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Decision SS '0&:::050 JtJN 17 19sa 
BEFORE THE PO'BLIC .'O'1'ILI'l'IES COMMISSION OF tHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation tor the purpose) Malted 
of establishing a list tor the ) 
fiscal years 198.8-89 and 1989-90) IJUN 2 0 1988 
of existing and proposed crossings ) 
at qradeof city streets,. county ) 
roads,. . or state highways most ) 
urgently in ,need of separation,. or ) 
projects effecting the elimination ) I.87-10-03-3 
ofqrade crossings by removal or ) (Filed October 28',. 198'7) 
relocation of streets or. railroad ) 
trac::ks-,. or' existinq separations in ) 
need·ot alteration or reconstruc- ) 
tionas contemplated by Section ) 
24'5-2 . ot the streets and Highways ) 
Code. ) 

--------------------------------) 
(See Appendix A for appearances.) 

;ornmD{ OPINXQH 

This is an investigation required by Streets and Highways 
(S&H) Code § 2452 to. establish a Railroad-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 Transportation commission (C'I'C),. the 
League of california Cities, the county SUpervisors Association, 
and other persons who might have an interest in the proceeding. 
The OI,I invited public agencies and railroad corporations desiring, 
to have particular grade separation projects considered for 
inclusion on the 1988-89 and 1988-90 priority lis.ts to submit their 
".'l0minations of 'those projects to. the Commission on or before 
December Z8, 1987. 
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Detailed procedures and forms for nominations were 
included. in the. OXI. Each nomil?-atinq :bOCly was required. to fUrnish 
copies of. its nomination(s) t~ caltrans and the appropriate 
railr~d,. 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 
witness per project was estaDlished :by the OIl to' expedite the 
proceeding.. Parties were informed of the opportunity to subm.it 
verification of supplemental data in support of nominations to the 
Commission's Transportation Division (staff) not later than one 
week f.ollowing the last scheduled date of hearings. 

More ~ 100 nominations were timely filed. PUblic. 
hearings were subsequently held on AprilS·, 6,. 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-~iled Exbibit 19. 

Background 
. S&H C~e § 2452 requires the Co~ssion'to establish, 

prior to Juiy 1 of. each year, a priority list of projects which the 
commission determines to be most urqently in need of separation or 
alteration. 'l'he list contains 'projects on city s~eets, county 
roads, and s:tate highways (other than freeways) which eliminate 
existing or proposed grade crossings, eltminate grade crossings by 
removal or relocation ~f streets or railroad tracks,. or alter'or 
reconstruct existing grade separations. 

Funding for projects included on each annual priority 
list is provided through S&H Code § 190. The types and percentages 
of costs deemed eligible f.or an allocation, as well as the steps 
required to secure an allocation, are described in Chapter 10,. 
§§ 2450-2461 of. Oivisi,on 3 of the S&H COCle. 

The Commission is responsible for establishing criteria 
to be used in determining, the priority of proj ects 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 ot a priority ,list of those 
crossing's most urgently in need of separation. 

These criteria have been continually retined in previous 
priority list proceedings. The principal element has been a 
tormula which weighs vehicular and train traffic volumes at a 
projeetlocation along with project costs, and which also measures 
a variety of conditions such as accident history at the ;ocation. 
Application ot the formula to data tor a particular project results 
in the assignment ot a 'Priority Index NUlDber'" (points) to' that 
project. Priority list rankings are based primarily on the 
assigned points. 'secon~ criteria have been established to- rank 
projects with the same point value. 

The OIl provided that commencing with the 1988-8~ fiscal 
year, the annual priority lists. would be established under a '~o­
year proq.ram. Nominations will be subm.itted and hearings will be 

held every other year. In each year· in which hearings are' held, 
the'tormer procedures, will be observed. In the' following year, ~e 
c~m'mission will establish a priority list which has been revised to ' 
delete those projects actually tunded tor the fiscal year during 
which hearings are held. 
Proposed PriqJ;;i.:t)r LiGPoragla 

For the purpose of determining the 1988-89 and 1.989-90 
priority lists, thestatfproposed the following tormula~ 

p-YXT+SCF 
cxF 

Where: 

P - Priority Index Number 
V - Averac;e 24-Hour Vehicular Volume 
C - Total Cost ot Separation Project 

(In Thousands ot Dollars) 
T - Average 24-Hour Train Volume 
F - cost Inflation Factor (~se F - 1.1 tor 

1988-89', & 1989-90 F. Y. Priority List based 
ontbe current construction Cost Index) 

SCF - Special Conditions Factor 
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For ExistiDq or Proposed. crossings NoaiDateci :for 
sm>aratiOD or BliajptiOD 

sa - Gl + GZ + G3 + G4 + G5 + G6 + G7 

Where:: 

G1 - Vehicular Speed Ltmit 
G2 - Railroad Prevailinq MaXimum Speed 
G3 - crossing Geometries 
G4 - Crossing Blockinq' Delay 
G5 - Alternate Route Availability 
G6 • 'Accident History 
G7 - Irredueibles 

'rotal Possible 

Points Possihle 

0- 5 
0- 5 
0- 5-.. 
0-10 
0- 5 
0-20 
.Q=Z.Q. 

0-70 

For ExistiDq separations NowaiNl:ted :for Alteration 
or Reconstrqction . . 

SCF - 51 + 52 + 53 + 54 + ss. + S6 

Where: 

Sl - Width Clearance 
S2 - Height Clearance 
S3 - 'Speed Reduction or Slow Order 
54 - Load Limit 
55 - Accidents At or Near Structure 
S6 - Probability ot Failure and 

Irredueibles 

Total Possible 

Points Possible 

0-10 
0-10 
0- 5 
'0- 5 
0-10 

.Q:l.Q. 

0-50 

Points, in each category are assigned according to- the 

tollowinq schedule: 
Bad gting or Proposed. GrAde crossings 

G1 - Vehicular Speed Limit 

JIm 

0-30 
31-3S 
36-40 
41-45-
46"':50 
51-55-

Points 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5: 

- 4 -
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G2 - Railroad MaXimum Speed 

1m Eoints 

0-25- 0 
26-35.· 1 
36-45 2 
46-55- 3 
56-65- 4 
66- + 5 

G3 - Crossinq Geometries 

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

G4 - Crossinq Blocking Delay, Total Minutes 
per Day . 

Jlimrtes 

0-20 
21-40 
41-60 
61-80 
81-100 

101-120 
121-140 
141-160 
161-180 
181-200 
201 + 

Points 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
S. 

.6-
7 
8; 

9 
10 

GS - Alternate Route Availability 

Distance (teet) 

0-1,.000 
1,..001-2,.000 
2,001.-3,.000 
3,001-4',000 
4,001-5,.000 
5,001 + 

Points 

o 
1 
2 
3-
4 
50 



• 

•• 

". 1.
1
'" 

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

G6 - Accident History (10 years) 

Each reportable train-involved accident 

Points - (1 + 2 x No.. Killed + 
No. Injured) x PF* 

*PF - Protection Factor for: 

Std. #9 - 1 .. 0 
Std. #8- - 0.4 
Std. #3 - 0.2 
Std. #1 - 0.1 

Note 1. N~more than three points shall be 
allowed for each accident prior to 
modification by tpe protection factor. 

Note 2. Each accident shall be rated 
separ~tely and modified by a f~ctor 
~ropriate t~ the protection ~ 

stence at the time ot the accident. 

G7 - Irreducibles 

-0-20 points based· on: 

Ca) secondary Accidents 
Cb) Emerqency Vehicle Usage 
Ccl Accident Potential 
(d) Passenqer Trains 

Wmebm= or Trains Per DAy 

1-2 
3-5 
6-20. 

21~49 
50 + 

-&-

Points. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
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IxistiDg ssparations 

Sl - Width Clearance 

Width 'teet) 
16' + 12(N) 
12"' but less than 16' + 12 eN) 
8' but lesstban 12" + 12(N) 
0" but less than S' + 12 (N) 

11 (N)' but less than 12' (N) 
Less than 11,(N) 

N - Number of Traffic Lanes 

82· '- separation Height Clearance 

'O'nderpass 

Height 'teet) 

lS' and ~'above 
14' but less than 15' 
13' but less than 14' 
Less than 13' 

OVerpass 

Height (teet) 

. 22-1/2' and above 
20" but less than. 22-1/2"' 
lS,'but less than 20' 
Less than lS' 

$3 . - Speed Reduction or Slow Order 

None 
Moderate 
Severe 

, 54, - Load Limit 

None 
Moderate 
severe 

- 7 -

Points 

o 
2' 
4 
6-
S 

10 

Points, 

o 
4 
S 

10 

Points 

o 
4 
S 

10 

Points 

o 
2' 
So 
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SS - Accidents At or Near Structure (10 Years) 

0- 10 
11- 20 
21- 30 
31':",40 
41:" SO, 
51- 60 
61- 10 
71- 80 
81- 90 
91-100 

101 + 

S6 - Irreducibles 

0-10 points based on: 

Ca) Probability of Failure 
(b) Accident Potential 
(c) Delay Effects 

I ' 

Points.' 

o 
1 
2 
3; 
4' 
S 
6. 
7 
8' 
9 

10 

statt notes ~t its proposedtormula is substantially 
the ~e 4S that used in the 1987-88 priority list proceedinq" 
(Decision 87-06-016). The Cost I~lation Factor, based on the 
currentc:onstruction cost index, was modified to- retlect current 
index values .. 
Kultiple-Crossinq Pro1ects 

Projects involvinq the closure o~ multiple crossinqs were 
evaluated by the staff in the same manner as sinqle crossing 
projects with two major exceptions involving the'Accident History 
.and crossinq Bloekinq Delay Factors.. For a multiple crossinq 
pro:rect, the Accident History po:ints for each crossinq were added 
and that cumulative total is retleeted in Appendix C tor G6 -
Accident History. 

crossinq Blocking Delay was considered on an individual 
proj ect basis. For single street crossings of two railroads, the 
delays at eac:b. crossing were simply added; at multiple street 
crossing'S of a sing'le railro~d, the delay points awarded depended 
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on the street configuration. For the vast maj ori ty of these 
projects, delay points were awarded based. on a weighted average 
taking_ into- account .the delay and the nUlllber ot vehicles. at each 
crossing ~ the project. 
8e<;gDdary criteria 

For situations where two or more projects have the same 
point value as computed under the formula, statf initially 
recommended applying secondary tie-breaking criteria under which 
projects involvinq existinq grade crossings or separations would be 
prioritized as in past proceedinqs. With respect to these, first 
consideration would be given to projects which separate or 
eliminate existinq grade crossings. Lower ranking WOUld-be given 
t~_projects for the alteration or reconstruction of existing 
separations. Wi~ each of these categories, first consideration 
would be given to the lower cost project in order that the ~um 
number of projects may be accomplished with the available tunds. 

