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Decision No. 88956 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF' CALIFORNIA 

Investigation for the purpose or 
establishing a list for the 
fiscal year 1978-79 of existing 
and proposed crossings at grade 
of city street$, county roads or 
state highways most urgently in 
need or separation, or projects 
ettecting the elimination of 
grade crossings by removal or 
relocation or streets or railroad 
tracks, or existing separations 
in need of alteration or 
reconstruction as contemplated by 
Section 2452 of the Streets and 
Highways Code. 

011 No·. 6-
(Filed November Z2, 1977) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A...) 

OPINION -------
By it~ order dated November 22, 1977, the Commis.sion 

instituted an investigation for the purpose of establishing the 
1978-79 Railroad-Highway Grade Separation Priority tis.t as required 
by Section 2452 of the Streets and Highways Code, which requires 
that by July 1 of each year the California Public Utilities 
Commission shall establish a priority list of those railroad grade 
separation projects, including the elimination of existing or 
proposed grade crossings, the elimination of gradecross.ings by 
removal or relocation of streets or railroad tra.cks, and the 
alteration or,reconstruction of exi~ting<grade sepa:rationsmost 
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urgently in need of sep3ration or alterati~n. The list~ b~sod on 
criteria established. by the Commission, contains ,projects on city 
streets, county roads, and etate highways which are not freeways 
as defined in Section 257 of the Streets and Highways Code. The 
list is furnished to the Department of 'l'rSllSportation (Cal tr.an~ and the 
california Transportation Commission!/ and those agencies, pursuant to 
the provisions of Sections 190 and 2453 of the Streets and High~ays 
Code, allocate $1;,000,000 annually, plus amounts carried. over, to 

those nominations in accordance with their priority on the list. 
Fi.mding for pro je cts included on each annual priority 

list is provided through Section 190, and the baSis for allocation 
is contained in Sections 2450-2461 of the Streets and High\'.'ays 
Code. On projects which eliminate an exis:ting crOSSing, or' 
al ter or reccnstruct an existing grade separat.ion, an allocat ion 
ot eo percent of the est1mated cost of the project is made, wi~ the 
local agency and railroad each contributing 10 percent. On 
other projects an allocation of 50 percent, of the estimated cost 
of the prcject is made for a proposed crossing with the remaining 
50 percent contributed by the local agency. 

Following issuance by the Commission of an Annual Grade 
Separation Priority LiSt., applications. to the Department or 
Transportation tor an allocation must b~ mad& no later than the 
first bUSiness day after April 1 of each f"is·cal year'. The 
requirements for filing an application for an allocation of grade 
separation funds are set forth in Title 21 (Public Works), Chapter 
2, Subchapter 13 (Grade Separation Projects) of the California 
Administrative Code. 

1/ The California Transportation Commission. SUi>erseoed' the California 
Highway Commission. effective February 1 ~ 1978; (~. 402). 
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The allocation by the Transportation Commission is limited 
to that necessary to make the separation operable and' the initial 
allocation of funds by the Transportation COmmission is not t~ 
exceed the applicantts project cost estimate utilized by the Public 
Utilities Commission in establishing the annual separation 
'Priority list. 

By Decision No. 87496 dated June 21~ 1977 in Case 
No. 10214, the Commission established the twenty-first priority 
list of 68 projects for the 1977-78. fiscal year~ which will 
expire on June 30, 1978. A new priority list for the 1978-79 
fiscal year is now required .. 

Public hearings were held in San Francisco and Los 
Angeles before Administrative Law Judge Daly, and the matter 

ewas submitted on March 16~ 1978 upon the receip·t of late-filed 
Exhibit 8 and concurrent briefs which were filed on April 3~ 
1978. 

Co?ies of the Order Instituting Investigation were 
served upon each city,. county ~ and city and county in which 
there is a railroad crossing,. each railroad corporation involved~ 

Caltrans, the California Trans?Ortation Commission,. the League of 
Cal~fornia Cities, the County Su?ervisors. Association,.and' other 
persons who might have an interest in the proceeding. 
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In response tc the Order Instituting. I.."'lvestigat.ion" 
various publie bodies desiring to nominate crossings or separations 
on the 1978:-79 priority list filed with the Commission the fol"lowing 
inforrz:.ation: 

A. For Existing or Proposed Crossings· at Grade 
NOlT.inated for Elimination by Proposed SBparation 
a."ld Grade Crossings Nominated for Elimination by 
Removal or Relocation of Streets or Railroad Tracks 
1.. Ident1f'ication of crossing, including name of" 

street or road, name of railroad, and crossing 
number. 

2. Twenty-four hour vehicular traffic CO'l.lnt, or 
for proposed crossings, estimated ADT for 
1978~ . 

,. Number of train movements for one typical 
day segregated by type J i.e., passenger, 
through freight, or switching. 

4. Vehicular speed l~~t and the maximum prevailing 
train speed. . 

5. Quantitative statement as to vehicular 
delay at crossing, in minutes per day. 

6. Distance on each side or the crOSsing to 
the nearest alternate routes, in feet. 

7.. A lO-year accident history of the number 
of vehicle-object and vehicle-vehicle 
accidents directly attributable to the 
presence of the grade crossing. 

S. Width of the crossing in feet and in 
number of lane-s. 

9. Preliminary cost estimate tor the project with 
costs sep<u"ated into riR:ht-o~-way, engineering, 
and construction. 

10. St~tement as to need tor the proposed 
ic~rovementand agencies' willingness 
to p~sue the pr~ject. 
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11. Any proposed crossing nominated for 
separation should be subtyped either: 
a. A grade crossing is practical and 

feasible. 
b. A grade crossing is not practical 

and i'easible. 

12. For grade crossing(s) nominated fer 
elimination by removal or relo.clation 
of streets or tracks, the estimated cost 
of eliminating croSSinges) if grade 
separa~ion facilities on the existing 
alignment of the street and railroad 
tracks were constructed. 

