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Statement of Facts

San Mateo, an attractive residential community of
approximately 80,000 persdns, stretches 5-1/2 nmiles alongapoth sides
¢f E1 Camino Real below the Crystal Springs reservoirs on the
peninsula between Burlingame and Belmont, 20 miles south of San
Francisco. The Southern Pacific Transportation Company (S.P.)
operates its doubdble-tracked Coast Route Maln Line parallel'ng El

Camino Real, carrying freight and commuter passenger traffic through
1 :

San Mateo.

' In the area of our interest, E1 Camino Real and Pacific Boulevard
(which becomes 014 County Road at the Belmont Line) parallel each
other 1 block apart, with the S.P. tracks bisecting the blocks
between these busy streets.
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To provide access across the S.P. tracks within the city
limits of San Mateo, there are 10 at-grade and 5 grade-separated

crossings. However, in the southerly section of San Mateo and the
northern section of Belment, there are only 2 railroad crossings %o
carry traffic across the railrcad darrier. These c¢rossings,
Hillsadale Boulevard and Ralston Avenue, are 1=-1/2 miles apart.
Bordering on either side of the rallread right-of-way in this
southern area are commercial, light industrial, and residential areas.

The Hillsdale underpass, approximately 76-feet wide,
provides 2 lanes of traffi: in either direction, and left and right
turn lanes for El Camino Real and Pacific Boulevard, respectively.
Billsdale Boulevard provides direct access to the popular EHillsdale
Shopping Center west of tﬂe tracks, and to Bayshore Freeway (U.S.
Route 101) and Foster City east of the tracks. An estimated 28,500
vehi¢les use this busy undkrpass in a given 2&-hour period.
Similarly, to the south, the at-grade crossing at Ralston Avenue
leads to Notre Dame Collegé, west of the tracks, and to Bayshore
Freeway and popular Marineﬂworld, east of the tracks. This latter
erossing is used by an estimated 20,900 vehicles in a given 24-hour
period. ;

The people in thg vicinity of Laurie Meadows Drive and the
City of San Mateo have assertedly long desired an intervening
crossing of the S.P. tracksiin the vicinity of Laurie Meadows Drive
(roughly midway between Eillsdale Boulevard and Ralston Avenue) to
serve the needs of residents east of the tracks and to improve the
business economy in southern San Mateo. The city asserts that at
present it and the City of Belmont are badly handicapped by the:
"Chinese Wall" of the S.P. tracks in providing emergency services as
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well as basie accessﬂto—this southeast quadrant of San Mateo.2 (See
Appendix A map.) ‘

Since 1974 several studies have been commissioned
specifically to studyﬂthe feasibility of such a crossing. angd as a b=
product, still anothek study pointed up the need for an additional
south San Mateo crossing to relieve congestion in the area.
Concededly it would b¢ most desirable to have a grade separated
crossing, and all the various studies concluded that there were
feasible grade separation alternatives which should de considered.

In 1977, seeking %0 obtain financial assistance from the California
Grade Separation Fund (the Fund) to hrelp meet the then estimated
approximate $4 millionjcost, San Mateo nominated 2 Laurie Meadows
Drive separation project for placement on the Commission's annual
Grade Separation Priority List. The project appeared on the 1977-78
list as Priority Number 60. The city considered the nomination as
being "spectacularly unsuccessful™, and did not renominate the
project. Thereafter, the city permitted redevelopment on the west
side of El Camino Real, resulting in establishment of 2 new and
substantial businesses (Long's Drug and Petrini's Market) in an area
¢ritical as landing zones for any grade separation project. This was
followed by Propositiodf13 which limited the ¢ity's ability to raise
and increase property taxes, and by Proposition 4 limiting the ¢ity's

2 ) crossing from Pacific Boulevard to E1 Camino Real at this
location would also be crucial to the success of the city's Delaware
Street. extension project. To relieve congestion on heavily traveled
El Camino Real, the city wants to extend Delaware Street southward
through Bay Meadows Racetrack parking area (probadbly via a two-lane
aerial facility) to Pacific Boulevard. This project 4is in San
Mateo's capital improvement program and the c¢ity is seeking federal
FAU funding. Because of opposition froz Redwood City and the
California Department of Transportation, the city's propesed
extension of Laurie Meadows Drive eastward to Bay Shore Freeway does
not appear likely of achievement at this time. '
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budget growth, assertedly leaving the city's share of gasoline tax
revenue as the only in-house resource avallable in any way to-pay‘ror
any type of crossing.