Projects tor the elimination ~t proposed grade crossings, 
for which ci~ies and countie~ are effectively required,to­
contribute 50% ot the project cost, would be giVen greater 
p:t"iority-. statf explained by noting the 1986- amend.:ments to' S&H 

Code § 2452 (effective January l,. 19,8:7). Subdivision (b) ot that 
section requires. that until July 1, 1991, as to. projects ot 

, . , 

otherwise equal priority, greater pri,ori ty shall be qi ven to. grade 
separation projects tor which a city or county contributes ~t least 
sot ,of the project cost~ 

To tully implement S&H Code § 2452 staff proposed that 

the .CTC and. caltrans utilize the priority list. to give qreater 
priority to qradeseparation projects ot otherwise equal priority 
tor which the the amount contributed by a city or county is eqUal 

to or qreater than 50% of' the cost ot the project... Should there be 

more than one such,projece with the same point value,. first 

- 9 -
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priority would be given t~projects which eliminate or alter 
existing crossings and last consideration would be,' given to, 
projects which eliminate proposed grade crossings. 
EXhibit a 

Atter applying the formula and secondary criteria to' the 
in!ormation contained in the nominations, the staff compiled a 
tentative priority list which was mailed to· all interested parties 
on March 25" 1988. Included in the mailing was a list of all 
proj'ect 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 assigned to· each 
nomination. Staff invited parties t~ comment on and ofter 
alternatives to itstie-~reaking proposal at the hearings., This 
mailing was later admitted into evidence at the hearing as 
Rxh;hit 2. 

Eligibility of Light Rail Pro1qcts 
At the hearings the question of whether certain 

separation projects involving light rail transit systems should be 
considered eligible for :fUnding under Chapter 10,. §§ 2450-2461 of 

- 10 -



.,.. 

.~ 

e' 

I.87-10-033 ALJ/MSW/fs/jt '* 

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 Board's 
(MTDa) nomination of 14 projects which involved the light rail 
operations of San Diego 'trolley, Inc. These projects dominated the 
top ranking's 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· M'l'DB 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 argued in general that direct p@lic 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 light rail 
operations. The l4 MTDB- projects nominated were divided equally 
between these two':categ'ories. 

1 The term *light railH was not defined by parties at the 
hearings. Other terms used in discussions of the issue included 
Hmass transitH, Hcommute serviceH, -true transit service·, 
Hpassenger trainsH , and Hformal transit operationsH• They were 
generally distinquishedfrom sueh terms as Hrailroad corporationH, 
"freight trains·, 'conventional 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 H(aJ mode of urban transportation 
utilizing predominantly reserved but not necessarily grade­
separated rights-of-way~ Electrieally propelled rail vehicles 
operate singly or in trains.* A light rail vehicle is defined as 
*(a]n electrically propelled passenger carrying rail vehicle 
capable of operating' on (exclusive, semi-exclusive and. non­
exclusive alig'nmentsl .. H Non-exclusive aliqnments refer to, surface 
streets and pedestrian malls.. . 

- 11 -
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After the completion of hearings and filing of briefs, 
M'I'O:S withdrew all of its nom.inations of projects. which involved 
only the separation of light rail operations. 2 'rhe re:maining' 
seven M'l'DB nom.inations 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 tor 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 oth~r projects at this time, we are aware o·f 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 automob·ile. As 

we discuss later,. we believe these issues can be resolved more 
effectively and equital:>ly, with the full participation of all 
interested parties, than ~ be accomplished in this proceeding at 
this tilne. 

2 'I'he Adlninistrative Law Judge issued a ruling, served on all 
parties, allowinq.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, 19a8. 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 District submitted a brief. We accept this filing because 
the witness appearing for both the City of Bakersfield and the 
count¥ of Kern testified that he was directly retaineQ by the the 
District, which in turn has. agreements with the City and the county 
for his services .. 

Similarly" we accept the brief of MTDB. although it was filed 
with our Docket Office after the April 27 deadline. Our records 
show it was tendered for filing on a timely basis with the required 
copies and service on parties, substantially in compliance with ou • 
rules and the AL:!'s ruling., . 

- 12 -
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l2J:mUla A1Itendlpents 
The OIl announced that, the statf proposed to use 

evaluation criteria similar t~ those adopted in the previous . 
priority list proceeding. DUring 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 o.f the basic formula. 
Fo.r the reasons. clisc:ussed, below, we ackno\1rleclqe that a full review 

, of' the criteria should :be made, ):)ut there is no basis before us at 
this~time tor orclering a change. We adopt the proposal of ~e 
staff. 

Co.unty 01: 5acra:mento urged adoption of changes to. 
accomplish the following: 

1. Better reflect actual conditions at 
individual crossings. 

2. Better reflect' offsite conditions at 
probl~ crossings. 

3 • Give less weight to vehicular and train 
counts and ~ore weight to safety hazards, 
tra,ffic delays and crossing geometry .. 

The County noted that the train volume component o.f the 
current formula gives equal weight to· a 54-car freight train and a 
tWo-car light rail train even though the problems createcl by the 
two· trains are completely clifferent. The Special Conditions'Factor 
component of the fo.rmula does censider other factors ):)ut, according 
to ,the County,. carries insUfficient weight. AlSo. noted was the 
fermula's tailure t~ take into. tull account the effects ef long 
crossing clelay$ en regional,traffic circulati~n patterns clue to. 
diversion ef traffic away from the crossing. In a similar vein, 
the City of Los Angeles, noting' that the t'ormula measures crossing 

- l:'j: -
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blocking delays uniformly, pointed out there is a s.iqni:ficant 
difference between delays during peak hours of traffic and delays . . . 
during off-peak hours. 

By far the most siqnifieant issue involving the formula 
was wbether the train counts should include light rail trains. 
Typically, mass transit passenger operations, sucb as those 
conducted on the tracks of the Southern. Pacific Transportation Co'. 
(SP'rC) on the San Francisco· peninsula,. or those of the M'1'OS light 
rail system involve mueh 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. Francisc~ peninsula (Redwood City, San 
Carlos, San Mateo,. SanBrun~ and South San Francisco) show train 
volumes ranging from 54 to 58 per day. The great majority of these. 
are Caltrain peninsula commuter t:rains. Similarly, volumes at the 
M'1'OB project l~tions range :from 97 to, 146 trains per clay. AJ.l 
but one or two of these' are light rail trains. . 

These high train counts siqnificantly affect the number 
of points awarded and the project rankings, particularly in the 
case of the M'I'OS nominations. Several parties argue that even 
though projects involving both :froight and light rail operations. 
are eligible to be included on -the list,. only the freight train 
volumes should be included in catculating 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 kinds of trains operated at a crossing location, because of 
their weight or motive power • 

. . ' We do' find a basis in the legislative intent of S&H Code 
Division 3,. Chapter 10 for including light rail train counts .. 
Chapter 1153-, Statutes of 1973 enacted reVisions to the' grade 

- 14 -
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separation program. In so doinq, the Leqislature found and 
declared, in section lea): 

·Concern for pub~ic safety and convenience makes 
it desirable that an expanded program be 
undertaken that places the highest priority on 
eltminatinq'the most hazardous railroad qrade 
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 satety and convenience, but with the hiqhest 
priorityqivento safety. With this priority on satety, we cannot 
ignore the potential tor accidents posed by a hundred or more liqht 
rail train passages a day at a crossinq location. This is 
consistent with. our past praetice. In the past,. as noted by sta:f:f, 
we have placed two light rail transit projects on priority lis~s 
(Coronado Avenue and Jackson Drive· in San Diego) .No argument was 
made in these proce~dinqs regarding their eligibility or the method 
in which the criteria was applied • 

In qeneral~ it may be that lUore effective and equitable 
refinements ot the criteria can be developed, and we invite the 
. , . 
staff and all other parties to ~lore such refinements tor 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 vehicles, but we were presented with 
no basis with which to. do. so., Worthy and constructive criticisms 
have been advanced, but statf's criteria 'have not been shown to be 
unreasonable. Except tor train counts, specific proposals for 
chanqe have yet to be advanced. For the purposes of the 1988-89 
and 1989-90 priority lists, we tind the ~stinq criteria,. as 
proposed by the staff, to l:)e. reasonable. 
City of Ips Angeles Boseoe Bouleyard Proi.ect 

The City of Los Anqeles' Roscoe Boulevard nomination· 
proposes a separation of ROSCoe. Boulevard trom·the traclts of SP'l'C"'s 
Coast. Line.' .'!'his project is located in the san Fernardo Valley 

- l5- -
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area of Los Angeles, ac1.j acent to the Van NUys Airport .. The airport 
is a municipally owned facility of the city~ 

Incluc1.ec1. in the total estimatec1. project cost of 
$10,037,500.is an estimate tor right-ot-way allowance of 
$2,244,500. 'rhe nomination shows that "all requi~ed right-ot-way 
is owned by the L .. A. C~ty Department of Airports.'" SPTC stated it 
would object to any req\lirement that it contribute to that portion 
ot the cost' of the project for the city's aCq\lisition of property 
trom its own a.irport department. 

The effect ot the additional $2.2 million for 
right-of-way allowance is to lower the number ot points awarded and 
theretore the project's ranking. At this tilDe, we will rely on the 
city's estimate of cost tor the purpose of establishing the 
priority' list. In so· doing, we make no findings on whether the 
railroad would be req\lired in any future proceeding' to contribute 
to the contested right-of-way cost.: . 

Cqgnty of Los Angeles Del 1\JIO Bouleyard Project 
The County of Los Angeles nominated a project tor the 

separation of Del Amo Boulevard and an SPTC branch line in and near 
the City of car~on. The tracks would be raised 21 feet above Del 
Alno, Boulevard. The nomination states that the Los Angeles. County 
Transportation commission proposes to place a transit station in 
the vicinity Con Del Amo Boulevard) to' serve· passengers on its Long 
Beach-Los Angeles light rail system. 

At the hearings, SPTC moved to· strike the Del bo Project 
from consideration in this proceeding on the basis of'inadequate 

. project cost data. 'rhe motion was taken under advisement with the 
understanding that the County and SPTC would engage in further 
discussions on the details ot project construction, prior to-the 
deadline tor submitting supplemental data to the staff. Based on 
these discussions, SP'rC is nowsatistied with the estimates, and 
has withdrawn the motion. 