B. For Gracle Se~arations Proposed for Alteration 
1.. Identi!'ication of crossing, including 

name of street or road J name of railroad,. 
and crossing number. 

2. Twenty-four hour vehicular traffic count. 
3. Number or train movements for one typical 

day segregated by type, i.e., passenger, 
through freight, or switching. 

4. Description or existing and proposed 
separation structure with prinCipal 
dimenSions. 

5. Type or alteratio.n proposed. 

6. Preliminary cost estimate for the project with 
costs separated into right-of-way, engineering, 
and construction. 

7. A list and relative description of any of 
the following, 1£ applicable: 
a. Substandard highway width or height 

clearances. 

b. H:.i:gh.way speed reduction due to alig:l.ment. 
c. Railroad slow order· due to .. structure. 
d. Highway load limit due to: struct\l%'e .. 
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s. A 10-year history of the number of veh1cle 
accidents attributable to the structure. 

9. A detailed statement describing acute 
structural deficiencies, if· any, and 
tbe probability o~ structural failure. 

10. Statement as to need for the proposed 
improvement and agencies' willingness 
~ pursue tbe project. 

Upon receipt of the requested information. the staff 
applied a form.ula adopted !n"determining the 1977-78 Grade 
Separation Priority List. and il.'1troduced the results thereof' 
in Exhibit 2. 

For the purposes of determil.'1ing the 1978.-79 Grade 
Separation Priority List, the staff used the fo11owfng criteria 
which are similar to that found in the 1977-78 proceeding: 

P .: K ~ 1: + SCF 

Where: 
P = Priority Index Number 
V ~ Average 24-Hour Vehicular Volume 
C = Total Costs of Separation Project 

(In Thousands or Dollars,) 
T = Average 24-Rour Tra1nVolume 

SCF = Special Conditions F&ctor ' 
For E:risting or Proposed Crossings Nominated 
for Separation or Elimination 

SCF c 01 + 02 + 03 + 04 + 05 +06 + G7 

~'here: Points Po,ssible 

Gl - Vehicular Speed Limit 
02 a Railroad Prevailing Maximuc Speed 
G,'3 - Crossing Geometries 
G4 = Crossing Blocking Delay 
05 • Alternate Route Availability 
G6 = Accident.'History 
G7 :z ,Irreducibles 

Total Possible 
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0- 5 
0- 5 
0-10 
0- 5 
0-20 ' 
0-15, ' 

0-65 



011 6 dz 

" 

For Separations Nominated for Alteration 
or Reconstruction 

SCF • Sl + S2 + S) + S4 + S$ + S6 
Where: 

Sl c Width Clearance 
$2 = Height Clearance 
$3 :: Speed Reduction or Slow Order 
S4 :: Load I.imi t 
S5 a Accidents at or Near Structure 
56 IS' Probability or Fa:Uure and. 

Irreducible s-
Total Po-ssible 

Points Possible 
0-10 
0-10 
0- 5 
0- 5 
0-10 

0-10 -0-50 
Points in each. category were assigned according to, the 

following $ched.ule: 
Grade Crossings 

01 a Vehl.eu1ar Speed Limit 
MPH Points -
0-30 0 

~1->5 1 
36-40 2 
41-4$ 3 
46-50 4 
5l-55 $ 

02 ;Ii Railroad Maximum Speed 

~ ,Points, 
0-2$ 0 

26-35 1 
36-45 2' 
46-55 3 
56-65 4 
66 + 5 

03 = Crossing Geometries 
0-$ points based on relative severity 
of physical conditions. 
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G4 = Crossing Blocking Delay, Total Minutes 
per Day 

G5 = 

G6= 
• 

Minutes Points· 

0-20 0 
21-40 . 1 
41-60 2 
61-80 :3 
81-100 4 

101-120 5 
121-140 6 
141-160 7 
161-180 e 
181-200 9 
201 ... 10 

Alt.ernat.e Route Availability 
'Distance-feet Points 

0-1,000 0 
1,001-2,000 1 
2,001-3-,000 2 
:3.001-4?000 :3 
4,001-5.000 4 
5,001 + 5 

Accident History (10 years) 
Each reportable 'Vehicle-train accident 

Points = (1 + 2 x No. killed + 
No. injured) x PF* 

* PF = Protection Factor for: 
Std .. #9 a 1.0 
Std. #8 = 0.4 
Std. #3 = 0.2 
Std.. #1 = 0.1 

~lote 1. No more 'than 3 po :i.nts shall be 
allowed for each accid~nt prior 
to modification by the protection 
.factor. 

Note <_ Each accident shall be rated 
separately and modified by a 
factor appropriate to the . 
protection in existence at the 
t1me of the accident. . 
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G7 - Irreducibles 

~
al Secondary accidents. 
b Emergency vehicle usage. 
c Accident potential. 

Separations 
Sl = Width Clearance 

Width (ft.) Points 
9' ... 12(N) 0 

6' but less. than 
9' + 12(N) 

3' but less than 
6' ... 12(N) 

~tb~tl~t§~ than 
11{N) but less 
than 12(N) 

Less than 11 (N) 

2 

6 

8 
10 

S2 c Height Clearance 
Underpass (ft.) 
15' + 

14' but less 
than 15' 
13"'" but less
than 14' 
Less than 13' 
ove'flsss (ft .. ) 
22- 2' + 

20' but not less 
than 22-1/2' 
le' but not less 
than 20' 
tess than lS' 

N I: Number of Traffic Lanes 
S3 • Speed Reduction or Slow Order 

None. 0 
Moderate 2 
Severe 5 

$4 = Load Limit 
None 
Moderate 
Severe 

o 
2 
5 
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55 - Accidents at or Near Structure (lO'years) 

Numbe:r Points 
0- 10 

11- 20 
21- 30 
31- 40 
41.. 50 
51- 60 
61- 70 
71 .. 80 
81- 90 
91-100 

101 + 

56 - Irreducibles 
(a) Probability of Failure. 
(b) Accident Potential. 
(c) Delay Effects. 