While these events were in progress, on July 1%, 1977 San
Mateo filed this applicétion with the Conmission, seeking authority
under Public Utilities (PU) Code §§ 1201-1205 to construct an at-
grade crossing over the S.P. tracks at a proposed extension of Laurie
Meadows Drive between Pacific Boulevard and El Camino Real. The
¢consideradly lower cost of an at-grade crossiang would be financed,
according to the application, 50% by the city from its gas tax funds,
and 50% by the County of San Mateo.

Since the application, as filed, lacked any environmental
impact document, the dichtor'of the Transportation Division asked
the ¢ity to amend its application to conform with the reduirements of
Rule 17.1 of the Rules ofiPractice and Procedure, particularly with
reference to the California Environmental Quality Aet of 1970
(CEQA). On Jasuary 26, 1978 the city engineer advised the
Transportation Division that work had begun on an environmental
impact document, and requésted a 6~month delay in hearing.

Meanwhile, S.P. advised of its opposition to any at-grade crossing at
that site. ' ,

On January 16, 1979 the Transportation Division requested
deferment of any hearing until it could complete preparation of an
engineering study report it was working on. Meanwhile data requests
were being made to the city and to S.P. On February §, 1979 Sarn
Mateo filed an amendment to its application. That amendment included
a copy of a Negative Declaration prepared by the city (dated
December 11, 1978) which fcound that the proposed crossing project
would have no significant effect on the environnent.
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The staff on February 14, 1980 advised the administrative
law Jjudge (ALJ) of its readiness for hearing and the ALJ set hearing
for early April. However, at r@spec:ive reguests of‘both S.P. and
the ¢ity, hearing was successively continued until July 2%, 1980.

On that date, and on July 25 anh 28, 1980, hearing was held in San
Francisco before ALJ John B. Weiss. At the conclusion of oral
argunent on the last day of hearing the matter was submitted.

At the outset of the nearing, the ALJ addressed motions to
dismiss the application. These motions were based upon alleged abuse
of discretion by the ¢ity in preparation of its Negative
Declaration. That Negative Declaration had been adopted by the city
on July 22, 1979. The motions ﬁo dismiss were respectively filed by
the Commission staff om April 30, 1980, and by $.P. on Méy 5, 1980.
In these motions to dismiss the$prozesting parties alleged that the’
Negative DeClaratiog haé¢ not beén prepared in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines, and that the c¢ity, @ local agency, purportedly had failed:

1. In violation of CEQA Guidelines § 15083(b),
to ¢onsult with all responsidle pudlie
agencies before approving the Negative
Declaration on the c¢rossing project,~” and
T0 provide publicinetice to property owners
contiguous to the property of preparation of
a Negative Declaration, and

2. In violation of CEQA Guidelines § 15083(Lf)(4),
to file its Notice of Determination with the
¢ounty ¢lerk of the county wherein the
project is located, and with the Seeretary of
Resources. ;

Y
'A

3 It was asserted that San Mate¢ had failed to c¢onsult with either

the Commission or Caltrans. Under PU Code § 1201, no erossing shall

be constructed across a railroad track at grade without having first

secured Conmission permission, and an encroachment pernmit is required

from Caltrans to intersect Laurie Meadows Drive with E1 Camino Real. .
_‘g5 - ) i
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Before making his ruling, the ALJ observed that the
amendment to its application filed by the city on February 13, 1979
included a copy of both the Notice of Determination and the Negatlive
Declaration prepared byﬁthe city for the project. All parties %o
this proceeding were provided copies. Subseguently on February 23,
1979 the notice was filed with the San Mateo county ¢lerk, and on May

8, 1980 with the Secretary for Resources.” '
The ALJ next ascertained that neither the Commission staflf

nor the S.P. nad filed an action or proceeding in Superior Court as
of the July 28, 1980 date of the hearing, to attack, review, set
aside, void, or annul the city's Negative Declaration.