'.;'.',' 

.. ". 
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City or Montclair Bonte 'Vista AVenue PrQiect 
The City of Montclair requested that additional priority 

eonside~ation be qiven t~ its Monte Vista Avenue project nomination 
due to a series of mishaps involving its application to caltrans 
forprojeet fundinq. , According to the city, based on its. high 
placement (ranking number 10) on the 1987-88 priority list, it 
d:iligently pursued the necessary steps, including obtaining a grant 
of Commission authority (Decision as-03-074), tor submitting a 
funding application before caltrans' April 1, 19.88 deadline. As of, 
April 1, it lacked only a signed Construction & Maintenance 
agreement with the santa. Fe Railroad. 'rhe fully executed aqreelnent 
was received trom the railroad several days later. 

Based on ~it 2, Montclair antiCipated receiving a 
lower priority ranking on the 1988-89 and'1989-90 lists, and that 
it would ~ unlikely to quality ,for 'funding, based on the new lists. 
I~ a higher priority ranking is not accorded, years of effort to 
build the separation will be null;fied., Staff's late-tiled 
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 placelnent on a list. We 
distinguish those cases from this one. In this case, even if, we 
were disposed to depart from the established objeetivecriteria, we 
have no rational basis on which to judge by how much to raise the 
priority. We note that Montclair asks only to be *reachaDle*'. We 
cannot know at this time what level of priority ranking will result 
in *reachableN status. 

We are sYlIlpathetic to the city's plight, but find' no 
basis'for e2evatinq the priority of the Monte Vista Avenue project 
tor future lists. The ranking of· 10 on the 1987-88 priority list 
was based on the relative importance of the project to, all other 
projeets, on 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 availableintormation, is what we are required 

to assess in this investigation. 

'. 

". 

'Rxbihit 19' 

Sta~~'s late-~iled Exhibit 19 re~ects the e~~ect of 
adc1it;i.onal in~ormation received by staff since preparation of 
EXhib;i.t 2. Consideration was given to testfmony 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 poi~ts 
awarded to pro:) ects as a result' of changes in factual data and 
further explanation and reevaluation of data already submitted. 
Statt intends that the proj ect 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 tor a single project.. For the 1988-89 
fiscal year, the amount for a single proj ect shall, not exceed 
$9,386,000 or an amount equal to· one-third of the~otal funds 
appropriated for 'grade separation projects, Whichever amount is 
less. 

At the hearings, staff clarified its proposal for 
secondary tie-breaking criteria. Its final recommendations for . . 
ilnplementation of S&H Code § 2452 (;b.), which section requires that, 
greater priority ;b.e given to proj ects of otherwise equa~ priority 
tor which a city or county' contributes at least 50% of the cost are 
deser~ ;b.elow_ 
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It is proposed that priorities for projects with the salUe 

Priority Index Number be determined as noted below: 

Projects which separate 
or eliminate existing 
qrade crossings 0' 

Projects for the altera­
tion or ,'reconstruction 
of ~ade separations 

Projects 'for the con­
struction of new grade 
separations 

Projects. for Which ' 
a ctty or County 
COn't:rlJ:)utes at 
Least 50% of' 'the 
COst 

1 

2 

3 

Projects Not, 
Involvi.Dq a 50~ 
contr:i.bution:by 
a City or' COUnty 

4 

With.in each of the six categories above, first 
consideration shall beqiven to the lowest cost project in order 
that the m.axim.\ll!l nu:mber of projects may be accomplished with. the 

available tunds. . 
Projects showing a sOt'public agency contribution will be 

so noted on the priority list. If an agency making application to, 
o 0 

cal trans tor an allocation of tunds later chooses not to contribute 
at least SO% ot th~project cost, then project priority will revert 
to the position which it would have received had the offer to 
contribute not been made. 

'the appendixes included. in ,.this decision reflect the 
statf's recommenclations d.escr~cl above tor implelDentation of S&H 
Code § 2452(b). 

Tables set forth in Exhibit 19 represent revisions in 
Exh.il:>it 2 as tollows: 
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1. Projects.: with; points revised because o:r chanqes in 
:ractllal data; a. 
into:rmation,or 
Aggnc;y' 

Bakersfield 

caltrans 

Coachella 

Emeryville " 

Fontana 

Fremont 

Irvine 

Kern Co. 

Lema Linda 

further explanation of previously submitted 
staftreevaluation: 

, crossing HAft Atte<;ted' categOry 

cottee,Rd. 

P-Q-S Sts .. 

58-san Bernardino 
,(2-780.3&'2-753.2) 
68-Monterey 

166-santa Barbara 
238-Alameda 

Adolto. Rd.. 

Los. Posas Rd. 

Avenue 50 

Yerba. Buena Avenue 

Fontana,CNL 
Sierra Avenue 

" 

Washington Blvd. 

sand canyon Road 

Fairfax Road 

Morning' Drive 
Oswell street 

Mtn.. View Avenue 

- 20 -

Train Volume 
Blocki.nq Delay 
Train Volume' 
Blocldnq'Oelay' 

Train Volume 
Blocking Delay 
Train Volume ' 
Vehicle Speed 
Vehicle Volume 
Project cost 

Train Volume 
Train Speed 
'l'rain, volume 
'!'rain Spread 

Vehicle Volume 
Project Cost 
'l'X'ain Speed ' 
Blocking-Delay 

Train Volume 

Train Volume 
Train Volume 

Vehicle Volume 
Train' ,Vol\DI.e 
Blocking Delay 
, Irreducibles 

Vehicle' Volume' 
Vehicle Speed 

Vehicle Volume 
Train Volume 
'rrain Volume 
'!'rain Volume 

'l'X'ainVolume 

.' 
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• Agency 

Los Angeles Co. 

Manteca 

Monrovia 

Montclair 

Ontario 

ParamoUnt 

'.' .• ' Rancho 'CUcamonga 

. Roseville 

sacramento· Co·. 

san carlos 

san Mateo 

.. , ...•. ... 

'.: . 

crossing . Nam~ 

Del bo Blvd .. 
El Segundo Blvd. 
Florence Ave. (BBH-4SS.4) 
Slausen Ave. (BBH-487.4) 

Center street 

Myrtle Avenue 

Monte vista Avenue 

Archibald Ave. (B-523.4) 

Archibald Ave.. (3-41.2) 

Grove Avenue 

Alondra 81 vel. 

Milliken Avenue 

Harding Blvd. .. 

Antelope Road 

Howard Avenue 

9th Ave .. -Mt. Diablo· 

- 21 -

Mfes;ted category 

Irreducibles 
Irreducibles 
Irreducibles 
Irrecluci):)les 

Vehicle Speed 

Train Volume' 

Vehicle Speed 

Vehicle Speed 
Train Volume 
Irreducibles 

Vehicle Speed 
Irreducibles, 
Vehicle·' Speed 
Alternate Route· 
Irreducibles 

Irreducibles 

Train Volu:m.e. 

Project Cost" 

'!'rain ,Volume 
Vehicle Volume 

'Proj'ect Cost 
Irredueil:>les 

Vehicle Volume 
Project Cost 
Vehicle- Speed 
Alternate Route 
Irreducibles 

Vehicle Volume .' 
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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 oriqinal seven to the 
tour noted below: 

Whipple/Hopkins 
Brewster 
Broadway/Jefferson 
Maple,fMain . 

.E-24.8/E-24.97 
E-2S.12 
E-25.34/E-2S.6 
E-25. 7 /E-2S. 75-

3. The followinq projects have been el~nated. from the 
priority list by agency request or for the reason shown: 
AgeDcy Crossing Hoe Reason 

Anaheim 
caltrans 
El Monte' 
MorqlUl Hill 
Morgan Kill 
Oceanside 
Riverside , 
sanDieqo~ MTOB­
san'D'ieqo, M'!'OB 
$an' OiES90' MTDB­
San Die90- M'!'DB . 
san Diego.K'rDB 
San Dieqo MTDB. 
San Diego M"XDB. 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
santa Barbara Co. 
Solano Beach 

, Lincoln Avenue 
236 - Santa Clara 
Ramona; 81 vd. , 
Dunne Avenue 
Tennant Avenue 
6th - ,t'lisconsin str .. 
Arlington Avenue 
Ash Street 
Bradley Avenue." 
Grape' street 
Hawthorne Street 
Laurel Street 
Taylor street ' 
washington street 
Orcutt Road 
Laurie Meadows 
Hollister Avenue 
Lomas santa Fe 

Did not·appear 

Did not appear 

Did. not appear 
FUnded 

.Did. not appear 
Did not appear 

4. Projects for which nominatinq aqencies indicated at the 
hearing an intent to contribute at least 50% of the project cost 
are identified in Appendix E under the heading- *50% CON'l'R. * 

1.87-10-033 required that ag-encies anticipating-.the need 
for an allocation above $~million should be prepared to present 

'evidence at the hearing to justify the additional award. SUch 
evidence wa.s received. coneerninq the following- pro:)'ects: 
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• Projects Justitifld, tor an AllOCAtion in ExcesS of $S Killion 

• 

• 

A. Projec:ts. ResuJ.tinq. in JIultiple 
s;'rOSsing . Closures or Alterations 

Agency 

Fresno 
Fresno 
Los. Angeles Co .. 
Los Angeles Co'. 
Dixon 
Los Angeles Co. 
san Mateo 

Crossing Hge 

Shaw Av. (2-1004 .. 2) 
Track CNL 
Grand Ave. 
Bandini Bl. 
W. "A" St. LWR 
Slauson Ave. BBH-487.3 
9th Av. - Mt. Diablo 

B. Projects Acb1evinq Major c:::b.aDges/X:mprovemen1:.s :in 
~tie Sarety and d.rculation by CODlpletion or 
Real.ignment ot Kajor Arterials or Rea.liq.maent ot 
C9JII)1ex Adjacent §.t1eet Tntersections 

AgenCY 

Carson 
compton 
compton 
El sequndo 
Emeryville 
Fremont 
Los Angeles. 
Los Angeles 
Los. Angeles 
Los Anc;eles co. 
Los Angeles Co. 
Los Anqeles Co. 
Los Anqeles Co. 
Ontario. 
Ontario 
Richmond 
Riehmond 
San Bruno· 
So'; san Francisco 

liM! Eriority List 

s;xpssing Name 

Del Amo Bl. 
Aloncira Bl. 
Compton Bl. 
Rosecrans Av. 
Yerba Buena Av. 
Washinqton Bl. 
Desoto-Ave. 
N. Spring st. 
Rosc:oe Bl. 
El Segundo Bl. 
Florence Av. BG-48S:.3 
Florence Av. BBH-488.4 
Slauson Av. BG-487.4 
Archibald Av. B-S23.4 
Grove Av. 
23rd St. 
CUttinq Bl. 
san Bruno Av. 
Oyster point Bl. 