0 
1 
2' . 
3' 
4 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

I, 

Following the hearing the staff prepared and submitted e late-filed Exhibit 8. Based upon the testimony and evidence 
p.resented during the course of the hea.ring, changes were made in the 
number of points origfnally awarded to projects, as the result of 
changes in factual data and furtber eX?lanation of data that was 
first submitted with the nominations. Changes were also made 
where loeal agencies did not provide sufficient evidence or 
foundation for the information contained in their original 
nominations. Projects for which no appearance was made were 
eliminated from consideration. 

!>roj ects with pofnts revised because of changes in 
factual data or because of further explanation of previously 
submitted information are as follows: 
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Agency Cross ing Name Affected Category 

Alameda Co. Liv-Ples Cnsl. Vehicle Volume· 
Project Cost 
Geometrics. 
Accident Hi.story 

Anaheim Lincoln Av. Train- Volume 
Geometrics 
Irreducibles 

Buena Pa.rk Beach :Sl. Nominating Agency 
Project C<?st 

Fairfield Main-Rio Vista Project Cost 
Irredueibles 

Hayward lA' St.-SPT Project Cost 
Irvine Irvine Lwr .. Vehicle Speed 
Los Angeles Co. Greenwood-Mtb. Blocking Delay 
Los Angeles Co. Hollywood Way Vehicle Volume 
Los Angeles Co. Alondra Bl. Irreducibles 
Los Angeles Co. Eastern Av. Geometries 

Blocking Delay 

e Los Angeles Daly St .. Load Limit 
Los Angeles Valley/Eastern Vehicle Volume 
Los Angeles Santa Fe-Wash. Vehicle Volume 

Delay 
Irreducibles 

Oceanside Downtown Lwr .. Irreducibles 
Oceanside Combined Lwr .. Irreducibles 
Ontario Euclid·Av. Irreduc :th·les 
Orange Co. 
Riverside 

Weir Canyon 
Van Buren Bl .. 

Blocking Delay 
Vehicle Volume 
Irreducib-les· 

San Bernardino Co. Cherry Av. Blocking Delay , 
Irreducib-les 

Sunnyvale Wolfe Rd. Train Speed 
Geometries 
Irrec1ucibles. 

Torrance Torrance Rlc. Irreducibles 
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The following projects were eliminated from consideration 
either by request of the nominating agency or because a representative 
of the nominating agency failed to appear at the hearing in support of 
the project: 

AgencI 
Contra Costa Co. 
Ontario 
San Diego 
Ventura Co .. 
Ventura Co. 
Ventura Co. 

Crossing Name 
Sommersv:tlle Rd. 
Grove Av. 
Smythe Av. 
Pleasant Valley 
5th-Pleasant Valley 
Las Posas Rd. 

Motions were made by the staff that three nominations 7 

each of which consistsof two separations,. be stricken and each 
separation considered as an individual project.. The staff expressed 
concern with a tendency by nominating agencies to eombine several 
unrelated projects into a single project for the purpose of 
achieving a higher place on the list. The staff argues· that the 
Commission cannot meet its. statutory responsibility for establishing. 
a list, in order of priority, if two, or more unrelated separations 
are combined in a single project. 

'!'he motions relate to the following nominations: 

Agency 
Bakersfield 
Caltrans 
Pittsburg 

Bakersfield 

Crossing·Name 
Ches.ter-Union 
St . Rte 138-San Be·rnardino 
Railroad Av. 

The proposed Bakersfield project would separate an 
existing at-grade crossing of Union Avenue and the tracks of 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SOuthern Pacific) by 
construction of an underpass. It would also separate an existing. 
a.t-grade crossing of the railroad's.tracks located approximately 
one 1Uile sway at Ches.ter Avenue by construction of an overpass. 
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The scaff believes that the two separations are unrelated 
because of the distance separating them. and 'because they do not 
serve the S3me vehicular traffic. Another reason advanced by the 
staff for considering them as individual projects is that the 
present pro?osal would allow an existing grade crossing located 
between the two proposed separations to remain open. 

!he city argues that the separations are interrelated 
and should be considered as a single project because of the 
subs'tan'tial savings that could be realized if constructed at 
the same time. It fur'ther argues that simultaneous construction 
of both separations would result in benefits to the railroad freight 
service. 

The primary savings would .be achieved because excavation 
material removed during construction of the underpass could be used 
as fill in constructing the overpass.. As indicated< by data submitted e' by the city in a letter dated March 14. 1978, the savings would be 
nominal. If constructed se?arately. the total cost would, be 
$7,570,000 as compared to a total cost of $7,210,000 if construeted 
at the same 'ttme. The major portion, or $210,000, of the increased 
cost would be due to a combination of increased contractor's 
mobilization costs and cost for fill material. 

The staff's motion to strike the city of Bakersfiel:d~ 
nomination and to consider each separation as individual projects 
will be granted. 

Caltrans 
the staff made the same motion with respect to' the 

nomination of Caltrans to construct separations of two existing 
at-grade crossings of State Highway Route 138 across' the tracks.. 
of The Atchison~ Topeka and Santa. Fe Railway Company. (AT&SF)' in 
San Bernardino County. 
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Although the crossings relate to the same vehicular 
and train traffic the staff believes that the separations should 
be considered as individual ~rojects because the crossings are 
approximately one-half mile apart and the total cost of construction 
would be about the same whether constructed as combined or separate 
projects. 