\

4 Behind the disparity in filing dates of the Notice of
Determination, there is an apparent oversight in the applicable
statute. The statute, the Public Resources (PR) Code, provides
different notice filing requirezents applicadle for local agencies
and state agencies. PR Code § 21152 provides that the notice of a
local agency's determination shall be filed with the county clerk.
PR Code § 21108 provides that the notice of a state agency, beard, or
Comzission determination shall be filed with the Secretary of the
Resources Agency. Although the statute mandates ¢consuvltation by 2
local agency with any public agency having Jurisdiction by law with
respect to a project, prior to completion of an Environmental Impact
Report, it is silent with regard to a Negative Declaration. An
attempt to bridge this loophole appears in the CEQA Guidelines (Ticle
14, California Administrative Code) issuec by the Resources Ageney.
The CEQA Guidelines provide that when the Lead Agency is a local
agency, a Notice of Determination shall be filed with the county
clerk, but that if the project requires discretionary approval froo
any state agency, the notic¢e shall also be filed with the Secretary
for Resources (Guidelines § 15083(f7(4). Here, although belatedly,
the Notice of Determination and a Negative Declaration were filed
with both. ¢
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Finally, neoting thn* the filing of a Notice of
Deteranination with a c¢ounty ¢lerk or the Secretary for Resources
serves %0 start 2 30=day statute of limitations on challenges‘to the
‘approval under CEQA (PR Code § 21167(%)), ALJ Weiss thea ruled that
inasmuch as the ¢omplaining barties had not filed an action under
Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5 in a ¢ourt of competent jJurisdietion
alleging that the city had ibproperly determined that the project in
issue would not have 2 signﬁficant effect on the environment, and
more than 30 days having laﬁsed, the Negative Dec¢laration had now
beconme final and conclusiveion all persons, inc¢luding responsibdble
parties, as a matter of'law{(PR Code §§ 21167 and 21080(1)), leaving
this Commission without jurisdiction to entertain the motions to

dismiss. We ratify the »uling of ALJ Weiss.

Next, on a procedural point, the ALJ denied S.P.*s notion
for a continuance to dring in Bell Haven Realty, its lessee for
¢ertain property in the area in issue, a3 an allegedly necéssary and-
proper party to the proceeding. Without addressing theiissue of

whether or nof such a Jjoinder was required as a consequence of
Decision 91891 in A.596126 datec Juney3, 1980, which purportedly
recogaized a property r*gh* that attaches to c¢certain ianterests when a
. new crossing is authorized,; the ALJ noted that S.P. had had ample
opportunity in the precediﬁg weeks to file the motion prior to the
first day of hearing. {

At the hearing the ¢ity presented evidence, through its
director of pubdblic works,ji‘° city engineer, and its fire chief, of
the great d‘s"uptzoa to normal commute traffie resultiang from the
¢congestion within San Maveo caused by the physical bdarrier presented
or the S.P. tracks. The jazlroad bifurcates the city, imposing great
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inconvenience on the Lauriedale community in particular, and delays
for rendition of emergency services such as fire, police, and
ambulance. The witnesses told of the need for another crossing of
this S.P. bdarrier, one at Laurie Meadows Drive, and presented”
evidence of the economics involved, comparing the costs of over- and
undererossings with an at-grade crossing. The witnesses asserted‘
that to build either an over- or an undercrossing would mean the
effective destruction of a shopping center on the westerly side of Tl
Camino Real. The two major businesses in that shopping center grdss
$19 million per year, employ 100 or more pecple and develop
approximately $200,000 per year in sales tax revenues for the city.
wWith heavy'emphasié on the financial constraints assertgdly
resulting from Propositions 13 and &, the witnesses pointed out that
even should the city be abdble td‘attain a high-priority on the Grade
Separation Priority List for a separation project, It woﬁld‘still%
require that the city come up with 50% of the approximate $5 million
cost, assertedly an impracticality today. The witnesses contend that
an at-grade crossing costing c¢closer to $600,000 is practical and f
could be made safe, noting that in the preceding five-year per*od?
there had been only one accident involving a traln and a motor
vehicle at the ten grade crossings presently within San Mateo. ThP
city asks for coansideration of the energy savings possible to the:
local motoring pudlic from an estimated 10,000 vehicular crossingé
per day at a Laurie Meadows Drive crossing. The crossing would
reduce time now spent and energy consumed while waiting in congesued
lanes to c¢ross at Hillsdale Boulevard and Ralston Avenue to skop, do
business, and get back home. Noting the approximate 1/10th cost of
an at-grade crossing, the cityfurges a balancing of the equities ana
authorization of an at-grade cﬁossing. ' i
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In addition to the testimony of city personnel, the
eity also introduced testimony of three other witnesses in support of
the application. A store manager of Long's Drug Stores, formerly
manager of the store at 43rd Avenue and El Camino Real® testified
on the adverse impact of either an over- or underpass crossing,
pointing out that in elither instance substantial parking and probably
a loading dock would be lost. A Long's vice president who had
reconmended the site for leaaihg initially, testified that the 43¢
Avenue store was one of the firm's better new s*ores, and that an
over~- or underpass would have an adverse effect on operations.
Finally, a vice president of Petrini's Market,G leasing an entir@
block in the shopping center area, testified of his assumption thabf
an over- or underpass would eliminate or be detrimental to ome of the
market's receiving facilities, and would congest the area as #eli as
eliminate much parking, thereby‘adversely‘afrecting business.