We adopt the statt's recommendations as reflected in 
Exhibit 19'. Thisdec:ision continues prioritizing projects with the 
same px:iori ty index numbers as was done in the past with regard· to· 
projects involving existinq qrade c:rossinqs, or separations, as 
further set torth below. The attached priority list qives greater 
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priority to projects tor the elimination of proposed grade 
crossing's. as cities and counties are required to contribute sot of 
the costot suCh. projects. In the appendixes,. projects for 
elimination of proposed crossing's are identified by the letter NPH 
in the column headed NPROP.w 

With'regard to projeets havinq the same priority index 
number, consideration Shall first be qiven to· projects which 
separate or eliminate existing qrade crossings and then to projects 
tor the alteration or reconstruction of qrade separations. Within 
each ot these categories, first consideration shall be qiven to the 
lowest cost project in order that the maximum number of projects 
may De 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 intor.ma.tion identi~q each proj,ect, are the vehicular and 
train. volume, project cost and the y X T calc:ul.ation associated. 
with each project. C ~ F 

Append~ C is·a list ot point values awarded in eaCh ' 
Special Conditions Factor category to existinq or proposed 
crossings nominated for separation or elimination. 

Appendix 0 is a list ot point values awarded in each 
SpeCial Conditions Factor category to existing grade separations 
nominated tor alteration or reconstruction. 

Appendix E is a listing ot the proj ects included on the 
1988-89 priority list ranked accordinqto their Priority Index 
NUmber, and, %or proj ects with the same number, according to. to the 
secondary criteria we adopt. These rankinqs will remain the same 
in the 1989-90 priority list, which will be revised only to delete 

, . 
those projects actually funded in a prior tiscal year. 
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LEGEND 

(Explanation of terms and abbreviations in Appendixes a, C, D « E) 

1 SOuthern Pacific Transportation Company 

2 - The Atchison, Topeka and santa Fe Railway Company 

3 - union Pacific Railroad Company 

4 - union Pacific Railroad Company, Western District 
(formerly Tbe Western Pacific Railroad Company) , 

36- - San D,iego and Imperial Valley Railroad 

Railroad Branch 

. Identii;rinq ~ilroad Milepost , 
~;:: 

,', 

'SUff1;:, applied to·separations nominated for alteration or 
reco~GrUction. 

! /' 

A ~ !Hiqhway Overpass 

B- Hiqhway Underpass 

'SUffix applied to existinq erossinq of spUr tracks ' 

C 

,.EB.QE 

P - Proposed, Crossinq 
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Type ot Project 

1. Existing qrade crossing nominated for separation. 

2·A. Proposed crossing nominated for separation - Grade 
crossing practical and teasible. 

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

,4. Grade separation nominated tor alteration or 
reconstruction. 

sot CONTR. . 
Projects' tor which nominating agencies indicated an 
intent to con~ibute at least sot of the project cost. 

Future Proceedings, 
staff advised in its late-tiled Exhibit 19 that it 

bel'ieves further analysis of the light rail transit .issues raised 
'.,' in this investigation i~. warranted. It intends to initiate a legal 

review of the issue and a public review of the criteria which will 
involve the 1!ull 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 torsee an increasing potential tor con1!licts between 
'light rail systems and other torms ot public transportation on the 
one hand and the more traditional treight railroad projects on the 

.:: ..•. 
I', , 

other' hand. 
While we want to avoid or minimize such future contlicts, 

we are constrained trom taking direct action at this time. We have 
historically conducted annual priority list investigatio~ which, 
in most years, involve relatively tew major issues. For a numl::>er 
of years only minorretinements 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 these' 
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investiqations~ those who do not have eligible projects at the ti'me 
of a proceeding may elect not to participate based on their 
expectation that no major program or policy changes will result 
from. the proceeding. 

We believe a more orderly review of the progr~ 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 workshop 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 proqram review, staff may initiate before us any' 
formal investigation or rulemakinq proceedings that may be 
necessary or appropriate. 
iXOposed DecisioD 

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 reargue positions 
taken in briefs" and shall include supporting findings of fact and 
conclusions of law for any specific changes proposed. Comments 
were. submitted to't:he ad:m.inistrative law judge, but no- properly 
filed comments have been received by the Commission. We have 
accordingly adopted the proposed decision, except forchanqes on 
paqes 11, 12, and 14 to clarify the discussions ot light rail 
project eligibility and formula amendments, and on page 27 to­
clari~ that the staff's review process should include an informal, 
workshop. 
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Findi.ngs 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 OIl. 

~. The criteria set forth in Appendixes Sf C, D, and E, 
having been found reason~le in past decisions and not havinq been 
shown t~ be unreasonable in this proceeding, are reasonable and 
should :be used to establish the 1988-89 and J.989-90 priority lists. 

3. With regard to projects having the ~e priority index 
number, consideration should first be given to projects which 
separate or eli:inate existing grade crossings, then t~ projects 
whiCh alter or reconstruct existing grade separations, and finally 
to projects to, construct new qrade 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 
accomplished with the available funds. 

4. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation 
projects of otherwise equal priority tor which the amount 
contributed by a city or county is equal to or greater than 50% of 
the cost of the project ... 
Conclusions 2t Lay 

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

:2. 'rhis. 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. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The list of proj.ects appearing in Appendix E is 

establisbed as rec;l1J.ired by th-e California Streets and Highways Coe-e 
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§ 24S2 as the 1988-89 list, in order 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 
separatG or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to proj-ects 
which alter or reconstruct existing grade separations, ana finally 
to projects to construct new grade separations. Within each of 
these cateqories, first consideration shall be given to the lowest 
cost project so that the maxilnUlD. nu:m.l:>er of proj ects 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. projeet. 

4 _ The Executive Director shall furnish a certified copy o·f 
this opinion ancl order to the C~l.i.f_C>.rnia Depax:::tme~t of 
Transportation and. the carl_i,f~:t:I:lia_._T"J;anspor.ta:eion-.££~~on prior 

----.,. 
to July 1, .. 198-a • 

S. ~his investigation remains open for the purpose of 
establishinq the 1989-90 priority list. 

This order is effective today_ 
-Dated JUN17 1988- , at San Francisco, california. 
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APPENDIX A 

List of Appearances 

Respondents: Robert G. Jie,zzant, for City ot san Mateoi CH2K Hill 
1:Iy Steve Cas;tlebe:r;:ry, tor City ot Rosevillei R. Go~on Ellio;tj:, 
for 'City of South san Francisco: LartY S, Gossett, for City of 
West Sacra:mento-: l)eith Higgins, for City of Morqan Hilli Hall::i 
~, tor City ot Emeryville; .:rylie Ann Macponald, P.E., for 
City ot Dixon: Leslie C, MArg;yoit, for City ot Hayward; B2D. 
Miller, for City of stoekton; Eat O'Halloran, for City of 
Manteca: ;CaInes C. ~, for County of sacramento,: Michael W. 
~attel, tor City of san Bruno: Allen E, Sprague, Attorney at 
LaW,for City of Fremont: Roger xoung, for City of San Carlos: 
EUgene C, Bonnste;tter, Attorney at Law, and Frank Hiyama, for 
state of california Department of Transportation: CH2M Hill, by 
,zames A. Kellnex:, 1:or City of Pittsburg: Adam P, Ge9, for City 
of Redwood City; OeLeuw cather & Company, by RQ)<eU M, Barton" 
l>.E., for Cities of BaJcersfield, Ricllmond, Banninq, Fontana, 
Rancho CUcamonqa, Montclair, Monrovia, and carson and Kern . 
County; Erwin Obannesian, for county ot Fresno, Public Works and 
Development services Deparbnenti AntboDY J, Te1escQ,. tor City of 
Fresno: .Luisito P, Jugo, for City of Los Angeles; Ronal~ 
Ondrozeck, for county ot Los Anqelesi William M, Glickman, for 
City of El Sequndoi Donald W. Dey, for City of Anaheim: ~ 
Clinton" tor city ot CoaChella: willdan Associates, by ~~ry :e, 
Dysart, tor City of camarillo; Willdan Associates, by yipt9X 
MArtinez, for City of Paramount;: Shirley Land,. for City ot 
Irvine: Schierm.eyer consulting' Services, by.Carl H. Schiermeyer, 
tor City of santa Ana: Loren A. TUtbill, tor City of Buena Park: 
Angel Espiri;tu, tor City ot Compton: CG Engineering, by Noel L. 
Chris'tenSJm" tor City ot Lema Linda; W.cbael A. curtin, P.E., 
tor City of Ontario;: and Bipk Thorp9, ror Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board. . 

Interested Parties: Harold S. Lentz, Attorney at Law, for Southern 
Pacific Transportation Co..: Moffat &r Nichol Engineers, by 
H. tigard Neill, tor himself: and Ro12,rt H. Wh;iJ':e, Attorney at 
LaW, :for onion Pacitic Railroad Company. 

Transportation Division: Robert W, Stich. 
. I 

(END OF" APPENDIX A) 
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APPENDIX B 

·.TASI.E! " 
Pa9~ 1 

. '~~~9ET;C~~ 1.15T OF PROJECTS CA~1FO~hIA PUB~I' UTr~ITlES CO""rSSIC~' 

. 9Y KOIIlt1AnIlS ASENCV TRANSPORT~TIo- DrvISIOII 
~R 6RAOE CROSSIN6,~» SEPARATIDK NO"IhATIONS 

. 
AGEIICY C~OSSI"G Rk Sk "11.£ SUF PROP iYPE VEH nAIr. PROJECi .".TtCtF 

"APlt POST PRO] VD~u"E YOI.UIIE COS7 

BA~tr.S~IEI.O COFFEr jeD 2 a91..~ . 1 19,877 27 :,.00,000 H 

9A~~i=lEi.n P-G~S STS 2 886.7 b,~OO 34 .,1100·.000 4 

BAN"III6 IIIS.,!.AND SPR6 AV 8 ~..2 .2,000 :! z.z~,m 
., .. 

