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Decision No. 91.887 JUN 3~ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STAlE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation for the purpose ) 
of establishing a list for the 
fiscal year 1980-81 of existing 
and proposed crossings at grade 
of city streets, county roads 
or state highways most urgently 
in need of separation, or 

OIl No. 61 projects effeeting the elicination 
of grade crossings by removal or 
relocation of streets or railroad 
tracks, or existing separations 

(Filed November 30, 1979) 

in need of alteration or 
reconstruction as contemplated 
by Section 2452 of the Streets and ~ 
Highways Code. ) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A.) 

OPINI'ON .... __ ..... -----
By its order dated November 30, 1979, the Commission 

instituted an investigation for the purpose of establishing the 
1980-81 Railroad-Highway Grade Separation Priority lis~ 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 g=ade 
crossings, the elimination of grade crossings by removal or relocation . 
of streets or railroad tracks, and the alteration or reconst:uction 
of existing grade separations most urgently in neec of separation 
or alteration. The list, based on criteria established by the 
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Commission, contains projects on city streets, county roads, and 
state highways which are not freeways as defined in Section 257 of 
the Streets and Highways Code. !he list is furnished to the 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the California Transportation 
Commission and those agencies, pur~t to the provisions of 
Sections 190 and 2453 of the Streets and Highways Code, allocate 
at least $lS,OOO,ooq ammally to those nominations in accordance ...... "'.., ... ... . 

with their priority on the list. 
Funding for projects included on each annual priority list 

is provided through Section 190, and the basis for allocation is 
contained ~ Sections 2450-2461 of the Streets and Highways Code. 
On projects which el~inate an existing crossing, or alter or 
reconstruct an existing grade separation, an allocation of 80 percent 
of the estimated cost of the project is made with the local agency 
and railroad each contributing 10 percent. On other projects an 
allocation of 50 percent of the esticated cost of the project is 
made for a proposed crossing with the remaining SO percent contributed 
by the local agency. ' 

Following issuance by the Commission of an Annual Grade 
Separation Priority List, applications to Caltrans for an allocation 
must be made no later than April 1 of each fiscal year. !he 
requirement.s,.:£or fi:1 ing, 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. 

!he 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 to exceed the 
applicant's project cost est~te utilized by the Public Utilities 
Commission in establishing the annual sepAration priority list • 
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By Decision No. 90399 dated June 5~ 1979 the Commission 
established the twenty-third priority list of 73 projects for the 

1979-80 fiscal year, which will expire on June 30, 1980. A new 
priority list for the 1980-81 fiscal year is now required. 

Public hearings ~ere held in San Francisco and los Angeles 
before Administrative Law Judge Daly, and the matter was submitted 
on March 26, 1980 upon the receipt of late-filed Exhibit 9 and 
opening and closing briefs, the latter being filed on April 15, 1980. 

Copies 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 !ransporeation CommiSSion, the league of California Cities, 
the Co\mty Supervisors Association, and other persons who might 
have an interest in the proceeding. 

In response to the Order Instituting Investigation, various 
public bodies desiring to nominate crossings or separations !or the 
1980-81 priority list filed with the Commission the following 
information: 

A. For Existing or Proposed Crossings at Grade 
Nominated for Elimination by Proposed Separation 
and Grade Crossings Nominated for El~ination by 
Removal or Relocation of Streets or Railroad Tracks 
1. Identification of crossin§, including name 

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

2. Tweney-four hour vehicular traffic count, 
or for proposed crossings, estimated ADT 
for 19S0. 

3. Num.ber of train movements for one typical 
day segregated by type, i.e., passenger, 
through freight, or switching. 

4. Vehicular speed limit and the maxfmum 
prevailing train speed. 

5. Quantitative statement as to blocking 
delay at crossing, in minutes per day • 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Distance on each side of the crossing to 
the nearest alternate routes, in feet. 
A lO-year accident history of the number 
of vehicle-object and vehicle-vehicle 
accidents directly attributable to the 
presence of the grade erossing. 
Width of the crossing in feet and in 
ntlmOer of lanes. 
Preliminary eost est~te for project with 
costs separated into right-of-way, 
engineering, and eonstruction. 
Statement as to need for the proposed 
improvement and ageneies' willingness to 
pursue the project. 
Any proposed crossing nominated for 
separation should be subtyped either: 
a. A grade crossing is practical 

and feasible. 
o. A grade crossing is not 

practical and feasible. 
12. For grade crossing(s) nocinated for 

elimination by removal or relocation of 
streets or tracks, the estimated cost of 
eliminating crossing(s) if grade . 
separation facilities on the existing 
alignment of the street and railroad 
tracks were constructed. 