The city also introduced a petition assertedly signed By
602 residents in the area of the proposed crossing. Addressed ;6‘the

Commission and the city, the signatories favor a ¢rossing at Laufie
Meadows Drive. |

In opposition, while presenting no evidence, the Caltrans
attorney argued that Caltrans' contract with S.P. envisions an egrly
increase in the number of daily trains from 44 to 52, with subseduent
further increase to 60, developments which could only increase the

safety concerns of any at-grade crossing at Laurie Meadows Drive;

° The store has estimated annual sales of $7 million.

6 This Petrini branch market eatimates annual sales in excess oft
$12 million.

-9 -
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Also In opposition, S.P. presented evidence t&rough three
witnesses and extensive cross-examination of other witnesses.
S.P. noted that the Commission fought long and hard ta—m@intain
commuter service; that everywhere—elsé the objective is.to eliminate
at-grade crossings in situations su¢h as this, not create more of
them; and that any at-grade crossing can only increase the hazard to
both the rail passenger and the motorist. S.P..also—argﬁes that
increased street congestion in the viecinity whieh must rqsult out of
new and necessarily uncoordinated signals on adjacent rod@s ¢annot
serve to show pubdblic c¢onvenience and necessity. S.P. arg@es that
while the city contendsﬂtbat alternative over- or under-g?ade
crossings would hamper or wipe out dbusinesses, the city i“self
created that situation when it allowed these dusinesses to locate in
the landing areas after the original crossing proposals were made.

An S.P. road foreman of engineers testified of the time it
would require t¢ put his’ fre ght trains back together after breaking
then to give way to commuter passenger trains should an at-g*ade
erossing be approved. A new erossing would cause the loss: of one of
the only two existing slots remaliaing between Redwood City and San
Francisco where large freight trains can be held to work around ‘the
commuter passenger trains, He also told of the 20-minute- g*us delay
that any emergency stop at such a grade crossing would entiil.
S.P.'s commuter service manager testified of its contract with
Caltrans and of expansion plans for commuter and reverse coﬁmuter
service. He explained that the ultimate goal of the Urban Wass
Transportation Administration (UMTA) and the Metropolitan |
Transportation Commission is to have a Peninsula commuter cérridor

entirely grade-separated, thereby allowing substantially iddreased
train speeds. |
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An assistant engineer from S.P.'s Engineering Depa*tmeht
testified of the substantial annual crossing maintenance costs which
would result were an at-grade crossing to be authorized.7 S.P.al
argued that despite the provisions of Genmeral Order 72-B (which f
presently places these costs upon the railroad), iz such an abnormal
situation as this, should an at-grade crossing be permitted for the
sole reason that the city does not have sufficient funds to procéed
with a separation, then the cost of maintenance of the crossing ‘
surface should be apportioned to the city.