8UEN~ PAR~ DAl.E ST 2 101.:: L1.500- <49 4,b09,0~0 12 

CAI.TRANS 58-SAlt 8E~ARDINO 2 780.Z 1 8,200 18 Z,.959.00~ • .. 
C~l.iK""S, ~B-sA1I BE~AR~IHO 2 7~:.2 1 ~.594 18 :,857,.0¢0 • .. 
CA~T~ANS . 68-IIOr.T£R£Y 1 E m.z 1 17,700 18 .4,374,000· 7 

CAL.TRAAS 79-KIVERSIOE 1 a ~2.4 1 11,000 4~ 5.'41,000 6 

. ~ CAL~ANS: l~-SA"n. BARBA~A . 1 E 27~.8 .. ~. 6,000 19 :i~.OOO . : 

CftL.TRAIIS 2:8-A .. A~A 4 :S0.4 8' 4 2!,OOV 16 1,470,000 . 26 

tM. 11lA.s· 238-Al.A"EDA .. 6 1.4 B 4 Z,OOO ~ 2,394,000 8· 

CAllARll.1.0 ADO!.fORD 1 £ 417.9 P 2. 21,040 10 5,:502,000' ... .. 
CAIIA~!i.1.0 I.AS POSAS f<D E 41'.0 t 490 10 4,8~,OOO 0 

CAIQ(j~ . DEI. Alia B~ 1 86 497.2 1 2:,160 31 7,970,000 a 

CDACrihl~ AYE!tU£ 5~ 1 i 614.2 1 10,.200 ~1 4.810;000 9 

COI'IPTOt. At,.OPlDkA 81. 1 BS 4'14.: 1 Jl.OOO 4 12,.110,000 1 

COI'IPTOr. CO"PTQH 8~ BS 49Z.6 26,000 .. 12',130,000 1 

mot; . w. -A·' ST. i.IIR 1 • b7.4 1. 19,:40 19 17,244,000 ., 
• 

EI.SE6UhDO IWSECRAllS AV 2 II 15.5 B 4 ~,500 4 6,576,000 :5 

~Er<YV t \.I.E VERBA'BtlAAV A o.~ P 2A 17,000 28 Ur210,OOO 4 

FONm .. FONiAh4 CHI.·.~i 1 2 88.7 1 28,602 . 19 :,:85.000 15 

•• 
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APPENDIX S 

' .• T~B~el 
Page 2 

A~~~BEiICA~ ~15T O~ PROJECi5 CAL!FQ~NrA PUBLIC UTI~ITIES CO~~ISSIOH 
av' NOH INA TINS- ASENCY TRANSPORTATIOh DlvtSID~ 

KK GRADE CP'OSSl~G AND SEPARATION, NO~INATIONS 

A6EttC'f C~OSSING RR BR PIlL' SUF PROf' TYPE VE~ TRAIN PROJE~ yti/C.F 
~~t POST PROJ VOLU~t YOLUI!E COST 

FONTANA SlE~~j, Ali AI"T 2' 2 88.7 l' 25,500 18' 2,6C17,OOO 15 

, F~EMOtcT NEIlARK 8~ 1: L 28.5 1 10,429 28 2,090,000 1: 

;:REnO .. 7 WASrHtcGTOPl BI. • G .. '\ 1 28,811 1i1 11,~0,OQO .. ...... 
FRESNO kERtIOOh.AV 1 B 1415.8 1:,200 '\'1 s,~4e,ooO S .. 
FRESNO 5""" AV, 1 B 198.5, 1 ,24,200 20 4,,477,0*- 10 

FRESliO' SHAll All ALi 2 1004.2 S9.200 20 b,80S,000 10,' 

FRESNO TRACr. Cltl. B 198~ 2~,9.k 2~ 14,0~,000 27 

FRESNO CO C~ESTlllur AV 1 B 210': 1 8,500 24 4,559,000 4 

,:,'. FRESNO CO CI.OVIS o4'oJ 1 B 21''' • 1 1l,:iOO 24 4,114,000 b .. -
A ST -4 20.1 27,200 '9 9,:m,OOo 2 . -'. - I4AVWAitD 

HAYwARD IimEK ~ D 2l.a 1 27,0'00 12 l,bqs,OOO' 8 

HAYIlARL T£II"'rSO" RD 1 D 2:.0 1 21,000 11 :,,792,000 8, 

IRVIIIE S"H~:CAIiYOtl o4v 2 182.9 1 20.000 19 ,:I,~,OOO b 

KERN CO FAI~FAI RD B :S1O .. S 1 17,4~ oS 4.700,OO~ '1'1 ... 
KERN CO "'O~"IIiG,D~ 8 l17.S 9~S:: h~ 4,:00,000 1! 

':ER~,CO OSlIEl.1. ST 1 B :1$.4. 1 10,900 oS- 4,000,000' . 14 

~O~o\ 1.1hDA PITH YlEiI All B 54:;.0 A ' 4 10,600 :4 L,099,OO(t ~O 

1.05 AIiGEi.E5 DESOTO toy E 4%.8 1 46,000' 1:- ~,4bOtOOO 5 

LOS ~HG£LES Ii. SPRIH6ST .. a 1.7 ' A 4 lS,900 S4 7,lbl~OOO 11 .. 
LOS AhGaES ~oscaEBI. 1 E 4~.~ 1 4l,SOO -u 10,038,000 5 

1.05 o4hGaES CO 804''D1''1 81. 3 ;. 3.4 1 24,:300 21 .14,4~,00O : 

.• ~OS ""GEI.ES. CO DEi. AIID 81. 1 BBM . 491.6 1 35,700 1 S,81b.COO 1. 
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APPENDIX, B 
Page 3 

.T~&L.~ 1 
AL.?~ABETIC4L L.15T Of PROJECTS CA~FORN!A PU9~IC UTI~ITIES COI'I"'ISSION 
BY NO"INATIN6 ~GE~~ TRA~SPORTATIDN DIVISI0~ 

RR GRADE CROSSING AND SEPARATION NOI'IINATIOHS-

A6t11CY C~SSI"G RR IR PIllE SUF PROP TYPE VEH TRAIl! PROJECT VtT/Ctr. 
"Alit: POST PRO! 'JOI.U"E -- YOI.UIIE COST 

lOS AliSEm CO DOUSI.AS ST 2' II 1:5.0 I> 2A 22,000 :5 6,570,OO~· 2 

LOS AH6EL.£S CO E~ SEGUNDO I~ 1 BBI1 -92.b 1 22,100 20 9,2415,000 4 

L.05'AtiGELES CO FL.O~ENCE AV l ~B~ 488.4 Z4,l00 20 11;m,OOO /I 

lOS AM6Ei.ES'CO FLOREllct AV 1 8S 4ee.~ 'S1 t 900 2 11,,628,000-

L.OS Ali6El.ES CO GRAND IN 1 B 50&S, I> 2A 10,000 53 10,087,000 ' 8 

L.OS AtlSEL.ES CO SLAIJSOII All BB" 4B7.4 1 ~4,100 9 l2,90:,OOO ~, 

'. 
L.OS AHSEi.ES CO S\.AilSOIi,AV 86 487.3 ll,100 18 8,O71,~O 7 

-1.05 AIt6EL.£S CO TEJ.E6RA~ R» ., 148.9 B 4 14,200 B5 5~85B.OOO L9 .. 
• PlANTEC"· ~iEK ST 1 B 9/1.5 .. 

1 7,147 20 4,~,OOO ~ 

IIOIIROVIA PlYRTLE A'Y ~ 11:.4 21,500 1: 2,915,000 10 .. 
"ONTCi.AIR "ONTE VISTA AV .. 10Z.7 2A ~,OOO 15 1.#12,000 Z' .. 
ONTARIO ARCi1IBAI.D AV B m.4 6,-400 ~ 11,500,000 2 

ONTAP.IO ARCriIBAij AV l 41..2 11,300 20 :5,492.000 4 

OIiTAR!O 6~OVE All Z 39.0 1 27,800-_ 20 7 ,7b9, 000'" - 7 

ONTA~IO IIAVEIi A\I l 42.: ' r- 2A 2~,100 20 5-,4(,:.000 7 

PARA"Ou~i ALO~" BL 3 ,. 12.: 1 lZ,5bb 1S 1,19~.000 to 

pmSBIJRG IiARBOR S'r ,. ~ 49.J D 4 14,200" l2 m.ooo 20 

RA~"O.CUCA"ON6A IUU.1KEH 2 95..6 P 2A 1'.500. 2S 4,:20,000 10 

REDI/OOD em . BREWSTER AV 1 E 25.1 10,711 :58 5,000,000 11 

REDwOO& cm 8ROADNAY/J£~ERSDh E 25.4 :S1,650 58 10,O¢O,ooo 17 

REDWOOD em I'IAPI.EI"AIN AVS 1 E 25.7 1 11,696 . 58 10,050.000 6 

• 



I .. 87-10-0~3 IALJ IMSW/:J,t 
APPENDIX a 

eTABl.tl ' 
Pllge 4 

, AI.?1'IABm~1. :.!ST OJ: ~~J£CT5 CAI.IFORNrA ~U8l.rc UTII.IT!ES CO""ISSION 
BY ~O"I~A;I~G AGE~C~ TRANSPORTATION uIvISIO~ 

RR 6RAO£ CROSsrhG ~ND SEPARATION NO"INATlONS 

-
AGEIICY CROSSlr.G RR BR "Iiot. SU~ P~P TYPE VEH TRAIN PROJECT \I.TJC·~ 

M:'IE POST PRO! IJOi.U"E VOI.U"E COST, 

~EDwOD~ CITY W"IPPI.EJHOPKI~S AilS 1 E 24.8 29,m sa 9,~0.000 11) 

RlCitIlONO' ZRI' 51 A 14.~ 21,000 26 0,990,000 7 

RICI1"O~u cumllG Bi. 1 A ll.B 1 2B,500 20 6 ,56Z, 000 10 

~Cv'!iJ.£ ;,ARDING !L A 107.7 ~ 21. ~,~o" ~ 2,702.000 21 

SACRAr1EIITO'CQ ANTaOF'E ~ 1 A 101.~ 10,900 ~ :,:00,000 18 

, SAk' BRIJ~u SAN B'RUNO loy 1 E 11.0 25,000 54 211.000,000" 5 

SA" CARo.OS .. OWARD loY E ' .24.1 12,500 54 7,m,we' 8' 

~ DI~&O"TIle 29ih ST , :6 2.8 17,000 146 4,460;000 51 

, SAI\.CrtSO I\TDB • ~"D ST :6 3.4 1 25,000 140 ' ~,9S5,OO~ , b7 

.• SA~nEGO fliDB 
' ' 

EUCUD All ';)b D 5.7 P 19,000 98 4,9~.OOO :4-

SA" DlEGO IlTU! ~l.ETC"ER P(Y :0 ~ '17.8 C po 1 ll',100 97 o,31~,ooO 40 

SM D1£60 IITDB m,.ST :b D 111.9 C P 1 29,000 98 ~,m.ooo 48 

SAN llIEGO "TD9 "AltlSi :S6 10.3 B • 21,000 146 s,m,ooo. 52 

',-. SAN. OIEliO IITDS "ARSI!Al.1. AV. :6 ''0 17.4 P 1 2l,000 98 s,m,ooo :9 

SA~ IIATEO 2~1! AV ,E 19.7 1 11,000 ~6 :s,~,ooo 11 

SA,. l'IATEO, 9,T/1 Av ,. rlOlf; III E 17.7 42,"0 :So 0:.000.000 ':S 

SA,. I1A1iO 110,.1£ IlIABLO AV E 17;.. 8 4 l,:m 58 2,1'-~.(IOO : 

SA" II"TEO PQPI.AR AIJ E 17.2 B .- 10.0U ~B 2.14:.000 zs' 

SAN IIATEO S",.i4 INEZ AIJ 1 E 17.: B 4 qn :sa 2,145.00¢ ." • 

SAN "AiEO TIl.iOll IIV 1 E 17.5 B 4 4,m ~ 2.145,000 11 

SAt.rA ANA 6kAr.iI AV 2 m.2 :1,700 19 ' 0.100.000 q 

, ., SOUi" SAN, F'RANCISCO "'. " 

O~Si~ PiSI. E 8.4 ~,b51 sa 12,5a4,OOO 14 
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C"I.IF'O~IA PlJBLoIC UTIl.lTlES CD/I/IISSION 
TRANSPORT"TIDk. DlvrSIDk, 

RR GRADE CROSSING "HD SEPAR~TIOH HO"INATIONS 

----------------------------------~----------------------------~.-----

;. 