B. For Grade Seoarations Proposed for Alteration 
1. Identification of crOSSing, including 

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

2. Twenty-four hour vehicle traffic count. 
3. Number of train movements for one 

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

4. Description of existing and proposed 
separation structure with principal 
dimensions. 

S. Type of alteration proposed • 
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6. 'P"reliminary cost estimate of project with 
costs separated into right-of-way, 
engineering, and constru.ction. 

7. A list and relative description of any of 
the followi:g, if applicable: 
a. Substandard highway width or 

height clearances. 
b. Hi~ay speed reduction due to 

al~gr:ment. 

c. Railroad slow order due to 
structure. 

d.. Highway load limit due to 
strueture. 

8. A lO-year history vi the number of vehicle 
accidents at or near the structure. 

9. A detailed statement describing acute 
structural deficiencies, if any, and the 
probability of structural failure. 

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

Upon receipt of the requested infor=ation, ~e staff 
applied a formula adopted in deter=ining the 1979-80 Grade Separation 
Priority list, and introduced the results thereof in Exhibit 2. 

For the purposes of determining the 1980-81 Grade 
Separation Priority List, the staff used the following criteria 
which are similar to those usec. in the 1979-80 proeeeding: 

p _ V x! + SCF 
C x 24 

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

(In Thousands of Dollars) 
T - Average 24-Hour Train Volume 

SCF • Special Conditions Factor 
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For Existing or Proposed Crossings Nominated 
for Separation or Elimination 

SCF - Gl + G2 + G3 + G4 + G5 + G6 + G7 
Where: 

Gl - Vehieular Speed Limit 
G2 - Railroad Prevailing 

Points Possible 
0- 5 

Maximum Speed 
G3 - Crossing Geometrics 
G4 • Crossing Blocki~g Delay 
GS - Alternate Route Availability 
GO - Accident History 
G7 - Irreducibles 

Total Possible 
For Separations Nominated for· Alteration or 
Reconstruction 

SCF - Sl + S2 + S3 + 54 + S5 + S6 

0- 5 
0- 5 
0-10 
0- 5 
0-20 
0-15 
0-65 

Where: 
51 • ~idth Clearance 
52 - Height Clearance 

Points Possible 
0-10 

S3 - Speed Reduction or Slow Order 
54 - LOad Limit 
S5 - Accidents at or Ncar 

Strueture 
S6 - Probability of Failure and 

Irreducibles 
Total Possible 

0-10 
0- 5 
0- 5 

0-10 

0-10 
0-50 

Points in each category were assigned aceoreing to the 
following schedule: 

Grade Crossings 
Gl - Vehicular Speed Limit 

MPH Points -
0-30 0 

31-35 1 
36-40 2 
41-45 3 
46-50 4 
51-55 5 
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G2 - Railroad Maximum Speed 
MPH Points -
0-25 0 

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

G3 - Crossing Geometries 
0-5 points based on relative 
severity of physical conditions. 

G4 - Crossing Blocking Delay, !otal 
Minutes per Day . 

Minutes 
0-20 

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

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

Points 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5' 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
05 - Al~ernate Rou~e Availability 

Distance-feet 
0-1,000 

1,001-2,000 
2,001-3,000 
3,001-4,000 
4,001-5,000 
5,001 + 

Points 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Go - Accident History (10 years) 
Eaeh reportable train-involved accident 

Points - (1 + 2 x No. killed + 
No. injured) x ?F* 

*PF - ~otection Factor for: 
Std. 41:9 - 1.0 
Std. JJ8 - 0.4 
Std. ~;3 - 0.2 
Std. 4Fl - 0.1 
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Note 1. No :nore than 3 points shall be 
allowed for each accident prior 
to modification by the 
protection factor. 

Note 2. Each accident shall be rated 
separately and modified by a 
factor appropriate to the 
protection in existence at the 
time of the accident. 