Lastly, the Railroad Operations and Safety Branch of toe
Commission's Transportation Division presented evidence in opposition
t6 an at-grade crossing, contending that if there is a need for %
crossing at this location the city should pursue a separation
project. Stressing that the various studies made have produced
little argument that one or another of the separation‘algernativés
posited in the studies would not be practicable, and'assﬁming that
the city 4if it diligently tried could obtain funding from the Gr#de
Separation Fund, staff argued that there might be little if any |
significant differences in the cost to the city of a grade crossﬁng
and a grade separation. A senior and two associate transporta:idn
engineers provided staff testimony. Included were assertions tbaﬁ L0
to 50% of the traffic which would use the proposed crossing would
make left turns at El Camino Real and Pacific Boulevard, and that
while the roadway capacity would be adequate, the poor geometrzcs and
close proximity of two traffic signal systems and a crossing warning
syster detween two closely spaced streets would create operational
difficulties. It was noted that the site presents most of the
uadesirable features usually preoented‘to the Commission when

T Estimated to be $7,576 annually, using guidelines provided by the
Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook of the Federal Highway
Division, Department of Transportation.

- 11 =
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arguments are being made in favor of eliminating existing at-grade
crossings and replacing them with separations. Here sight distances
would make it difficult to provide adequate warnings, resulting in
decision-making problems for motorists. There would be very
inadequate left turn storage capacity, and inadequate distance to
provide for safe merging of weaving traffic. And most importantly,
considering the involvement of high-speed trains, there would de
inadequate distance to clear the tracks while waiting for traffic
signal changes. There was t»s imony that experience elsewhere on the
Peninsula has shown that emetgency vehicles generally avoid at-grade
erossings because of inherent delay uncertainties. Noting that the
Commission has not authorized a grade crossing on the Peninsula
S.P. main line in over 25 years, and that 17 existing grade crossings
nad been eliminated by the Separation Fund, and others by Caltrans, a
policy consistent with federal poliey and national objectives, staff
argues that no matter how well an at-grade crossingvis_constructed
and protected, a grade c¢rossing at this location would be
comparatively pore hazardous than other grade crossings on the
Peninsula, and would not be compatible with present standards for
rail passenger operations. \Asse*tingithat San Mateo has not
diligently pursued separation runding, staff asked that we deny the
application.
Discussion

The PU Code provides that no pudlic road, highway, or
street shall be constructed at grade across a railroad track without
prior permission from this Commission (PU Code § 1201), and places
exclusive jurisdiction with this Commission to require, where In our
Judgment it would be practicadble, a separation of grades (PU Code §
1202). The reason for this latter requirezent is that railroad grade
separations constitute ultimate protection, since all grade erossing
accidents and delays then are eliminated. It has long been
recognized that the Commission should not grant applications for
erossings at grade where there is a héavy novement of tralns, unless
public convenience and necessity absolutely demand such a crossing
(Mayfield v S.P. Co. (1913) 3 CRC 474). The advantages which might
- 12 - '
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accrue by way of added convenience and financial benefit are
outweighed by the dangers and hazards attendant upon a crossing at
grade. Ac¢cident incidence is related to increases in the numbder of
crossings; therefore, grade crossings should be avoided whenever it
is possible to do 30 (Kern County Bd. of Sgpervisors)v(1951)_51

CPUC 317). As long age as 1971, the National Transportation Safety
Board declared that "Grade c¢rossings are not compatible with rail
rapid transit operations”, and ir 1978 the Railroad-Highway Grade
Crossing Handbook issued by the Federal Highway Adminlstration,
stated unequivocally, "Lines for high speed rallroad passenger
service should have no grade crossings."” Since 1930 this Commission,
working with local agencies and the railroad, has closed over 50
pudblic at-grade ¢rossings on the SQ-nile stretch of the S$.P. commuter
tracks between San Francisco and San Jose. Since the Fund was
established with the 1958-59 fiscal year, the State of Cslifornia has
expended over $20 million on this line alone to finance 17 grace
separation projects. This Commission in over 25 years has not
authorized a grade c¢rossing on this line.