•••• 

STOCKTOr. 

iiEST S~CRAI!ENTO 

.' 

CROSSIN6 
MilE 

RR 8K I!II.£"· SUF PROP TYPE YEll· TItAI,. Pr<OJECT \ItT /efF' 
POST PRO! VDI.UIIE VOLUIIE COST 

15 7 

1 l1~OOO 18 :!,400,OOO B 

" 

(END OF APPENDIX S) 
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•T~~l.E:A 
SP~CtAI. CONO!TIOhS ~ACiOR ~OK 
GRADE CROSSlh6S hO"INATED FOR 
SE?A~ATIOh OR EI.I~IhAiION 

CAftARILI.O 

CA~O" 

CO~PTO" 

C.OnnOh 

DIXON 

EIIER'MI.I.E 

COFFEt'~D 

DAi.£ST 

~8-SAN 8£RHARD lhiJ 

~8-~ BER~RDINO 

68-!10hTEREY 

'9-RIVERSIDE 

lbO-SAhTA BARBARA 

~s PQSAS· RD 

AYEr.ut~o 

ALONDRA BI. 

COrtPTOr..BI. 

. VEW BhA AV 

FONTANA CIIL ALT 1 

Sl~RA ItY ALT 2 

IIASHINSiON BL 

APPENDIX C 
page 1 

CA~IFORNrA PUBLIC UTILITIES ~""lSSlON' 
TRANSPORTATIOh DIVISION 

RR 6RADE CROSSIMG AND SEPARATION NO"INATIONS' 

VEk SPD TRAIM XIN6 1LKN6 ALt Ate TOTA~' 

RR BR "IL( SuF PROP LI~rT SPEED 6E~ DElAY RTE HIST IRR SC~ 
?OST 6~ G2 G: G~ 65 66 67 

'I .. 
2 

·1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

891.6· 

8811.7 

B ~114.2 

l/11..:S 

780.l 

E 119.: 

E 276.8 

E 417.9 

E 419.0 

B6 497.2 

B 1114.2 

1 B6 494.: 

'I .. 
2 

BS 49:'8 

• A oi.4 

A 

6. 

6~ 

88.7 

88.7 

.. 'I ..... 

P 

1 

1 

1 

2 

. 0 

4-

1. 

1. 

o 

o 

" .. 
o 

2 

(t 2 

.. .. 

o 

o 

o 

'I .. 

'I .. 

2 

2 0 

2 

2 5 

1. 

10 

2 4-

o , 

" .. 
, 4-

2 

8 

o 

4- 22 

7 

B 

28 

"I" .... 

:0 

828 

9 111 

o 6 20 

o 

o 
'I .. 

7 21 

10 ~o 

~ 20 

9 24 

9 24 

l' 12 27 

o 

l' 1 . 8 111 34 

II 111 

2 ~ o .. 10 20 

4 10· 
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~IFORkIA PUBLlC UTILlTIES CO""ISSIOH 
TRANSPDRTAiIO~ DIVISION 

RR 6RADE CROSSING, AND SEPARATION.ND"INATIONS' 
__________________________________________________________________ 1. _____ 

A6ENC'f 

F~ES"iI 

FRES,.O CO 

Ff<ES~O CO 

IINIIIC 

KERN CO 

"~N CO 

mit co 

1.05 ANGELES 

LOS AttGE~ES ca, 

1.05 AHGEi.ES CO· I 

1.05 A"GEI.!S co·; 

LOS AN6EI.tS co.- ' 

" ,1.05 AhGEI.ES co 
,." • 
. . ' . 

CROSSING 
NA!'IE 

CI!£STNui AY 

CLOVIS Ali 

TENNVSON RD 

$AliI! CANVQII AV 

"0Rt! IN6 DR , 

IIESOTO 'N 

ROSCOES!.. 

,DEl. A"O 81., 

DOUGI.ASST' 

£1. SEWO B~ 

FI.OKENCE AV 

'. 

VEHSPD TRAIN lINS BL~ ALT Ace TOTA~ 
RR tR "lUE SUF PROP ~1~IT SPEED 6Ea~ DElAY RTE HIST IRR SCF 

POST 61 62' 6: 64 6~, 60 67 

1 

1 

1 

,1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.,. .. 

.2 

1004.2 

B 198..5 

B 410.: 

B 21:.3 

2C.2 

D 21.6 

D' 23.0' 

B 317.5 

B :m.4 

E 446.8 

E 452.: 

Ii· l~.O 

1 Bali 492.11 

86 488.: 

1, 

., .. 

., .. 
2 

4 

5 2. 

4 ~, 7 14 41 

.. 2. 7 27 

o 4 4 o 1 L' b 16 

1 2. 4 1 ,l " 

o 1 4' 1 5 16 

5 ~ " 040 7 2: 

l ' ~' 2 10 5 0 6 :0 

2 2 

.2 4 .2 1 5 0 

4 Z 2" 4' lZ. 27' 

1 " 0 
.,. .. 

.,. .. o 

o 0 

1 

0" ' ~' 

• .. 
., .. 

o 2 0 

1 o 2. l 0 0 

o 2. 

2. 2. 2 

12 ., .. .... 

11 22 

5 9 

a 17 

11 -.... 
7 1T 
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~I~a~~rA puB~rc ~Tr~rrIES eO~Mrss=o~ 
T~A~S~O~TATI0N,DIV:SIO~ 

ilR GRADe C~OSSI~G A~D SE~A~ATION "OIlINATIOk$ 

,----------------~----------------------------------------------~.~ 

I, os Ar.SEl,tS co 

i.OS ftHSEl.ES eo 

IIAIITEC-. . 

OHTA~IO 

ONTA~IO 

<··.Ot.iAR'!O 

OllTARlO 

RANCHO CUCAftOhSA, 

REDWOOO em 

REDIIOOD em 

mWOOD CITY 

REDiliOOD em 

~IC""OND 

SACRAI\~kTO CO 

' .... ,,,., 

CROSSIN& 
flArfE 

1I0tiTE viSTA All 

ARCHIBAIJ'AV 

IIILUICe. 

BRa.ST~ A .. 

BR04D~Y/JtFFERSOk 

'WHIPPLEJ~OPKINS, AVS 

cumt.G 9i. 

ANTEI.O?E RD 

VE~ SPD froAIH XING BLXHG ALT Ace rOTA~ 
RR BR 1m! SUj: PRO? ~r"Ir SPEED, 6EOP! D£~A't' RTE ~IST IRR SC" 

1 

1 

2 

.. 
" 

:. 

1 

1 

, 1 

1 

1 

POST 61 5: 6: 64 G~ 6~ Si 

BS 487.! 

.8&:01 487.4 

10:.7 

41.2 

:9.0 

A 12.: 

E ~.2 

, E 25.4 

E 

A 14.5 

A 107.7 

E 11.0 

? 

. p 

p 

... .. 

" .. 
5 

1 

'" .. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

4 

4 

4 

4 

o 

.. 
" 

o 
.. .. 
.. .. 

2. 

l 2 

4 4 

5 0 .0 

e 

2. 

·1 

o 

2. 

o 

o· 

o 

o 

10 

o 

2. : 0 

4 0 

i 20 

1017 

12' 29 

e 20 

i :7 

tJ 14 

27 . 

7 27 

9 

10 2! 

b 21 

10 2Z 

6 o· ~, 10 22 

o 

16 :9' 

41Z :SO 

1 2 o 

1 'S 10· 5 2. 

1: 27 
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'.ABi.E 2~ 

p~etA~ CONOITICkS ;ACT~ FO~ CA~!~a~lA PUB~IC UTI~!TI~S CQ~"ISSIO~ 

, oKADE C~OSS!~&S ha~l~AiED FO~ TRA"SPORTATIOh DI~IS1O~ 
SE?~~ATIQ~ O~ ~~!~I~Ai!ak R~ SKAD~ C?,OSSI~6 AND SEPA~ATIO. HD"INATIO~S 

• . 
Vil'l SPD TRAIN XIN6 BLKMS ALT ACe TOTAL. 

A6,~C~' CRDSSIN& Ry. 9~ "II.~ SUF PRO~ ,-IIUi SPEED GEOII »EL.A'f RTt HtSf IRK, SCF' 
NM£ :.oSi 61 6l 6: 64 G~ GCI 61 

---.,. diP 

SAh CARL.OS "OIfA~D AV E 24.1 0 ~ 2 
., 4' 0 11, 24 .. 

slo"orm 11m 281" 57 30 ~.a ~ 0 2 b 
,. 

0 10 21 .. 
5AH DIEGO!lTDB =~D Si :b ~.4 ' 0 0 2 0 3 0 1: 24 

SA" DlEGD 1'\iD9 EUCi.U A~ U D ~"7 P 1 t 3 4 ", , 0 1,2 2: .. 
SArtDIESO "rnB' F~~C"EP.PKY .,' D 17.8 C P Z 1 

., 4 ... 0 1~ 2S .. I) .. oJ 

, SA. DIEGO "T~8 Mn~ S':' 3b D lo.~ C P 1 
,. 

" 
., 

0 1: z: .. .. 
SAN. DIEGO me "ARSHAI.L AV :c D 17.4 P 2 ' 1 'I' 

" 2 0 11, .,.,... .. , .... 

