staff may
initiate before us any formal investlgatmon or rulemaking .
proceedings that may be necessary or approprlate.

1. Appendix B is a list of projects timely nominated and
elmglble to be included on the priority list in accordance with the.
procedures,establlshed in the OI .

2. The criteria set torth ‘in Appendixes‘B c, D, and E,
having been found reasonable 1n past ‘decisions and not bhaving been
shown to be unreasonable in th;s proceeding, are reasonable and
should be used to'establlsh/%he 1988-89 and 1989-90 priorxty lists.

3. With regaxrd to-projects having the same pr;orzty index
nunber, consideration should flrst be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existlng grade crossings, then to projects
which alter or reconssruct existing ‘grade separations, and finally
to projects to-construct new grade separations. Within each of
these categories, zirst consideration should be given to the lowest
cost project so that the maximum number of projects may be
accomplished with/the available funds.
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‘ 4. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation
projects of otherwise equal priority for which the amount

contributed by a city or county is equal to or greater than 50% of
the cost of the project.
conclusions of law

1. The list set out in Appendlx E.should be establlshed as
the 1988-89 pr;orlty list.

2. 'This investigation should remain open for ‘the purpose of
establmshing the 1989-90 priority list.

3. As the statute requires issuance of our order by July 1,
the effective date of this oxrder should be daxe of signing.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The list of projects appeas ng. in Appendix E is
established as required by the Caliﬁornla Streets and Highways Code
§ 2452 as the 1988-89 list, in order of priority, of projects which
the chmisszon determines to be most urgently in need of separation
or alteration.

2. With regard to projg;t5~having the same priority index
number, consideration shall first be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existiﬁg grade crossings, then to projects
which alter or reconstruct/existing grade separations, and finally
to projects to construct/pew grade separations. Within each of
these categories, first consideration sbhall be given to the lowest
cost project so that tha maximun numbexr of projects may be
accomplished with thﬁ/available funds.

3. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation
projects of otherwise equal priority for which the amount
contributed by a c ty or county is equal to or greater than 50% of _
the cost of the project. c
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/

4. The Executive Director shall furnish aycer?}:ied copy of
this opinion and oxrder to the California Department of
Transportation and the California Transportation Commission prior
to July 1, 1988.

5. This investigation remains open for the purpose of
establishing the 1989-90 priority list.

This order. is effective today.
Dated o , at San Francisco, California.