G7 - Irreducibles 
(a) Seconda:y accidents. 
(b) Eme~gency v~hic~e usage. 
(c) Acc~dent potent~al. 

Seoarations 
Sl - Width Clearance 52 - Separation Height Clearance 

Width (Ft.) . Points Underoass (Ft.) Points 
9' + l2(N) 0 
6' but less than 

9' + 12(N) 2 
3' but less than 

6' + 12(N) 4 
o but less than 

3' + 12(N) 
11(N) but less 

than "12(N) 
Less than 11(N) 6 

8 
10 

15' + 
14' but less 

than 15' 
13' but less 

than 14' 
Less than 13' 

Overpass (Ft. 2 

22~' + 
20' but not less 

than 22~' 
18' but not less 

than 20' 

o 

4 

8 
10 

o 

4 

8 
Less than 18' 10 

N - Number of Traffic lines 
S3 - Speed Reduction or Slow Order 

None 0 
Moderate 2 
Severe 5 

S4 - Load Limit 
None 
Moderate 
Severe 

o 
2 
5 
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S5 - Accidents at or Near Structure (10 years) 
Number 

0-10 
11-20 
21-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
81-90 

91-100 
101 + 

S6 - Irredueibles 

~
a~ Probability of Failure. 
b Aecident Potential. 
c Delay Effects. 

Points 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Following the hearing the staff prepared and submitted' 
late-filed EXhibit 9. Based upon the testimony and evidence 

• presented during the course of hearing, changes were made in the 
number of points originally awarded to projects, as the result of 
changes in factual data and further explanation of data that were 
first submitted with the nominations. Changes were also cade where 
local agencies did not provide sufficient evidence or foundation 

• 

for the i~ormation contafned in their original nominations. Projects 
for which no appearance was made were eliminated from consideration. 

Projects with points revised because of changes in factual 
data or because of further explanation of previously submitted 
information are as follows: . 

Agencv 

Alameda County 

Chico 

Crossing Name 

Niles-Fls Q.."'L 

237-Santa Clara 
L-39.$ 

162-Bu'Cte 

Dayton Road 
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Affected Category 

Crossing Name 
Project Cost 

P:t'oject Cost 
Train Speed 
Irredueibles 

Vehicle Volu::e 
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• Agencv Crossing ~ame Affected Categorv 

Corona Cota Street Vehicle Speed 
Co ta-Rai lroad Vehicle Speed 
Railroad Street Vehicle Speed 

El Monte Peek-Ramona 'I'rain Volume 

Fresno County Herndon Avenue 'I'rain Volume 
Blocking Delay 

Haywa%'d 'I'ermyson R.oad Project Cost 
A Street Project Cost 
Harder Road Project Cost 
w. Winton Averrue Project Cost 

'I'rain Speed 
, 

Los Angeles Alondra Blvd. Vehicle Speed 
Colmey Holljw'ood Way Vehicle Speed 

Bandini Blvd. Project Cost 
Blocking Delay 

• Los Angeles Valley Blvd. Project Cost 
Norcihoff Street Project Cost 

NOrw'alk Imperial, Highway Train Speed 

Ontario Euclid Avt?:nue Project Cost 
Blocking Delay 

Oroville Bridge Street eeight Clearance 

PomOllA at:a:na'ne Way 'rrain Vol'lJme 

Richmond Castro Street Project Cost 

Sacramento U Street Vehicle Volume 
County Projeet Cost 

Salinas Boronda Road Train Voltmte 
Train Speed 
Blocking Delay 
Aceident History 
Irreducibles 

San Gabriel San Gabriel Lwr. 'I'rain Speed 
Bloeking Delay 

• 'l':::-ain Vol'tJme 
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Agencv 

San Jose 

Crossing Name 

BraDham Lane 

Affected Categorv 

Vehicle Volt:ne 
Project Cost 
Project Cost 

San Luis Obispo 

South San 
Francisco 

Ber:lal Road 

Orcutt Road 

GraIld Av~ue 

Irreducibles 

Irre~ucibles 

Train Vol'Ume Sunnyvale Mary Avenue 

!he following projects were eliminated from consideration 
eieher 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. 