SAI\ KA1!O 2STri AV 1 E 19.7 0 :5 ·2 ' ... ',. 1 9 2: .. .. 
'.s"~"mo em, loy .: r!OflT Dr 1 E 11.7 0 :5 ':I .. 0 3 1~ ',"'''' .. .... 

$.\I\i4 Ah" GRAHL All '2 176.2 "I 5' 3 2 ~ 12 .. 30 .. 
, SOUiH SAN, F~"NCISCO OYSTER Pi il- l E S." 4 :s 2 : 1 17 :S: .. 

STomOI! hAIIIIEfI l." ~ 9M 1 4 ., :5 7 ~ ~, .. 
, IiEST SACi(AIIEtiTO "ARBO~ BL- A ab.4 1 " 4 " ~ ,4 • q 31 

(EN~' OF APPENDIX C) 
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APPENDIX 0 

~ TAB~~ 2& 
S~ECIA~ CO~~rTIO~S ~ACTOR FOR CA~IFORhIA PUB~IC UTILITIES CO""ISSIOH' 
SEPARATIO~S No~rhAr-tD FOR TRANSPORTATION, DtvISIOh 
A~TERAjIOHS,OR RECONSTRuCTIONS RP. 6~ADE CROSSING AND'SEPARATION,NOIIINAfIONS 

mTtt HEI6~f SPEED LOAD, ACt 
, AGENCI' CROSSING ~~ DR mE SUF CLEAR Cl.EAR mue L.IIIIT STRue IRR TOiAL 

HArlE POST S1. S: 5: 54 ~ S6 SCF 

CA~TRAHS 2:e·A~AfleoA ' 4 G 1~4 B B 4 0 0 0 ~ 17 

CA~TRA~~' 2:S8·Al.AI'~A 4 :0.4 B 10 0 0 0 0 ~ 1~ 

Er. S£GuNDO ROSECRANS Av .. II 15~ B 0 0 0 0 10 9 19 ... 

i.O~A i.INDA 'ITh vIEw AY 1 B 54:.~ A 0 0 0 Ii 0, 4 ,4 

I.OS AIIGEL.ES II. SPRIhS 51 : B 1.7 A 10 0 2 0 2 8, .,., , ..... 

l.OS ANSELES CO . TELESI!APIi RD ,2 148.9 B /I 4 0 0- .: 8 21 

j)1T':'SBURG "ARBOR 51 1 B 49.: 8 9 4 0 0 1- b- 19 

'," • SA~ DIEGO, ",TDB. 'IA1h 51 ZO' 10.3 B 2 0 0 ., 0 5 9 .. 
" _ SAtdlATEO IIOIIit D IAB1.0 All E 17.4 B ~ 10 . 5 0' 0 9 :0 

SAIl ~ATEO POPl.AA AIJ 1 E 17.2 B 6 9 0 O· ,0 9 :z: 

SAN flATEO SANTA INEZ AV 1 E 17.3 B 4 10 0 0 0 9 22 

SAN "ATtO - Tll;.TOh AV r E 17.:i B II 10 5 0 2 10 n 

(END OF APPENDIX 0) 

• 



1.87-l0-033 /AI.J/MSW/jt 
AP.PENt>IX E 

• iAB:.E: 
Pa9e> 1 

P~OJEC':'S NO!':IMi~ By CA~rFO~HIA ~J9:.rC UTI:.ITIES CDl'll'ltSSIOH 
p~IORrT~ IN~EJ ~u"BE~ TRAHSPORrATIO~ DIVISIO~ 

RR SRADE CROSSING ~hO SEPARAiION NOKIHATION5, 

AGEt.C'{ CKOSSING RR BR 'UI.E. SUF PROP VIT/CIF SCI' 'RIORITY ~O); PRIOP.ITY 
"ME POST INDEX NO .. CONTR. NUI'!BER ' 

FREShO TRACK CHI. 1 B 198.~ , 27 b5 92 NO ~' 

SA,. DIEGO 11m :2ND ST lO. :'4 67 24 91 "0 1 

SAil DIEGO I'ITDa 28;11 57 3b 2.8 51 21. 7"' NO ,. 
, . " 

SA" DIEGO mE ",UN 51 Zb D 10 .. ' C P 49 2: 71 ~ 4 

SAil Dmil 11TII~ Fi.EiCt1t:R P(Y ~ D 17.8 C P 4/1 25 71 NO 5 

SAN DIEGO 11m "~P.St1AI.l. AIJ :1) D 17.4 P 39 2:- 02 NO II 

sAil DIE~il !'ITD~ 111.111 51 lO 10.: B ~ 9 bl ,NO 7 

SACRAIIEIlTO co A"TaOPE III ' 1 A 102.5 19 :9' 57 HO- 9 
" '. "" 

"'. KERN co 
FmFAX RD 1 B 310.5 22 :s 57 NO 11 • 

SA" DIEGO 11m EUCl.InAV S4 D 5.7 P 34 . 2Z ~7 110 10 ' 

'~ESNC SI1AII AVA'-T 2 1004.2 10 41 51 NO 11 

FO/IITAIIA FO"TA~A CN~ A~i 1 2 88.7 15 34 49 ''0, . 12 

SOUTh SA" FRAflcrsco OYSTER PT B:. 1 £ 9.4 ,14 ~ 47 YES 13 

SAN "AT~O POPvR AV- 1 £ 11.2 B ~ 22 47 NO 14 

. 
CALr;;:~tlS ?q-idY~SlDt B 562.4 9 ~9 4b ''0 l' 
RICI'I~~~ :!;ilD 51 ,. 14.5 7 ::9 44 "0 iii-

KERfI CO OSIIEU. 51 1 B :S15.4 ' 14 II 45 fjO l7 -, 
, 

SAil l'Io'iEO TILTOIUY E 17.5 B 11 ,~ 44 "0 19 

.' K£ii~ co IIORMI"G D~ B 31.7.5 ," .... :so 4: . 110 '19 

CA(.TKAt\S 2Z9-AJ.A"EDA 4 :S0.4 B 26 l' 41 . YES 20 

RIC.ltlOtlC CUTT!N6 'lit. " 13.8 10 30' 40' NO 21 

". ~ ,:' ... 
.. : .. 
. ~ . 

"',. . " 
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APPENDIX E 

~ TAB~E : Pa9e- 2 
P~OJECi5 ~O"IkATED BV C~LI~ORkI4 ~B~IC UTI~ITrE5 CO""ISSIO~ 

P~IORliV I~DEl, ~U"BE~ T~A~SPO~TAjrO_ DIVI51D~ 

RR 6RADE CROSSl~G A~O SEPARAjIOh-~O"r_~TIOH5 

~6EHCY CROSSlh6 iii( BR ItI~E SU; PROP Y+T/C·F sa PRIORITY 50% PRIORITY 
ItA"t POST _ IIIDEXNO .. CONTR. NU!1BER' 

~os ANSSl..ES CO 1'£LEGRAPI\. RD Z 1048.8 B 19 21' 40 110 22 

REniiOOD em BROADWAY/JEFFERSON 1 E ~ .. 4 17 2Z j9 YES .,. .... 

Fr.E"OriT HE~R( B~ 1 L 28.' 1: 2b 39 110 24 

IiESi SACi<AI'IEr.TO "A~K B~ A ab.4 8 ~1 3q -0 2~ 

SA"TA ANII Si/ANO Ali 2. 17~.1 9 30' 39 NO 26-

i.OS AAGEI.ES CO F'i.OREt.CEAv 1 8BH 488.4 0 n 39 NO 21 

pmSBUp.6 . HARBOR 51 1 B 4rr.3 1! 20 19 :9 NO 28 
" 

RELilOOL em IiHIP?L£JHO~(I"S AVS .1 E 24.8 1b ' 2Z :8 YES ~ 

• ", CARSO" IlEi. 4110 i~ 1 86 497.2 8 30 ·38 MO :0 

, '. "OhTC~IR IIOIiTE VlSiA AY .. 10:.7 p 23 14 'S7 • YES :n .. 
O"iARIO GROvE AV .. 39.0 7 :SO 37 YES. 32 .. 
BA,;ERSFIW COFFEE ~ 2. 891.6 14 22 Zb 110 ::: 

FRtSNO,CO ClOVIS AV B 21::..3 b :so 3!1 NO 34 

BUENA PAR~ , DALEST 2 161.3 12 Z3 zs NO ~ 

C04C"EL~A ' AVENUE 50 8 614.2 11 26 35 "0 je 

F~ESNO IIEl<hDOhA"I B m~8 5 30 Z NO 'S! 

SAPI ~"TEO 9T"_A~ - IIDNT·Dt E ,11.7 '1:-.. 3Z ~ hO ~8 

~OS£liI~E HARDING 81. A 107.7 ~ 21 1;) :4 YES :9 

SA" l'I"T~O 25TIIAI) 1 E 1~.7 '11 2l 34 NO 40 

La!'!" LIIIOA "TN VIEilAI/ B ~:.b II :0 4 :4 yES: 41 

REDIIOCDCm BREwSi& AV E 25., 11 22 ~ YES 42 

:;. (A,T<AA5 
5a-SAN:BER~ARDINO '" 780.:: • 30 ~ ~o 4: .. oJ 
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• . Page 3 
TA~1l ! 
PRO.i:CTS ~Q"r~iED by CA~IFO~HIA PU8~C UTILITIES COftftISSION 
PRIOKI~ I~Dtl ~u~BEw TkAIISPORTATIOh. DIVISiOH 

RR 6~A~ CROSSI~6 AND SEPARATION NOftIHATIOHS· 

AGENCY CROSSING, ~K BR IIII.E SU~ PROP V.T/CtF SCF "IOIITY SOX PRIORITY 
M"E P05i IIIDflNO. CONTR •. MUIIBEK 

FRESh 0 SHAll AV 1 B 19U 10 2l 33 110 44 

P~AIIOU"T A~OllDKABI. ... II 12.= 10 2Z 3: liD 4~' .. 
SA" "AitO IIOr.TE DIABI.O AV E 17.4 B ~ 30 3l NO 4¢ 

LOS ANGELES N. SPRIHG 5T ... ,8 1.7 A' 11 
.,., ;S:. NO 47 ¥ ... 