Caltrans argues that the separations should be combined 
for safety reasons. It contends that ,a vehicle traveling east on 
State Route 138 first travels under a separation of the Southern 
Pacifi.c tracks and then a short distance farther east'encounters 
the first of the A!&SF tracks. Caltrans is of the opinion that 
leaving one of the tracks unseparated could lead '4 traveler to 
believe that the unseparated track is not a main line. According. 
to Caltr~s the confusion could be exaggerated by' the high speeds. 
of the vehicles coming down the hill toward the crOSSing; and if e the most easterly track is left unseparated, a "trap" situation 
would exist. 

Because of safety reasons the Commission is of the 
opinion that there is a correlation be ewe en the proposed separations 
and that they should be considered as a single project. The staff's 
motion will be denied. 

Pittsburg 
The staff made a sfmilar motion with respect to, the 

nomination of the city of Pittsburg, which proposes to separate 
existing at-grade crossings of the tracks of the Southern Pacif!c 
and JU&SF at Railroad Avenue by the construction of underpasses. 
Both of ~he underpasses would come back t~ grade a reasonable 
distance from Central Avenue,. anintemediate street., The dis,tance 
between,the two crOSSings is approximately'l .. 500 feet. 
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Apparently the only justification for combining the 
separations in a single project is the construction economics. 
Revised cost esttmates submitted by the city indicate that 
the cost for constructing the two separations as individual 
projects would be $7.015,065 as compared to the estimated 
cost for a combined project of $&,725,000. 

The staff's motion to strike the city of Pittsburg's 
nomination and to consider each as separate projects will be 
granted. 

Appendix B. lists, in alphabetical order, the projects 
nominated for the 1978-79 priority list .. Included in the· table, 
in addition to information identifying each project, are the 

VxT vehicular and train volumes, project cost, and the C x 24 
calculation for each named project. 

Appendix C is a list of point values awarded :tn each 
~ Special Conditions Factor category to existfng or proposed 

crossings nominated for separation or elimination. 
Appendix D is a list of point values awarded in each 

Special Conditions Factor category to existing grade separations 
nominated for alteration or reconstruction. 

The basic procedure employed by the staff for processing 
and evaluating the nominations was as follows: 

1. Nominations were received by the Commission 
and logged in by the Traffic Engineering. 
Section staff. 

2. The data required t~ complete the formulae 
an~ the information identifying the 
cross~g(s) were entered on a crossing 
file input form. 

3. Data entered on the fom was transferred' 
to data input cards and. entered into the-
computer. ' . . 
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5. 

6. 

VxT The C x 2' calculation was performed for 
each project and SCF points were assigned 
according to the defined schedules by the 
computer. 
Totals for each project fn the Special 
Conditions Factor categories were gathered 
and the Pl:iority Index Number was calculated .. 
!he projects were ranked according to their 
descending Priority Index Numbers. 

The Commission found in Decision No. 85991 that when 
it was established that an agency would not be able to meet 
the requirem~nts of the California Highway Commission£' for the 
filing of an application for an allocation of funds by the 
February 14 deadline~ such project would be included on the 
list with an asterisk by its priority number. In addition 

_thereto ~ the Commission found that the Highway Commission. should 
consider the admissions made during the course of hearing that 
the projects will not be able to meet all of the requirements 
for an allocation by the February 14 date as waivers and should 
consider for allocation purposes projects lower on the list that 
are ready to proceed. The same procedure, with the same 
recommendations to- the Transportation Commission:> will be followed this 
year and each year hereafter. Our eurrent recommendations do-, 
of course, reflect the present April 1 administrative deadline. 
(21 Cal. Adm. Code 1552.) 

?:,/ Now the "Californi"- Transportation Commission", supra.. 



Discussion 
Subsequent to submission Cal trans informed the 

Commission that the following projects have received funds 
from the 1977-78 priority list: (1) Crenshaw Bl. (Torrance)J 
(2) Crown Valley (Orange CO.)J and (3) Durham-Grimmer (Fremont). 
Findings 

1. The Commission adopts the criteria set forth in 
Appendices B, C, and D attached hereto for use in establishing 
the 1978-79 priority list. 

2. Each of the separations proposed in the recommendations 
made by the cities of Bakersfield and Pittsburg should be 
considered as individual projects •. 
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3. Because of safety reasons the separations of State 
Highway Route 138 in San Bernardino County, as proposed by 
Caltrans, should be combined and considered as a single project. 

4. Because a representative of the nomfnating agency failed 
to appear in support of the nomination the follow-ing'projects should 
be el~inated from considerati~: 

Agency 
Contra Costa Co. 
Ontario 
San Diego 
Ventura Co. 
Ventura Co. 
Ventura Co. 

C:r:'ossing Name 
Sommersville Rd. 
Grove Av. 
Smythe Av .. 
Pleasant Valley 
5th-Pleasant Valley 
Las Posas Rd .. 

5. The criteria of rules of the Commission established for 
use in determining the 1978-79 priority list are subject to 
modification, and the Commission invites the participation of 
interested parties to offer their recommend'ations. 

6. The list set out in Appendix E will be established as 
the 1978-79 Grade Separation Priority List established in accordance 
with Section 2452 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

1. With regard to projects having the same priority index 
number, consideration shall first be given to projects which 
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to projects 
for the alteration or reconstruction of grade separations, and 
finally to projects for the construction of new grade separations.. 
Within each of these categories, first consideration shall be 
given to the lowest cost project tn order that the maximum number 
of projec~s may be accomplished with the availa~le funds. 

As the statute requires our order by ~uly 1, ehe effective 
date of the order will be the date of signing .. 
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ORDER .... ----
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The list of projects appearing in Appenclix E is 
establishecl, as required by Section 2452 of the Streets ancl 
Highways Code, as the 1978-79 list, in orcler of priori~r, 
of projects which the Commission cletermines to be most 
urgently fn need of separation or alteration. 

