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ORIGINAL

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of the City of Vista )
for authorization to construct a ) Application No. 56377
public street scross the tracks g (Filed April 1, 1976)

Decision No. 77350 ocr 41877

of the Atchison, Topeka and
Santa Te Rallway Company.

OPINION

The city of Vista (Vista) requests authorization from
this Commission to construct Melrose Drive at grade across the
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company's (ATSF) Escondido
branch. Vista proposes to instzll two standard No. 9 automatic
gate signals at the crossing. The county of San Diego was autho-
rizedc to construct 2 grade crossing of Melrose Avenue at the same
location, identified as Crossing No. 2E-7.5, pursuant to Decision
No. 58864 dated Avgust 11, 1959 in Application No. 40878. That
authorization was limited to one year and was not exercised.

Vista contends that the public willi be sexrved by a prime-
arterial 100-foot wide north-south roadway; that only two low speed
freignt train movements per day will traverse the crossing gix days
a week; that there is adequate approach visibility and & separated
crossing 1s not precticable; that Vista was agreeable to installation
of the type of crossing protection recommended by the ATSF; that the
average dally traffic (ADT) on Melrose Drive is 3284; and that this
volume is expected to increase dramatically when the street is fully
improved. Vista requested an ex parte order.

The application contains a Notice of Determination= 1/ for
the "Oceanside Boulevard/Bobier Drive--Melrose Drive Extension"

1/ The final EIR for the initially defined project is incorporated
herein as Reference Item A.
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pursuant to the Californie Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA),
which describes the oroliecrt as Sollows:

\

a2 City of Cceanside, in conjunction with the
City of Vista and the County of Sen Diego, olans
to extend Oceanside Soulevard esst from College
Boulevard. The proposed west-cast, four lane
divided arterial would run slightly north of the
A.T. & S.F. Rafliroac Zc connect with Bobler Drive
in Vigta, Additionally, the north-south arterial
Melrose Drive In Vistzs would be extended north to
connect with Oceansice Boulevard west of Bobier
Drive, providing sccess to Freeway 73."

The initizl overall project was designed to construct several
=d

arterial roads anc to comstruct utility lines across former agricul-
tural lands to permit the development of residential, commercial,and
Industrial tracts within & large portion of the inland region of the
city of Oceanside (Cceanside) and to assist in the economic develop-
ment of Vista.

The EIR states In part: '"...especialily dangerous areas,
such as the intersections with College Boulevard and Melrose Dxzive,
should be anticipated. Such areas should have the appropriate

visual warnings and traffic rezgulating devices installed prior to
the roezds’' use. , . ."

The project was describedé to have a significant effect on
the environment.

By letter dated June 14, 1976 (Reference Item B) ATSF
states in part:

"We have examined the City's proposed crossing and
fecl that 3 four-lsne, divided, at-grade crossing

et this location would not be in the best interest
of the p»ubilc. We Zfecel that the anticipated ve-
hicular £low would best be served by = separation

of grades, which we would not oppose, and that such
& solution would be In sccordance with current
Federal Righway Safety Directives, which encourage
reduction of existing grade crossings either by
ciosure or separation of grade and, <discourages cons-
truction of new at-grade crossings whenever possible.”
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In view of the protest, the application was set for hearing.

The epplicatior was taken off calendar at Vista's request. By letter
dated November 8, 1976, (Reference Item C) ATSF stated that a public
hearing was not necessary for its Denefit and it was agreeable to

ex parte hancling. ATSF 2ls0 states:

"However, the Santa Fe would iike to make 1t known
to the Commission thet, 2s & matter of nolicy, we
strongly oppose new grade croszsings. Therefore,
we request theat the following statcment of policy
be rade a part of the record in this proceeding:

"The Santa Fe Reilway, for reasons of safety, does
not look wita favor uson the establishment of new
at grace highway crossings of its tracks. Grade
cerossings teke an zanual toll of some 1000 lives
in the United States. These zczidents do not
alwzys happen &t nigh speed main lines and occa-
sionaily invoive zated crossings.