Agency 
Pittsburg 

Crossing Name 
Railroad Av./SPT Co. 
Railroad Av./AX&SF 

Riverside County Magnolia Avenue 
Limonite AVfmue 

Santa Fe Springs Carmenita Avenue 
Torranee Torrance Ret 
The following projects were eliminated from consideration 

because they are not feasible as individual projects. 
Agency Crossing Name 

San Gabriel Ramona Street 
san Gabriel Blvd. .. 
Del Mar Avenue 
Mission Drive 

The staff recommends that the Alon<!ra Boulevard and 
Eastern Avenue projects nominated by the County of Los Angeles be 
excluded from the 1980-81 Grade Separa~ion Priority List because both 
received allocations from the Grade Separation Fund in the 1978-79 
fiscal year and an additional allocation from :tmds provided through 
Senate Bill 620 .. 
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Southern Pacific 'transportation Company (SP) made a motion 
to strike the Tennyson Road, Harder Road, and W. Winton Avenue 
projects nominated by the City of Hayward; the Castro Street project 
nominated by the City of Richmond; the Branham lane and Bernal 
Road projects nominated by. the City of San Jose; and the Valley
Eastern project of the City of los Angeles on'the ground that the 
nominations do not contain all the ~:ormation, particularly eost 
information, required by the Commission's Order IDStituting 
Investigation, and the additional information was not provided by 
the supporting witnesses at the time of hearing. SF contends that 
if incomplete cost data is presented it-will most likely result in a 
project receiving a higher priority by reason of the use of a lower 
cost figure. 

This problem arises becaus'e many projects are in the early 
stage of planning and costs are based upon ballpark estimates. In 
many instances the nominating agency has little expectation that it , 
will be able to eommence construction within the fiscal year. In 
prior priority list proceeeings, supple:e:tal i:!o~atio~ has 
been provided following submission. This procedure was followed 
by the staff in its prepara~ion of late-filed Exhibit 9. 

With the exceptions of the Bernal Road and Branham lane 
projects, all of the projects subject to the motions ranged in 
priority positions from 64 to 70 in Exhibit 2. The relative 
changes in positions of these projects, as set forth in late-filed 
Exhibit 9, range from 55 to 68. !here is little chance that these 
projects would qualify for an allocation during the next fiscal 
year. 

The Bernal Road project improved its position, following 
hearing, moving from a priority position of 22 in Exhibit 2 to 
19th position in Exhibit 9. !he BranhaQ Lane projee~, however, 
dropped from a priority position of 19 in Exhibit 2 to a priority 
position of 37 in Exhibit 9 • 
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It does not appear that the supplemental information 
provided following submission has materially improved the position 
of these crossings to ~he detriment of other projects and striking 
them from the list would serve no particular purpose. It is safe 
to say that with the exception of the Bernal Road project that these 
projects ~ll aga~ be nominated for the 1981-82 priority list and 
that at such time more definite cost inforcation will be provided. 

SF also made a motion to strike the Peek-Ramona nomination 
of the City of El Monte and the Grand Avenue nomination of the City 
of South San Francisco for failure to present witnesses capable o~ 
being cross-examined on the nomi't!.atio~· .. · 

!he witness for the City of El MOnte was not able to 
answer in detail questions relating to the gradient plan and 
width of the Peck-Ramona nomillation, nor was the wi~ess -.. 
for the City of El MOnte or the witness for the City of South San 
Francisco able to identify the SF representatives who had been 
contacted by telephone and supplied information on train counts and 
blocking time .. 

'!he El Monte witness testified that final plans for the 
Peck-Ramona nomination had not as yet been prepared. '!he only 
plans for the project are those contained in a four-yea~old 
preliminary study and a copy of these plans was fumished to SF 
several years ago. According to the ~Nitness the project gradient 
can be determined from these early plans. 

According to SF the motions to strike ~ere made for 
fear that unless disputes concerning the necessity for a grade 
separation (including disputes concerning design plans which affect 
the estimated cost of a project) were raised in this proceedtng, it 
would be precluded from raiSing then in a subse~uent application 
proceeding requesting authority to construct. this was prompted 
by Commission Decision No. 91469 dated ~ch 18, 1980 in Application 
No. 59126, which related to a request by the City of Salinas for 
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authority to construct a grade separation over Sp·s traey~ at Davis 
Road. In that proceeding the city advanced the Davis Road project 
as qualifying to replace the Boronda Road crossing, which ~roject 
placed 22nd on the 1979-80 p~ority list. In precludi~ S? f~om 
sho'Wing that the Boro:.da!Davis Roads ~rojeet was placed 'too hig..", 0:' 

the priority list, the Co==ission found that: 
"22. The project is in Priority Position 

Number 22 as set forth in PUC Decision 
No. 90399, dated June 5, 1979. 