2. The Executive Director shall furnish a full, true,. 
and correct copy of this op-inion and order to- the Cal i forn ill 
Transportation Commission. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at San Frnncieco , California, this. } 2;t:I-.: 

~., 

JU NE clay of , 1978 •. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Interested Parties: Harold SoO Lentz, Attorney at Law, for 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company and affiliated 
companies; John C. Miller, for The Western Pacific Railroad 
Co.; O. J. So1ander ana Gene Bonnstetter, Attorneys, at Law, 
for cari£orn~a Department of Transportation; George E. Cook, 
for City of San carlos; Jean F. Ridone, for City of Richlliond; 
Allen toO s~ra~e, Attorney at taw, for City of Fremont; 
Joseph L.hi~s, for City of Fairfield; DeLeuw, Cather & Co .. , 
by Robert MoO garton, for City of Bakersfield and Greater· 
BakerSfield Separation of Grade District; Donald M. Somers, 
for City of Sunnyvale; James LoO Lund~ren, for City of Hayward; 
Douglas E. Will, fo:: City of Chico; ruce P .. Crandall, for 
City of Dunsmuir; William ToO Stant:on, for City of Rohnert 
Park; Woodman CoO Ra.-nilton, for City of Redding; Jack A. Burgess, 
for City of Newark; KIlen H. Kelm, for Los Angeles County 
Road Department; Glenn F. Weich, for City of El Monte; William D. 
Gardner, for City of Riverside; Jack Reynolds, for Departlllent of 
PUblic Utilities and Transportation, City of Los Angeles; Monroy L. 
Edgar, for City of Santa Barbara; Juan Mijares, for City of Barstow; 
Michael A. Caeee.~, for Santa Barbara County Department o·f 
Transportat~on; Ronald John Brown, for City of Irvine; Clen E~ 
Danielsen, for City Qf Santa Fe Springs; James GoO GalanisSaitr., 
lor San Bernardino County; Dwight F. French, for City of 
Gabriel; Gerald Taylor, for eity of oceanside; William L. Zaun, 
for County of Orange; Arthur AoO Kerschbaum., for City o.fBuena 
Park; Paul Sin~er. for city of AriaKeim; Frederick A. Roos, for 
City of Norwal ; Eusene E. Bourbonnais, for City 0'£ Torrance; 
and Rosalind A. Danl.ers, for City of ontario,. 

Commission Staff: Robert WoO Stich. 
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APPENDIX B 
Page 1 of 4 0' -tt 

Alphabetical List. of -Pro,lect.s bZ Nominatilig Agensx., ~ 

Crossing Mile -- Type Yeh Train Project v X it' J 
-Ageller Name !Y!m! Post· Sur Prop PrOj Volume VolW11e COst Ox 24 ~ 

P-
Alameda COunt.y Plea5il~uno1 4 37.2 B 4 ·1985 19 114<Xm 1 N 

• 
Alsmeda count.y Liv-Ples Cnsl 4 38.'/ B 1 m'J4 $ 6430c00 j 

Anaheim St.at.e College 2 170.) 1 lswa 26 35®» 6 
ArtaheLa Kat.ella Av 1 BK 512.4 1 ZJlhJ 44 4(hXjX) 14 
Anaheim Lincoln Av 2 161.7 1 176(» 30 ~ 4 
Bakersfield Union-24th 1 B 312,3 1 212<X> J8 4a5~ 11/ Bakersfieid Chester.Av 1 B _ 311.2 1 29000 36 271~ 

Bats~w First. St 2 746.5 A 4 9925 70 J628())) a 
Buena Park Beach 81 2 1£<>~6 8 4 54900 52 314500) 3a 
caltrans 4l-Fresno 1 B 205.9 1 l2OcO :)2 6J29<OO 3 
Calt.rails so 47th st. 1 A 13.1 1 12CXx> 53 ~ 4 
Calt.tMS 237-Snt.a Cira 1 E 31.1 A 4 ~900 59 230c000 27 
CalttMS 6a-Monterey 1 E 119.29- 1 1JOOJ 50 274<JX:IJ lO 
Calt.tArts lOO-Fresno 2 997.a 1 2O<);X) 3a 496fJXX) 6 
Ce1.t.rMS 84-Yolo 1 A W'/.5 • 2A 10000 - 36 190J(XX) a 
Calt.tans 166-St.a Barba 1 E 276.a 1 5000 J4 16?<xXX> 4 
CeltrMs 7O-Yuba 1 0 141.7 8 4 13300 40 635>000 3 
Caltrans 2JS-A1&meda 4 G 1.4 B 4 15200 a 13/tXXX) 4 
Calt.rans 138 San Brdo 2 00.9 1 30C() 47 26jO(X1O J 
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AlJ?babetical List. or pro.le~t,s bl Nom1nati~ Menel 0-

Crossing Mile TyJie Veh Train Project. VxT i Agency tfa.1ie RR~ ~ ~ Prop Pro,' Vo1u.rne V61ti.lne Cost. c~ .~ 

Caitrans 231-Snt.a e1ta 1 L 39.S 1 j4Q(x) 9 6750XiJ 2 
N 

t 

Caltrans 79-Riversid~ 1 B 562.4 1 7500 45 ~1l8(xX) 1 

Chico Dayton Rd 1 C laJ.8 3 1256 21 46/h:x) J 

Dmsrouir Schrer-Butfly 1 () )21.7 1 1527 40 996tXX> > 
El Monte Peck~'!l6na 1 8 49).0 1 42374 32 1l?95<XX> 5 

Fairfield Main-Rio Vista 1 A 49.0 1 20130 t.4 5tm::/:1) 7 

Fremont. DJ rha:l)-Grimner 1 DA 34.1 1 12131 76 505<»):) a 

Hayward A St 1 D 20.0 1 )2))2 ?!J 45<)(1.Xj) 9 

Hayward A St 4 20.2 1 2$074 g 5507\JYJ 2 

Irvine Irvine Lvt 2 100.5 1 27186 18 13019(0) 2 

Los Angeles ~~nty Florence Av 1 ro 4U.3 1 JlleJ. 14 5698(Q) :) 