"On this basis, Santa Te feels it has little choice
but to Opposc rew &t grade crossings and Instead
work actively toward eifher the improvement or
abolishment of existing at grade crossings.

"The Railwsy encourages construction of grade
seperations where & demonstrable nced for access
exists, These separations completely elirinate
the possidvility of train-vehicle accidents. Rezar
end collisions between vehicles are non-existent.
As a result of wecent Congressional Investigation
of grade crossing asccidents, this body advocated
the construction of zrade sepsrations wherever
feasivle.

"Where public need for a grade crossing exists
because s grade scparation is not feasible, Santa

Fe suggests that consideration be %iven to closing
an existing crossing in & 'trade-off' for the new
crosging. Consolidgtion of an exizting crossing
with the proposed crossing should aiso be explored.”

By letter dated March 3, 1977 (Reference Item D), Viste
states that wheo the ZIR was prepered Oceznside was planning to
act =8 lead agency for the construction of the portion of the
project within Cceanside, within unincorporated cterritory, aad
within Vista; that the project was dependent upon an EDA grant for
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a conslderable portion of the construction costs; that the grant
offer contained a provision which was unacceptable to Oceanside;
that Oceanside opted to become the lead agency for only the portion
of the project within its limits; that Vista Is the lead agency for
the remaining construction in unincorporated areas and within its
boundaries, which includes the subject grade crossing; that it
estimates the cost of the at-grade crossing, which includes at-
grade protection devices and the special paving treatment needed
near the tracks at $91,000; and that it estimates the cost of a grade
separation structure, in lieu of the proposed grade crossing, would
be in the neighborhood of $2,400,000 exclusive of engineering and
incidentals, based upon four travel lanes and relatively narrow
pedestrian walkways.

ATSF's policy decision enunciated its genersl opposition
to crossings at grade but did not offer any suggestion as to which

.existing crogsing in the vicinity could be closed or which exist-
ing crossing could be consolidated with the proposed crossing. The
failure of ATSF to mention a specific crossing for closing or for
consolidation as a trade-off infers that no nearby crossing can
reasonably be closed or consolidated with the proposed crossing.

ATSF's Time Table No. 5, in effect Tuezday, February 15,
1977, (Reference Item E) indicates that the proposed crossing would
be in a train speed transition zone. The maximm train speed would
be between 15 and 20 miles per hour.

The supplemental EIR information and Negative Declaration
prepared by Vista (Reference Item G) describes the environmental
{impacts of the new arterial road extension, including the growth
inducing impacts. The revised projection includes a 1995 ADT
estimate of 19,416 for Meirose Drive south of Bobier Drive, which would
apply to the crossing. Melrose Drive is expected to be a majox
road with four lanes and s medisn strip with estimated road speeds
between 35 and 45 mph. The initisl construction of the Melrose

.Dzive extension will contain two 20-foot wide lanes. Vista, the

AR
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lead agency, has approved the project if certain mitigating
measures are carried out. These Iimpacts and mitigating measures
(e.g. putting in oxyger producing plantings in the right-of-way
and inclusfon of a scenic dicycle trail defined in Vista's
general plan as separated right-of-way) are not specifically
related to Crossing No. 2E-7.5. The proposed grade crossing is
8 porticn of the project.

Discussion '

We have considered the environmental data and Vista's
approval of the project in evaluzting Vista's request to comstruct
an at-grade crossing. The traffic disrvption and hazards posed by
the at-grade crossing must be weighed against the cost of g grade
seperation. By memorandum dated May 6, 1977 (Reference Item H)
the staff concurs with Vista's sssessment that two low speed
freight movements per day would place the construction of a grade
separation gtructure at this location far down on the priorities
list. There Iis a publiic need for the overall project. The at-
grade crossing should be authorized. In asddition to the standard
No. S automatic gate signais at the crossing appropriate visual
warnings should be installed before the crossing. The raadway
gates can be constructed long enough to protect pedestrian or
bicycle traffic in the 100-foot right-of-way. If the gates do
not protect the bicycie lane or pedestrian walkways separate
standard No. 1C pnedestrian crossing protection as shown in our
General Order No. 75-C should be provided.