Today in this State a proponent who desires to construct 2
new at-grade c¢rossing over mainline railroad trackage carrying aay
appreciadle volume of passenger traffic has a very heavy burdea %o
carry. Against the afore stated formidadle backdrop of fundamental
statutory and prefessional opprobdrium, he must convincingly show bhoth
that a separation is impracticable and that the public convenlence
and necessity absolutely require a cross;ng at grade. In our opinion
San Mateo fails to meet the former requirement although the city
comes very c¢lose on the latter.
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There is little issue but that a separated crossing is
practicable.8 The various studies conmissioned by the ¢ity or
others have all recognized the practicadility of a sepaéation,
whether it be over or under the tracks (see the George Nolte &
Associates, July 1974; Jomes Tillson & Associates; Deleuw, Cather &
Co., August 1976; and Alan Voorhees & Associates, Inc., March 1978
Studies), and have recommended a grade separation as the most
desiradble solution. And while San Mateo's surprising imprudence in
~allowing the commercial development or redevelopment represented dy
Long's and the Petrini Market to take place in the most apparent and
feasible landing areas for any separation is to be greatly regretted,
that imprudence has still not served to make any separation plan
impracticadle. It has merely made a separation less practical as a
consequence of the additional coustruction, eminent demain, and other
costs it created. |

San Mateo has convineingly demonstrated and argued the
desirabilisy of some c¢rossing in the vicinity of Laurie Meadows
Drive. A crossing is indeed needed to £mprove vehicular traffic flow
in the southern part of the city. The evidence introduced shows that
a new interconnection dbetween El Camino Real and Pacific Boulevard in
that viecinity undoubtedly would help to relieve existing heavy
congestion at both the El Camino Real-Hillsdale and El Camino Real-
Ralston interchanges, particularly during commuter periods. Al
interchange would make possible diversion of some of the
El Camino Real traffic over to Pacific Boulevard, and would facilitate
traffic distribution when Delaware Street is extended through

8 And it should be carefully noted that the word used in the

statute (and carried over to the requirements for applications ia
Rule 38(d) of our Rules of Practice and Procedure) is "practicable”
rather than "practical®. "Practicadble" means being possibdle
physically of performance, a capability of being used, a feasidility
of construction. On the other nand "practical™ connotes the means 0
puild, the possibility of fimancing. For example: "a plan might bde
practicadble in that it could be put into practice, though oot
practical because...too costly..." (Webster's New Dictionary of
Synonyms (1973) p. 625.)
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Bay Meadows to c¢onnect with Pacifie Boulevard. It would also help to
disperse some of the traffic generéted by Bay Meadows Race Track.?

It would eliminate necessity for the long roundabout route that
presently confronts those residents of Lauriedale and other
residential areas east of Pacific Boulevard who wish to shop at
businesses located west of the S.P. tracks in the area. And it would
also provide for the growth in trans-track traffic anticipated fron
future residential development in the Laurie Meadows Drive
vicinity.1° While a crossing, provided it was a separated

crossing, would undoudtedly facilitate movement of emergency police,
fire, and amdbulance services, the negative effect that an at-grade
¢rossing and tralin blockage would have on the quality of emergency
vehicle response leads us to conclude that dependence upon any Laurile
Meadows at-grade crossing, especially during periods of peak traffic,
would be hazardous and cz,uae.st:‘u:gnable..‘H In sum, however, it is

‘¢lear that a crossing at Laurie Meedows Drive would provide a
consideradble amount of pubdblic convenience to San Mateo residents, and
reflects a considerable degree of necessity.

9 It is estimated that 3,200 trips daily would be generated across
the proposed crossing from Bay Meadows Race Track.

10 Estimated at approximately 6,800 trips daily across the tracks.

11 Grade Crossing Nominations filed with the Commission indicate
that emergency vehicles of varlous agencies do not use at-grade
ecrossings due to potential delay factors.