Los Angeles County Greenvood-Mt.b 2 149.5 1 13400 71 1.164«t) 10 

Los Angeles County Grand-IMust.y 1 B 500.5 * 2A 9fIX) II) 419<))00 4 

Los Angeles COunty D.Juglas St 2 H 15.02 B * 2A 12000 12 .3))0))) 2 

LOs Angeles Count.y Eastern Av 2 147.3 1 15589 54 1aa~ 19 

Los Angeles County Rt..105 RLC 1 BB!. 491.91 3 1))101 4 1450C(l(() 2 

Los Angeles Count.y Alondta B1 2 159.6 1 11571 76 676700) 8 

Los Angeles County Bandini 81 3 A :3.4 1 21575 20 5595000 3 

Los Angeles County Hollywood Way 1 B 469.4 1 25630 16 61350):) 3 
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AlEh~betica1 List6t Projects bl NOminatlOR Agencl 0"-

Crossing Hile Type Veh Train Project. . V x '1' ~ Agency --.li~ Ram ~ Sut Pro PI'O,l Volume, Voluroo ~st, ex 24 _ !!£E 

ws Angeles Santa Fe-Wash 2 14:h29 c 1 4002J.) 70 9601()()') 12 
Los Ailg~les Valle¥-Eastm 1 0 465.(1 1 249M 28 1~1)00') 2 

Los Angeles nordhOff st 1 E 44(1.5 * 2A 1600:) 16 )91acQO :) 

Los Angeies Daly St. 1 B 4S3.26 A 4 166<X) 124 1956000 44 
Newark Newark 01 1 DAO )S.t * 2A 10<Xx> 19 1I.(X)()()O b 

Norwalk Imperial Hwy 1 BK 498.0 1 298)0 a 2~2CO:) ,. 
Oceanside Combined Lwr 2 225.9 1 21521 63 842/1XX) 9 
Ocean51de DJwtovn tWX" 2 225.9 1 28171 63 7502<:ix) 10 

Ontario »lelid A'I 1 B 520.1, 1 32021 66 715t.@ 12 

Orange COunt.y Crown Valley 2 193.1 A 4 . 2OCJ.J() 22 6Uoo> 30 
Orange COunt.y Wier Canyon 2 B :)5.4 * 2A 200()) 27 1f19(XXX) 12 

Pitt.sburg Railroad A'I 1 B 4(1.9 1 21714 )8 4137(x)O 8 
Pit t.sbu rg Railroad A'I 2 1155.7 1 19122 33 2S100X) 9 

Redding Sout.h Sf, 1 0 258.0 1 10400 31 5895000 2 

RlclwOnd 23rd St 1 A 14.5 1 17500 34 66910CJ:) 4 
Riverside AI'lington A'I :2 B 12.4 1 29140 31 3957Chl 10 

Riverside Van S.u'en 81 2 B 16.4 1 27100 31 2$7WXX> 12 

Rohnert. Park Rohnert. Pk Ex 5 47.4 1 14400 10 213700:> J 
Santa Barbara Count.y Hollister Av 1 E 365.7 B 4 15010 17 If3()OCO) 6 
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AlphabetlcAl List ot Projects b:i NominatiM -#.P:encl ~ 

Crosstng Mile- 'Iype Veh Train' < ---- Pl'9jec~ V x T. ' ~ 
Sur Pro' Volume -Agency Name RR BR~ Proj VolUlll6. __ ~Ct.>st, ex 24 _ -!:!:2l! 

Sant.a Barbara St. Barbara Rl 1 E '.310.6' 3 30250 9 385<XXx> ') 

santa Fe Sp~s Cannenita Rd 2 151.) 1 143S4 54 371l7<XXJ 9 
San Bernardino Count.y Cherry Av 2, 91.7 1 96UJ 51 216O:X:x) 10 
San Benn~tdino COunt.y V!viendaAv 1 BJ 540.9 A 4 500 2 36tXxX> 0 

San Carlos Holly St. 1 E 2).2 1 20100 62 6286000 a 
San Gabriel San Gab!'! 1 B 490.2 1 69SJO 42 1')$6(Oj() 9 
Stockton Hanmer Lane 4 9El.5 1 22500 15 4,)9<YXJ.) ') 

SuM,yvale Wolte Rd 1 E 39.1 1. 21589 611 l:IJ5OCIOO iO 
Torrance CrMshaw 01 2 H 20.9 1 41237 35 l6fix:I:XJ 36 
Torrance Del Aroo Bl 2 H 19.5 * 2A 25000 36 ')(1i2COO 12 
TOrrance Torrance Rlc 1 BB] 500.13 :3 55100 I. 891(x)o 10 
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special COrldit.l6os Factors/or Grade Crossings 
0"-

Nominat.~d tot Separation o~ Elimination ~ 

i1 
Veh Spd.· Train Xing B1kng All, Aco 

Cross1rtg Mile Limit Speed. Ge6m "Delay Rt.e Mist Irr Total 
Melley' Name· RR !!! ~ sur Prop 01 ..QL ..QL ...QL QL G6" 2L SCF 

A1am~da County Llv-PiesCnsl 4 :3~.7 8 1 2 5 1 :) 20 15 47 
Anaheim" stat.e College 2 170.3 2 5 2 2 2 :3 tJ 24 
Anaheim Kat.e118 Av 1 BK 512.4 1 0 2 10 5 () g 26 

Anaheim Lincoln. At 2 167.7 0 5 :3 2 0 2 8 2() 

Bakersfield Union-24th 1 a 312.:) 1 :3 4 10 2 2 10 32 
B3kersfield Chester Av 1 B 311.2 1 :3 4 6 3 11 <) 37 
CaltrMs 4l-Fresno 1 a 205.9 0 4 3 2 0 3 g 20 