Findings

1. Vista requests zuthorization to construct a crossing
at grade ldentified as Crossing No. 2E-7.5, of ATSF's Escondido
district freight line.

2. The proposed roadway, a portion of an extension of
Melrose Drive in Vista, would be a four lane divided prime-
arterial 100-foot wide north-south street. Melrose Drive would
be connected to the proposed Bobier Drive.

-5
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3. ATSF presently runs two freight movements per day over
the proposed crossing six days a week, at low train speeds. The
maximum allowable train speed in the vicinity of the crossing is
between 15 and 20 miles per hour. A grade separation at this
location would be low on the priority list.

4. The vehicular traffic on Melrose Drive is 3284 ADT. The
traffic volume is expected to increase to 19,416 vehicles per day
by 1995. Vehicle speeds of 35-45 mph will be permitted on Melrose
Drive. The initial extension of Melrose Drive will include two
20-foot lanes.

5. The proposed crossing is a portion of a larger project
involving the extension of Melrose Drive. Vista is the lead agency
as defined in the CEQA of 1970. Vista has given its approval to
the project i1f certain mitigating measures are carried out. These
impacts and mitigating measures are not specifically related to
Crossing N&. 2E-7.5.

6. The cost of the at-grade crossing is approximately
$91,000 including two standard No. 9 automatic gate signals and
special paving treatment needed near the tracks. Vista contends
that it would not be practicable to construct a grade separation
at this location, at an estimated cost of $2,400,000, exclusive
of engineering and incidental costs.

7. ATSF objects to any new crossing at grade unless
another nearby crossing is clecsed or two or more crossings are

congolidated. ATSF has not suggested any alternate crossing which
could be closed or consolidated in connection with the proposed
crossing of its tracks at Melrose Drive.

8. There is public need for construction of Melrose Drive.
The necessary funds for a grade separation project will not be
available on a timely basis. |
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9. The crossing at grade should be authorized provided that
the crossing is protected by two standard No. 9 automatic gate
signals in compliance with General Order No. 75-C. In addition
appropriate advanced visual warnings should be installed before the
crossing. If the gates do not protect the bicycle lane or pedestrian
walkwaye separate standard No. 10 crossing protection as shown in
our General Order No. 75-C should be provided.

10. Vista is the lead agency for this project pursuant to the
California Envirommental Quality Act of 1970, as amended, and on
August 1, 1977 approved its Negative Declaration which has been filed
with the Commission. The Commission has considered the Negative
Declaration and Notice of Determination in rendering its decision on
this project and finds that:

a. The environmental impact of the proposed
action is insignificant.

b. The planned construction is the most feasible

and economical that will avoid any possible
environmental impact.

¢. There are no known irreversible environmental
changes invelved in this project.

Conclusion

On the basis of the foregoing findings, we conclude that
the application should be granted as set forth in the following
order.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The city of Vista (Vista) is authorized to construct a
crossing at grade of the extension of Melrose Drive over the
Atchison, Topeka and Sante Fe Railway Company, Escondido district
tracks, at Crossing No. 2E-7.5, located in Vista, San Diego Coumty,
as set forth in Finding 9 herein.
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2. Within thirty days after completion, pursuant to this
order, Vista shall so advise the Commission in writing.

3. Construction expense of the crossing and installation cost
of the automatic protection shall be borme by Vista.

4. Maintenance of the crossing shall be in accordance with
General Order No. 72-B. Maintenance cost of the automatic protection
shall be borme by Vista pursuant to the provisions of Section 1202.2
of the Public Utilities Code.

5. This authorization shall expire if not exercised within
three years unless time be extended. Authorization may be revoked
or modified if public convenience, necessity, or safety so require.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after

the date hereof. .
San Froancisco

v/
Dated at , California, this f

et BRI _¢

day of 0Cluscn , 1977.

7 President =
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™ |
commissioners

Commicsioner %illiam Svmens, Jr., deing
necessarily ~heame 244 mat martlicipato
in tho disposition ¢f this prococcdlng.

Commissioner Clalre 7. Dedrick, belng
agcessarily absens, did not participate
In thko disposcition o2 this procoedizg.