- 15 =




A.57451 ALJ/Yn *

San Mateo pleads that the strictures on finances imposed by
Propositions 13 and 4 make it impractical to raise the funds needed
to pay for a grade separatéd crossingieven were the c¢city able to
qualify for Fund participation. We recoganize the difficulties
involved. But the people themselves &oted for and imposed these
11nancial restraints upon their eleeted offiecials, and if sufficient
numbers of the citizens offSan Mateo conclude that the rail darrier
in the vieinity of Laurie Meadows Drive is intolerable and that a
erossing is absolutely necessary, the& have the means by the ballot
box to provide the funds to pay for their sharqfof the ¢cost of a
separation. Access across the tracks is still ‘obtainable by‘other,
crossings, albeit with substantial deiay.and inconvenience. Also,
we observe that in 1977-78 San Mateo allowed develoﬁment of the
Long's and Petrini facilities, despite full awareness of the then
existing traffic congestion and c¢rossing prodlems. Having allowed
such developzents in the face of known traffic problems, San Mateo
may not now fairly argue that an at-grade crossing should ve allowed

to solve the traffic problems c¢reated by the development it permitted.
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But that iIs not all. The convenience to San Mateo
residents and benefits to local business cannot warrant exposing
vulnerable and unsuspecting rallrocad commuters and the motoring
public to the addﬁkional and unnecessary safety hazard of an at-grade
¢rossing. Regardléss of the careful construction and any signal
sophistication that might be adopted, the restrictive geometrics
inherent in this location, and which necessarily must attend any ate-
grade crossing in this vicinity, involving as they do very limited
left turn storages,12'lack of adequate space to clear tracks,13‘
the presence of immediately adjacent signalized‘intersections,’k
very limited sight distances, a mainline c¢commuter passénger

12 With heavy left turn movement anticipated at the crossing, good
practice would require exc¢lusive left turn lanes with storage length

for 10 to 12 vehicles; the proposzl provides left tura storage for
only 1 to 2.

13 The percentage of crossiag accidents in California attributed to
stalled vehicles and vehicles stopping but not ¢learing the tracks Is
over 30% (CPUC Annual Report on Railroad Accidents, 1978). This
proposed site would be a location for such accident. At similar
peninsula crossings the 10-year accident history shows: Ralston
Avenue -3 stalled, 2 stopped but failed to clear tracks; £5th Avenue =

2 stalled, 1 stopped but falled to ¢lear tracks 71 bike hit by second
train.

4 The signalized intersections would be only 200 feet apart,
necessitating coordination of El Camino Real traffic signals
(operational control-Caltrans), Pacific Boulevard traffic signals
(operational control-San Mateo), and automatic gates (operational
control~S.P.) with preemption required to clear traffic from the
crossing. This causes a ripple effect and delay in progressive
traffic movement, stacking up, stalling, and rear-~ending.

- 1 -
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and freight double-tracked right—or-way,15 inadequate length of
road was to provide safe merging, and a substantial and increasing
numbder of high-speed trains, would create a significant safety
hazard. The Commission's principal concern in railroad-highway
crossing regulatory matters must be the adequate safeguarding, as far
as it can be done practicadly, of human life and limb. Safety is an |
issue of overriding importance.’s Despite substantial advances,
there are numerous situations remaining where grade crossing
protection ¢an never provide a satistactory solution due %o limiting
pnysical.and operating conditions. In such locations, grade
separations are the only solution. Tbe Commission Is of the opinion
that this is one such location, and that the advantages to bde
obtained by opening a grade c¢crossing at Laurie Meadows Drive are not
sufficient to warrant creation and acceptance of the significant
safety hazard that would result. To do so would create a situation
entirely Iinconsistent with Commission* state, and federal policy.
After giving this record full consideration, we are of the obinion
that the application must be deniedf_v‘ |

15 There are 26 passenger trains (speed 70 mph) between 6:45 a.m.
and 9:00 a.m., and between 3:30 p.m. and 6:30 p.m. The high
comdination of vehicles and trains using the proposed crossing, which
would increase significantly with extension of Delaware Street and
Caltrans takeover of passenger commuter traln operations, serves to
elevate the vehicle~-train accident potential to among the highest of

the grade crossings nominated for inclusion in the 1980-81 Grade
Separation Priority List.

16 The duty of the Commission is primarily to prohibdit the
construction of any grade crossing c¢oncerning which the advantage of
the public convenience and necessity to be served does not exceed the
disadvantages that would accrue by virtue of the public hazard that
would be created (City of Fresno (1975) 78 CPUC 94, City of

Delano (1970) 71 . USA (Fed. Pub. Housing AUGtH. (1944) 45
CRC k23, County of Los Angeles (g9297 33 CRC 19%). :
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Findings of Fact

1. The southern portion of the City of San Mateo is in eflfect
bisected north-south by the double-tracked right-of-way of $.P., a
section of the Peninsula Main Line carrying heavy commuter passenger
traffic as well as freight traffic.