CaltrArts so 47th St, 1 A 13.1 0 3 2 5 4 10 10 34 
Caltrans 6a-Monterey 1 E 119.~ 1 () 2 6 1 3 7 20 

Calt.rans 1SO-Fresno 2 991.8 0 0 2 5 1 6 g 22 

Oaltrans 84-Y010 1 A 1t1.5 * 3 1 0 3 3 0 4 14 

Oaltrans 166--sta Barba 1 E 276.8 0 3 2 4 4 5 7 25 

Oaltr.ms l~ San Dtdo 2 It:J.9 5 1 4 7 5 9 8 39 
OaltrMs 237-Sr\ttl 01ra 1 L )9.8 5 4 2 1 4 2 9 ~ 

Caltrans 79-Riverside 1 B 562.4 1 :3 2 5 1 2 8 22 

Chico Dayton Rd 1 0 18).8 3 1 4 5 5 0 6 24 
DJ.nsmuir Schrer-BJ.tfly 1 0 321.7 0 0 5 10 5 1 12 33 

E1 Monte Peck-Raroona 1 B 495.0 2 4 3 4 4 20 13 50 

Fairfield Hain-Rio Vist.a 1 A 49.0 0 5 4 9 3 4 12 31 
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speoial Conditions Faclors tor Grade Crossings 0 

NOminated tor Separation or B1i~inalion 
~ 

Veh $pd Train Xing Blkng Alt . Ace ~ 
Crossing ~i1e . . . Limit Speed Geooa Delay Hte Hist, Irr Tot.al g 

A&e.qcy' Name !ill BR Post Sut Prop 01 02 ..Ql.. ~ 05 ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Oceanside IX>wtoRll Lwr ·2 22.$.9 0 1 :) 6 2 9 11 32 
OntariO FltcHd Av 1 B 520.1 1 4 2 6 1 2 13 ZJ 

Orange County Wier Canyon 2 B 35.4 • 5 4 0 1 5 0 6 2? 
Pit.t.sburg Railroad Av 1 B 4~.9 0 2 3 J 2 0 9 . 19 

Pit.tsburg Railroad Av 2 115.$.'1 0 4 4 3 2 4 10 ~ 

Redd1n.g Sout.h St 1 0 25~.O 0 2 > 3 2 3 8 21 

RicbnOnd 2Jrd st. 1 A 14.5 0 3 4 3 1 10 9 30 

Riverside Arlingt.on Av 2 B 12.4 1 2 5 3 1 5 9 26 / 

Riverside Van Buren B1 2 B 16.4 2 3 5 2 1 8 10 31 

Rohl1ert. Park Rohnert Pk Ex 5 47.4 1 2 1 1 2 0 4 11 

Sant.a Barbara St Barbara Rl 1 E 370.6 0 0 3 1. 1 6 11 22 

Santa Fe Springs CannenUa Rd 2 157.3 3 4 3 4 3 12 8 37 
San Bernardino Cherry Av 2 91.7 4 5 2 10 5 7 7 40 

.County 
San Carlos Holly St 1 E 23.2 0 4 2 4 4 6 10 30 
San Gabriel San Gabrl 1 B 490.2 0 1 4 5 2 ,. 13 ~ 

Stockton Han.'11er Lane 4 9~.5 3 4 1 1 5 3 7 2.4 
Sunnyvale Wolte Rd 1 E 39.7 1 5 3 ,. 2 2 10 27 
Torrance Crenshaw Bl 2 H 20.9 3 0 3 2 5 ,. 9 26 

Torrance Del A.'DO B1 2 H 19.5 * 3 0 0 1 5 0 5 20 

Torrance Torrance Rlc 1 BOO 500.73 2 0 3 2 3 1 9 20 
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Special COnditions Factors tot' separations 0... 
Nbmtnated tor Altetation Or Reconstruction 

~ 
Width Height Speed Uad Ace 

Grossing Nile OleaI' Clear Reduo Limit $truc Irr Total 
Asieney Name !!!!~ ~ Sui Prop --.m:.... 82 .l?L- ..J?!L-...2L 56 . SCF 

Alameda Count.y P1easn-Surio1 ,. 37.2- B 10 ,. 5 0 :) 9 31 
Barstow Fitst st 2 146.5 A I:, 0 2 5 10 I:, 2!) 

Buena Park Beach Bl 2 160.6 B 10 4 2- 5 10 6 37 
CaltrMs 2J1~ta 01ra 1 E :)1.1 A 0 0 5 0 6 5 16 
Caltrans 7O-Yuba 1 0 141.7 B ,. ,. 5 2 2 a 25 
Caltrans 2)8-Ala.l1edtl 4 G 1.4 B 6 4 2 0 1 4 17 

Los Angeles Dal)' st 1 B 463.26 A a 0 0 0 0 1 15 
Oiange C6unty Orown Valley 2 19.3.1 A 0 0 5 0 9 a 22 
Santa Barbara Hollister Av 1 E 365.7 B 0 0 5 0 10 a 2J 

county 

San Bernardino Vivienda Av 1 BJ 540.9 A 10 0 5 5 0 10 30 
County 
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P~e l.ot ,. 
~ 

PrO.l~e_t.s NominaiM by Priority Index tbrnber S 
~ 
N 

* Priority· •• 
Crossing Miie V x T index· Priority * 

A.ctency. Na.one Bl!~ ~ Sui Prop ex 24 2Q! N..unb'er Number· 

~en& Park Beach B1 2 160.6 B ja 31 75 1 

Los Angeles Daly St 1 a 48).26 A 44 15 59 2 

Bl Kmt.e Peek-RAnI6nA 1 B 1.59.0 ~ ~ 5~ ~ I Bakersfield Chestei' A'i 1 B 311.2 16 31 53 
San BerilatdinO Cherry Av 2 91.7 10 40 50 5 

