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Dec is ion No. 87950 OCT 4 is?7 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF IRE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of the City of Vista ) 
for authorization to construct a ) 
public street across the tracks ) 
of the Atchison. Topeka and ) 
Santa Fe Railway Company. ) 
-----) 

Application No. 56377 
(Filed April 1, 1976) 

OPINION ------ .... -
The city of Vista (Vista) requests authorization from 

this Commission to construct Melrose Drive at grade across the 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe R&ilway Company's (ATSF) Escondido 
branch. Vista proposes to inst&ll two standard No. 9 automatic . 
gate signals at the crossing. The county of San Diego was autho­
rizedcto construct a grade crossing of Melrose Avenue at the same 

4t location, iden:ified as Crossing No. 2E-7.5, pursuant to Decision 
No. 58864 dated Acgust 11, 1959 in Application No. 40878. That 
authorization was limited to one year and was not exercised. 

Vista contends that the public will be served by a prime­
arterial lOO-foot wide north*south roadway; that only two low speed 
freight train movements per day will traverse the crossing six days 
& week; that there is adequate approach visibility and a separated 
crossing is not practicable; that Vista was agreeable to installation 
of the type of cro~sing protection recommended by the ATSF; that the 
average d~ily traffic (ADT) on Melrose Drive is 3284; anc that this 
volume is expected to increase dramatically vhen the street 18 fully 
improved. Vista requested an ex parte order. 

The application contains a Notice of Determinatioo11 for 
the "Oce.anside Boulevard/Bobier Drive--Melrose Drive Extension" 

1/ The final EIR for the initially defined project is tncorporated 
- herein as Reference Item A. 
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pursuant to the Cslifo~nia Enviro~~cn~: ~~lity Act of 1970 (CEQA), 
which describes ~hc pro:ec~ ~s fvllows: 

'~e City of Oceanside, in conjunction with the 
City of Vista anc the Co~nty of San Diego) ~lans 
to extend Ocecnsicc Bo~lev~=d esst from Coltege 
Boulevard. ~~e pro~o$ccl ~est-eest, four lane 
div:ded ~:"terial wo~ld r~ slig~tly north of the 
A.T. & S.P. Rs~:ro~c tc connect with Bobier Drive 
~ V·... A '..J .... • 'I ...... t\o. th t -i ' ... n 1.5 .... :1.. ov:::.. ... :.on3._.I.y, I..ne nor .. -sou ~r e .. a ... 
Melroec Drive ~n Vis~ ~o~lc be exte~ded ~ort~ to 
con~cct Nith Oeear.sice 3oulev~rc west of Bobier 
Drive, ?:"ovi.C!.:'ng t.cces~ to Freeway 78." 

The init~l overall ?:"oject was ciesigned to construct several 
arterial roads and to construe: ~tility li~es across former agricul­
tural lands to pc=mit the cevelo?ment of residential, comcercial,and 
industrial tracts with~n ~ lsrgc ?ortion of the inland region of the 
city of Oce~nsidc (Ccca~sicc) anc to assist in the economic develop­
ment of Vista. 

The EIR sOltes ::n ?a.~t: It ••• es,?ecially dangerous areas, 
such as the inte~8eetions with College Boulevard and Melrose Drive, 
should be anticipe:eci. Such areas should have :he appropriate 
visual warnings and ernf£{c regulating devices installed ~rior to 
the rOcSds I use. ... " 

The ~~oj~ct was d~acribed to ~ve a signifieant effeet on 
the environment. 

By let~er dated June 14. 1976 (Reference I~em 3) ATSF 
states in 'Oa=t: . 

'~e have exarnir.ecl the C~ty's proposed crossing and 
feel :h~t a four-l~ncJ cliv~ded, at-grade crossing 
~t t~i$ :ocatio~ ~ou~d ~ot be ir. the best interest 
of the ;n:blic. THe £eoel that the ant:!..cipated ve­
hicular flow would best be served by & separation 
of grades, w~ich~e would not o?pose, and that such 
s solution would be i~ ~ccordance with current 
Federal Righw~y Safety Directi~es, wh~ch encourage 
reduction of existing grace crossings either by 
closure or 3e~a=ation of g=~de and, discourages cons­
truction of n~ .... =.t-g:::ade cross l.."lgs w'henever possible." 
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In view of the protest, the &pp:ic~tion was set for hearing. 
The application w~s taken 0:: ca:cndar at Vista's request. By letter 
d6ted November 8, 1976, (Reference Item C) ATSF stated that a public 
hearing was not necessary fo= its benefit and it was agreeable to 
ex parte handling. ATS: also st&t~s: 

'~owever, the Santn ~c would iike to make it known 
to the Commission th~t, as 4 matter of policy, we 
strongly oppose new graoe cro3s~gs. Therefore, 
we re~ucst thAt :h~ following statement of policy 
be made a part of the ~ecorG in this proceeding: 
'~e Sant~ Fe R~ilway) for reasons of safety, does 
not look wit~1 fav'or u,?on the estliob11shment of new 
at gr~ce highWAY crossings of its tracks. Gr~de 
cross in~s U!il:c sn. a:\nual toll of SO':lIe 1000 lives 
in the United Ste:es. TI~ese ac~!dents do not 
alw&ys h~??er. ~t high speed mnin lL~es and occa­
sionally involve gated crossi~o$. 