2. Two heavily traveled parallel northe-south pudblic streets,
£l Camino Real and Pacific Boulevard, less than 200 feet apart, and
serving c¢ommercial, light industrial, and residential areas to the
west and east respectively, straddle the S.P. right-of~-way Iin this
southern area of San Mateo. '

3. FHeavily congested public street ¢rossings of this S.P.
right-of-way presently exist at Hillsdale Boulevard and FRalston
Avenue, approximately 1.7 miles apart. The Hillsdale crossing is a
grade separation while the Ralston Avenue crossing is a%t grade.

4. Over the past decade the desiradbility of another crossing
approximately midway between Hillsdale and Ralston in the vicinity-of
Laurie Meadows Drive to relieve increasing traffic congestion in the
southern area has become increasingly evident.

S. Since 1974, various crossing studies have determined the
desirability of a crossing at Laurle Meadows Drive and have concluced

that there were feasible grade separation alternatives which should
be considered.

6. In 1977, the city unsuccessfully nominated a Laurie Meadows
Drive grade separation project to the Commission in an effort to
obtain financial assistance from the Grade Separation Fund.

7. In 1977, the city also permitted certain redevelopments in
the 43rd Avenue area west of El Camino Real, which redevelopmenis
made a grade separated crossing less feasible and more expensive.

8. Asserting financial impracticalities derived from
Propositions 13 and 4, the city now proposes an'at-grade erossing at

Laurie Meadows Drive, and by this application seeks Commission
authorization under PU Code §§ 1201-1205.
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9. Initially the city's application lacked environmental
consideration as required by CEQA; the city subsequently remedies
this by amendment after preparing a Negative Declaration for the
project, and by filing a Notice of Determination with the San Mateo
county c¢lerk as required by statute, and with the Secretary for
Resources as required by CEQA Guidelines.

10. No timely challenge to the Notice of Determination has been
filed by any party under Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5 Iin any
court of competent Jjurisdiction.

11. Any at-grade crossing in this vicinity is opposed on saflety
and operational grounds by S.P., Caltrans, and.the Railroad
Operations and Safety Branch of the Commission's Transportation
Division starf.

12. Any at-grade crossing in this vicinity would impose
potential operating hazards and delays on S.P.

13. The restrictive geometrics inherent in any at-grade
crossing in this viecinity, inceluding Laurie Meadows Drive, would
create a significant safety hazard for railroad commuters and the
motoring publie.

14. Creation and acceptance of any such significant safety

razard would be entirely inconsistent with Comnmission, state, and
federal policy.

15. Public safety requires that crossings be at separated
grades at railroad mainline tracks wherever practicable.

16. A grade separated erossing at Laurie Meadows Drive has not
been shown to be impracticable, merely less practical, as a

consequence of finaneial strictures imposed upon the city by
Propositions 13 and 4.
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Conclusions of Law

1. No timely action having been commenced during the ﬁeriod
prescribed by statute, the city's Negative Declaration is
conclusively presumed to comply with the provisions of the law for
purposes of its use by responsible agencies such as this Commission.

2. The advantages to be obtained by opening a grade crossing
at Laurie Meadows Drive are not sufficilent to warrant creation and
acceptance of the significant safety hazard that would result.

3. The application should be denied.

IT IS ORDERED that the request for authority to open 2
Lauvrie Meadows Drive at-grade crossiﬁg across the tracks of the
Southern Pacific Transportation Company in the City of San Mateo is
denied.

This order becomes effective 30 days from today.

Dated APR 61382 , at San Francisco, California.

JOBN T BRYSON
President ‘
RICEARD 1. GRAVELLE
LECNARD M. GRIMES, J&
VICTCR CALNO
PRISCILLA C GREW

Commissiotrers:

I CERTIFY T?%T fHZS>D~CISIOV
WAS APR2RLVED 27 ThR AﬁDV“/
coMer SS" O“v?""’.S OD’R" . Y

Seph E. Bodcv*.z,'zxecuxﬂvc;b‘
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