County 

Alameda. COurtt,y Liv-pies Cnsl 4 )6.1 B 3 47 50 6 
Los Angeles C6unt,y East.em Av 2 147.3 19 2} z.g 7 
Santa. Fe Springs Camenlta Rd 2 157.) 9 )7 46 8 

Oceanside Combined Lwr 2 225.9 9 36 45 9 
Fairfield Kain-Rlo Vsta 1. A 49.0 7 31 44 IO 
Los Angeles County Alondra B1 2 159.6 g 36 44 11 

Riverside Van Burert_ B1 2 B 16.4 12 31 43 12 
Los Angeles Santa Fe-~ash 

. -

? 143.Z} (} 12 31 4) 1) 
Calt-rans 2J1-Snta Clra 1 E )'/.1 A 27 16 43 14 
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Projects Nominated by Priority ~ex n~~ber 0' 

~ 

Priority ~ 
Crossin,g Mile Y..2L! Index Prlori ty g:-

A&enoy N8I1le!Yi m ~ Sur Prop C x 21t 2Q! tblnber Number * 
* 

Caltrans 1~ SanBrdo 2 W.? ') 39 1.2 lSi 
Oceanside Do1down Lwr 2 225.9 10 32 42 16 

Ontario fuclid Av 1 B 520.1 12 Z} 41 I? 

Anaheim KateUa Av 1 BK 512.4 14 26 40 l~ 

Hayward A Sf, 1 D 20.0 9:30 39 19 

Bakersfield Union-24th 1 B 312.3 7 32 39 2) 

Orange Count.y Wier Canyon 2 B 35.4 • 12 Z7 39 21 

LOs Angeles County Green'WoOO-Mtb 2 149.5 10?.8:38 22 

San Carlos Holly st 1 B 23.2 8 3O)S 23 
Calt-rans So 47th st 1 A 13.1 ,. 34'S 24 

San Gabriel San Gabrl 1 B 490.2 9 Z} 3S 25 

Sunnyvale Wolfe Rd 1 E 39.7 10 27 37 26 
Barstow First St 2 746.5 A 8 ')!J ')1 27 

D..msmuir Schrer-Butfly 1 C 321.7 3 33 36 28 

Pitt. sbu rg Railroad Av 2 1155.7 9 27 36 ~ 
Riverside Arlington Av 2 B 12.4 10 26 36 30 
Rich'oond 23rd St 1 A 14.5 ,. 30 34 31 

Alameda County P1easn-Suno1 4 31.2 B 1 31 32 32 

Torrance Del Amo Bl 2 H 19.5 • 12 20 32 33 
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Projects Nominated bi Prioritl Index NQ~ber 
0"-

Priority i 
Crossing Hile VxT Index PriOrit.y .ti:-

~ency Name RR ~ ~ 2:4. Prop trTI4 SCF n.1lllber ~lIl!her 
N 

- * 
Irvine Irvine LlIr 2 100.5 2 ZJ )1 34 
Los Angeles Count.y Rt 105-R1~ . 1 BSL 491.91 2 ZJ )1 35 
Torrance Torrance Rlc 1 BOO 500.'13 10 20 30 36 
Calt.rcns 68-Monterey 1 E 119.29 10 20 30 31 
Anaheim State College 2 170.3 6 24 30 38 
San ~rnardinoCount.y Vivieooa Av 1 BJ 540.9 A 0 30 J() 39 
Caltrans 166-sta &lrba 1 E 276.8 ,. 25 z:} 40 
Caltrans 79-Riverside 1 B 562.4 7 22 z::} 41 
Los Angeles Count.y Hollywood Way 1 B 469.4 3 26 ~ 42 
Galtrans 231-Snta C1ra 1 L 39.8 2 27 ?fJ 43 
Santa Barbara County Hollister Av 1 E 365.7 B 6 23 ?f) 44 
Caltrans lOO-Fresno 2 997.8 6 22 28 45 
Caltrans 7O-Yuba 1 0 141.7 B :3 25 28 46 
Chico Dayton Rd 1 0 19J.8 J 24 2? 41 
Pittsburg Railroad Av 1 B 48.9 8 19 27 48 
St.ockt.6n HaiMler Lane 4 9S.5 J 24 21 49 
Los Angeles County Sandini B1 :3 A 3.4 3 23 26 50 
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PI'O.lects No.1Iinated by Priorit.y Index N-L'Ilber 0"-

Prlority 
i 

ii:-Crossing Hile VxT . index Priocit.y t'I 

Na1ie RR ~ rm ~ ProR (! x 24 SOF n..l'llber N.llI!Oer • 
Santa Barbara St Barbara Rle 1 E 370.6 3 22 25 51 

~rlfa1k Imperial Hloi)' 1 BK 49S.0 4 20 24 52 

Anaheim Lincoln Av 2 161.1 4 2() 24 53 

Redding SOuth St 1 c 25S.0 2 21 23 54 
Caltrans 4l-Fresno 1 B 205.9 3 20 23 55 

LOs Angeles Valley-East.tn 1 8 485.8 2 21. 23 56 

Hayward A St- ,. 20.2 2 20 22 57 

Cal trans 84-Yo10 1 A 87.5 * 8 14 22 58 

Los Angeles Count.y GrBn<l-Indust.y 1 8 500.5 * '. 18 ~.2 59 

Calt-rans 238-AlM.eda 4 G 1.4 8 4 11 21 I:.lJ 
Los Angeles County Florence Av 1 8} 488.) J 11 ro 61 

Newark Newark B1 1 DAB 38.1 * 6 13 19 62 

Rohnert. Park Rohnert.. Pk Ex 5 ·47.4 3 11 14 6'J 

Los Angeles Uordhoff St, 1 E M.8.5 * 3 11 11. 64 
Los Angeles Count.y Douglas st. 2 H 15.02 B • 2 11 13 65 