"On th is bas is, San ~ "1 ~ fee 18 it has 1 itt Ie choice 
but to oppose r.ew at grace crossi~gs and instead 
wo=k ~ctively :oward e~the= the icprovement or 
abol1shoe~t o~ exis:~ng ~t graoe crossings. 
'~e Railway encou:ages construction of grade 
se~~r~tions where s ccmonst=able need for eccess 
exists. ~esc sepsrations cOm?letely eliminate 
the possibility of t~aL~-vehicle accidents. Rear 
end co:l:s:ons between vehicles sre non-existent. 
As a resu!t of =ecent Congressional investigation 
of grade crossing accidents~ thi~ boey advocated 
the eons:ruetion of grade sepsrations wherever 
feasible. 

'-Where public ~eed for a grsde cro8si~g exists 
becAuoe a g=~de scp~ration is not feasible, Santa 
Fe suggests tn3t consideration be §iven to closicg 
an ex1sti~g cro~si~g in A 'trade-o.f l for the new 
cro~61ng. Consolidation of an cxiating crossing 
with the proposed crossing shot:ld also be explored." 

By let.te~ dated March 3, 1977 (Reference Item D), Vista 
states that whee the. EIR was prepnrec Oce~nside was pl&aning to 
act &8 lead agency for the cons~ruction of the portion of the 
project within Oces~side, within un!ncor?orated territory, and 
within Vista; that the project wus dependent upon an EDA grant for 
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a considerable 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 proteetion devices and the special paving treatment needed 
near the tracks Bt $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 general opposition 
to crossings at grade but did not offer any suggestion as to which 

4Itexisting crossing in the vicinity could be closed or which exist­
ing crossing could be consolidated with the p~oposed crossing. The 

failure of ATSF to mention a specific crossing for closing or for 
consolidation as a tradc·off infers that no nearby crossing can 
reasonably be closed or consolidated with the proposed crOSSing. 

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

The supplemental EIR information and Negative Declaration 
prepared by Vista (Reference Ite~ G) describes the environmental 
impacts of the new arterial ~oad extension, including the growth 
inducing impacts. The revised prOjection includes a 1995 ADT 
estimate of 19,416 for Melrose Drive south of Bobier Drive, which would 
apply to the crossing. Melrose Drive is expected to be a major 
road with four lanes and a median strip with estimated road speeds 
bet'fAeen 35 and 45 mph. The initial construction of the Melrose 

_Drive extension will contain two 20-foot wide laneS.. Vista, the 
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lead agency, has approved the project if certain mitigating 
measures are carried out. These impacts and mitigating measures 
(e.g. putting in oxygen producing plantings in the right·of-way 
~nd inclusion of a scenic oicycle trafl 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 
a porticn of the ?rojeet. 
Discussion 

We r~ve considered the environment&l data and Vista's 
approval of the project in evaluating Vista's request to construct 
an a~-gr~de crossing. The traffic disr~tion and hazards posed by 

the at-grade crossing ~~t be weighed against the cost of • grade 
separation. 3y memorandum dated May 6, 1977 (Reference Item H) 
the staff concurs with Vista's assessment that two low speed 
freight movements per day would place the construction of & grade 
sep6ration structure at this location far down on the priorities 
list. Tnere is a public need for the overall project. the at­
grade crossing should be authorized. In addition to the standard 
No. 9 automatic gate signais at the crossing appropriate visual 
warnings should be L~stalled before the crossing. The raadway 
gates can be constructed long enough to protect pedestrian or 
bicycle traffic in the lOO-foot right-of-way. If ~~e gates do 
not protect the bicycle lane or pedestrian walkways separate 
standard No. 10 pedestrian crossing protection as shown in our 
General Order No. 7S-C should be provided. 
Findings 

1. Vista requests authorization to construct a cros.ing 
at grade identified 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 lOO-foot wide nor~~-south street. Melrose Drive would 
be connected to the proposed Bobier Drive. 
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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 priori1:y 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 po~tion 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 if certain mitigating measures are carried out. These 
impacts and mitigating measures are not specifically related to 
Crossing Nb. 2E-7.S. 

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 closed or two or more crossings are 
consolidated. 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. 

S. 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 auehorized provided ~hat 
the cr.ossing is protected by two standard No. 9 automatic gate 
signals in compliance with General Order No. 7s-C. In addition 
appropriate advanced visual warnings should be installed before the 
crossing. If the gates do not protect the bicycle lane or pedestrian 
walkway~ separate standard No. 10 crossing protection as shown in 
our General Order No. 7s-C should be provided. 

10. Vista is the lead agency for this project pursuant to the 
Californ.ia Environmental 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 ~pact. 

c. There are no known irreversible environmental 
changes involved 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. 

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 Santa Fe Railway Company, Escondido district 
tracks, at Crossing No. 2E-7.s, located in Vista, San Diego County, 
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 borne 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 borne by Vista pursuant to the provisions of Section 1202~ 
of the Public Utilities Code. 

S. This authorization shall expire if not exercised within 
three years unless ttme 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. 

S~n Fro.ncisco Dated at ____________ , California, this 

day of ___ ~O~C 6.0710",;,;1 S~E*R--' 1977. 
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Commiss~one2!"$ 

ComQ!~~1~ner Willin~ S~~~$. Jr •• boin~ 
ncee!:is.':!"ll" ~)o."'''''' ... ~~.~ :-"'t ",.":,,ticipato 
;1n :tllo e,isp.osi ti0:l of this prococc!1:lg. 

~o~iooio~er Cl~!rc T. Dcer1ck. bo!ng 
~oc03~~rily n~sc~t. did not ~artici~~~o 
in tho disD¢~itio~ o! this ~rocoeding. 