SA~. CAR~OS IiOIlARD AV· 1 E 24.1 8 24 32 YES .e 

STOC.:TON ~A""Ei(I.r. 4 98 .. S 7 25 32 NO 49 

1.05 AHSaES ROSCOE 81. 1 E 452.3 5 2i :2 .NO SO . 

SAN &RUNO, SA" BRUMO AV 1 E 11.0 5 27 l2 ~O 51 

4IIIIIJ RAHCHO'CUCA~OhGA 1'111.1.11(0.., 2 ' 95.0 P 10' 21' ::1- • YES 52 

FQlliA"" ' SI£KRA "V ALT 2 '2. • SS.7 15 1b :n NO ~ 

CAI.TRANS 58-SAN 8ERlIARDIllO 2. 73:.2 3 28 31 HO 54 

FRESIiOCO CnESTIlUT AV 1 B 210 .. 3 • 4' 27 Sl NO ~ 

OllTmo ARCIlIBAI.D A'I 3 41 .. 2 4 27 II 110 Zb·, 

8"""I"G HI6iiI.AND·SPR6 AV 1 B 564 .. 2 2 28 30 110 57 

LOS ANG~ES CO . .SI.AUSON AV 1 !B" 487.4 2. 28 30 NO 58 

REDiiOo.o em . ftAPl.£Il1Alfi AVS 1 £ ~., h 2! 29 YES 59 

ONTAi<IO ARC"IBAI.D A~ 1 B 52: •• 2 27 29. YES 00 

nrxOh. ' II. -""ST. \.I/It 1 A 6'.~ 2 ·27 29 YES 61 

IRVIIiE SAhD CANya".Av 2 182.9 ~ 23 29 NO &2 

LOS A~6E~ES CD GRAND "V B ~O9.5 8 20 28 YES 6": ... 
""YWI\R!I r,ARliER RD· D 21.0 9 20 . 29, NO 04 •••• 
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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.1 This was 
occasioned by san Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Boa~~s . ~ . ... .'-: 
(~DB) no~t~on of 14 projects wh~ch ~nvolved the l~ght ra~l 

" operations of san Diego Trolley, Inc. These projects dominated the 
/ 

top rankings of the staff's prel~inary priority list/~ibit 2), 
which was- mailed to- parties shortly before the hearillgs commenced. 
Some parties were concerned that since only a limit~d-number of 
high-rankinq projects are actually funded each ye~r, the MTDB light 
rail system would virtually monopolize the available funds. 

The eligibility issue focused on ~a,de separation 
J 

projects which exclusively involve light rai~ transit. No- party 
seriously questioned the eligibility of light rail -project 
nominations which also involve ~onventio~l railroad operations 

/ 

(although, as discussed later, a related issue of train-count 
- - I. ,. 

criteria was raised with respect to- tllis category).. The 14 mOB 
I 

projects nominated wer~ divided equa1ly between these two 
categories. 

1 The term "light rail" was not defined by parties at the 
bearings.. other terms usedjin discussions of the issue included 
"mass transit", "commute service", "true transit ser.rice", 
"passenger trains", and "t,ormal transit operations".. They were _ 
generally distinguished from such terms as'"railroad corporation", 
"freight trains", "conventional railroads", and "mainline 
railroads" .. t: 

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 "( aJ mode of urban transportation 
utilizing predominantly reserved but not necessarily grade­
separated rights-of-way. Electrically propelled. rail Vehicles 
operate sinqly or lin trains .. " A light rail vehicle is defined. as 
"(a]n electrically propelled passenger carryinq rail vehicle 
capable of opera.ting on (exclusive, semi-exclusive and non­
exclusive alignments] .. " Non-exclusive alignments refer to' surface 

streets and ~estrian mallSO_ 11 _ 
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/ 
Atter the completion of hearings and filing of briets, 

/ 
M'l'DB withdrew all of its nominations of proj ects whi.ch involved 
only the separation of light rail operations.2 Th~remaininq 

/ 

seven MtDB nominations involve tracks over which/both light rail 
'" and freight operations are conducted. Staff'sllate-filed Exhibit 

19 reflects the withdrawal ot the seven disp,lted nominations~ 
Accordingly, it is not necessary for us t~ddreSS the eligibility 
of other light rail and. related. project~t this time. 

Although we decide not to resolve,the light rail 
eligibility issue at this time, we art! aware of the potential for 
this and related issues t~ arise in/future priority list 
proceedings, particularly with the! growing importance of public 
transit systems as alternatives it!o. the the private automobile. As 

we discuss later, we believe these issues can be resolved more 
/ 

effectively and equitably, with the tull participation ot all 
interested parties, than. ~ be accomplished in this proceedin~ at 

thi~ ·t~e.. . '/ ',' . /1 . 
2 The Administrative Law Judge issued a ruling, served on all 

parties, all~wiIlg 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 arid Procedure,. not later than 
April 27, 1.988. /Properly tiled briefs were received from. the City 
of West sacramento and the County ot Fresno. 

Although ~t in appearance, the Greater Bakerstield Separation 
ot Grade District submitted a brief. We accept this tiling because 
the witness appearing for both. the City of Bakersfield and the 
count¥ of Kerntestitied that be was directly retained by the the 
Distrl.ct, wllich in turn has agreements with the City and. the County 
for his ser.Vices. 

I 
Simi~arly, we accept the brief of ~DS although it was tiled 

with our Docket Office after the April 27 deadline~ Our records 
show it Was tendered for tiling on a timely basis with the required 
copies and service "on parties., substantially in compliance with our 
ru~es and the AL:1' s ruling. 

- 1.2 -
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blocking' delays uniformly," pointed out there is a siqnificant 
difference between'delays during' peak hours of traffic and delays 
durinq off-peak hours .. 

By far the most s1~iticant issue involvinq the formula 
was whether the train counts should include light rail trains. /. 
Typically, mass transit passenger operations, such as those 
conducted on the tracks of the Southern Pacific TransportationC . . 
(SP'rC) on the San Francisco- peninsula, or those of the M'rOB Ught 
rail system involve much higher train volumes, than on li~which 
include only freight or intercity passenqer trainsy~ example, 
the hiqhest ranking nomination (Fresno Track CotloS'olidation) shows a' 
volume of 20 trains' per day_ By compariso~minations for 
projects along the San Francisco peninsu):a (Redwood city, san 
Carlos,. San Mateo, San. Bruno and sou~san Francisco) show train 
volumes. ranging from 54 to 5S per daY. 'the great majority of these" 
are cal train penl nsula commuter /tfains. Similarly, volumes' at ~ the 
M'I'OB project locations range J:0m 97 to 14& trains per day. All 
but one or two of these ,are ~i9ht rail trains. 

/ 
, These hig'h train;counts significantly affect the number 

of points awarded and thelproj ect ,ranking's, particularly in the 
I 

case of the, M'l'OB nominat"ions. Several parties argue that even, 
though. projects invol +g both freight and light rail operati0!ls 
are eligible to be included on the list, only the freight train 
volumes should be ulcluded in calculating the priority. We 
disagree. S&H Cod~ § 2452 requires that we evaluate eligible' 

I " 
projects in acco,dance with criteria we establish, and rank those 
projects accordtnq t~ the criteria. We find no basis in the 
statutes or in~ur prior decisions for requirinq the segreqation of 
eliqible projects ac~ordinq to the kind of trains that operated at . /., 
a crossUlgloeatJ.on. 

W~ do find" a basis in the leg'islative intent ot S&H Code 
. Division 3/ Chapter iOfor includinq liqht rail train'counts .. Chap753. statutes o~ l.973 enacted revisions to- the qrade 

- 14 -
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investigations~ those who do not have eligible projects at the!time 
of a proceeding may elect no~ t~participate based on the~ 
expectation that no ~jor program or policy changes W7'll es~lt 
from the proceeding. 
, We believe a more orderly review of the P7ogr~ can be 
accomplished as our staff proposes. 'rhe conversi~ we have ordered 
to a two-year program· should help the staff's, review process, 
allowing ample time before any proceedings for }stabliShing 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 maxi~ participation of all 
parties. Following completion of this prbgram review, staff may 
initiate before us any formal investiga~ion orrulemaking 

, ........ I, proceedings that may W9 necessary or appropr1ate. . 
,Findings or hs:t / ' 

1. Appendix B is a list of ~oj ects timeiy nominated and 
eligible to be included on, th~ priority list in ac~ordance with the . 
procedures established in the OIt. I . • . 

2. The criteria set forth' in Appendixes S, C, 0, and E, . 
having been found reasonable i~ past'decisions and not having been 

I 

shown to be unr~sonal::>le in this proceeding, are reasonable and. 
should be used't~:establishithe 198.8.-8.9 and 1989-90 priority lists. 

3. With regard to- pfoj ects having the same priority index 
nu.mber, consideration shfuld first be given to .projects which 
separate or eliminate eXisting grade crossings, then to projects 
which alter or reconstiuct existing' 'grad.e separations, and :finally 
to projects to- constr6ct new grade separations. Within each of 

, / 

these categories, ti%St consideration should be qiven ~o, the lowest 
cost project so t.b.i't the maximum. number of projects may be 
accomplished 'with the available :funds. 

- 27 -
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4. Greater priority shall be given to grade separation/ 
proj ects of otherwise equal priority. for which the amount 
contr:i]:)uted by a city or, county is equal to or greater 7h.en % ot 
the cost of the project~ 
Conclusions of Lay . 

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

2'. 'l'his investig'ation should remain ·open tor the purpose ot 
establishing' the 1989-90 priority list. ~ 

3~ As. the statute requires issuance ot our order by July 1, 
the etfective date ot this order should be d~e ot signing'-

./ 

~~_tha~OIWD/ 
l.. :t'he list of project.> "ppear~ in Append.ix E is 

establ.ished as required by the calidrnia Streets and Highway,s Code . , I 
§ 2452 as the 1988-89 list,'in order ot priority, ot projects whicn . / . 

the commission determines to· be most urgently in need ot separation 
or alteration. . . ~ 

2. With reg'ard to projects having the same priority index 
/ 

number, consideration shall ~rst be given to proj ects which 
separate or eliminate ex1sti~g qrade crossings, then to projects 
which alter or reconstruct~existing grade separations, and finally 
to projects to construct new grade separations. Within each ot 
these categories, first;60nsideration shall be given to the lowest 
cost project so that the maximum number of projects may be 
accomplished with the L~Vai.1ab1e funds .. 

3. Greater pr~ority shall be given to grade separation 
proj ects ot otherwiJ'e equal priority tor which the' amount 
contr:il:>uted by a city or county is equal to· or greater than sot ot 

I . .'. 
the cost ot the project~ 

- 28 -
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// 
4. The Executive Director shall furnish a cert~ed copy of 

this opinion' and. order to ·the California Department /ot 
Transportation 4Ilcl the california 'I'ransportat'ion commission prior 
to July 1~ 19S5. . / 

5. This investiqation remains open 7tor the purpose of 
establishing the 1989-90 priority list. 

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

. . 
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