"23. Pursuant to PUC Decision No. 90399, 
the Boronda Road grade crossing has 
been found to be urgently in need of 
elimination or separation. 

"24. SP was represented in the nomination 
hearings which were held in 1979 and 
which culminated in PUC Decision 
No. 90399. SP did not object to the 
nomination of the project by City, 
and SP did not request that the hearings 
be reopened or that a rehearing be set 
with respect to this project." 

It appears that some confusion over the role or purpose of 
each type of proceeding has surfaced which should be clarified. !he 
Grade Separation Priority List proceedings have a very narrow 
purpose--to develop a comparative ranking of projects nominated by 
state and local agencies and the railroads for grade separation or 
reconstruction. That ranking is dete~ined by a lengthy list of 
pr~rily objective criteria, the factual da~a being supplied by 
the nominating party, and tested through cross-examination in public 
hearing. Because of the many nominations that have to be considered 
and. the limited amount of time for hearing, there is little or no 
opportunity in the priority list proceeding to consider in detail 
issues of need or specifics affecting final design or apportionment 
of cost. Agencies are, in fact, limited at the priority hearings 
to one witness who can answer questions on the submit~ed nomination • 
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Parties do have an adequate chance to challenge the factual data 

submitted, such as vehicle and train volumes, vehicular and train 
speeds, accident history, delay, alternate route availability, and, 
to an extent, the project cost estimate; therefore, a priority 
list's integrity, once issued, should be maintained. 

Applications for authority to construct address only the 
single project in question and are, therefore,- the proper outlet 
for examining the project's individual merits and questions of need 
and technical detail. Projects at the priority list proceedings 
are generally just in the conceptual stage ~thout much idea of 
specific technical features or requirements. Applications for 
authority to construct usually come much later, and for many 
legitimate reasons a project may differ in seope, cost, or func~ional 
intent. This is the proceeding which should closely scrutinize a 
project's detail, including need, technical design, and apportionment 
of cost. Interested parties, which eould inelude many groups not 
involved in the priority hearings, should not be restricted by their 
appearance or position at the priority list hearings nor limited 
by the findings based on the preliminary nomination. Eaeh request 
for authority to construct should be evaluated on the merits of 
the application--the latest and mos~ detailed information available. 
The motions of SP will therefore be denied. 

The Commission has learned, since the date of the hearings 
on the 1980-8l priority list, that five projects appearing on the 
1979-80 priority list, Which were also nominated for the 1980-81 
priority list, have been approved for allocations. These projects, 
therefore, will not appear on the 1980-81 priority list. The 
projects, by ageney and crossing name, are: 

• 
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Agency 

Buena Park 
On1:ario 
Caltrans 
Pomona 
Oroville 

Crossing Name 

Beach Blvd .. 
Euclid Avenue 
S1:. Rt. 237 Widening 
Humane Way - SP'I' 
Bridge Street 

Appendix B lists. in alphabetical order. the projects 
nominated for the 1980-81 priority list. Included in the table, in 
addition to information identifying eaeh project, are the vehicular 
and train volum~s. projeet eost. and the g ~ I4 calculation for each 
named project. 

Appendix C is a list of point values awarded in each 
Special Conditions'Factor category to existing or proposed crossings 
nominated for separation or elimination • 

Appendix D is a list of point values awarded in eaeh 
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 reeeived by the Commission 
and logged in by the Traffic Engineering 
Section staff .. 

2. The data required to complete the formulae 
and the information identifying the 
crossing(s) were entered on a crossing 
file imput form. 

3. Data entered on the form we~e t~~s!erre~ 
to data imput cards and entered into the 
computer. 

4. The V x T calculation was performed for 
C x 24: 

each project and Special Conditions 
Factor, points were assigned according 
to the defined schedules by the computer • 
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5. Totals for each project in the Special 
Conditions Factor categories were 
gathered and the Priority Index Number 
was calculated. 

6. The projects were ranked according to 
their descending Priority Index Number. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The criteria set forth in Appendices :8, C, and D attached 

hereto are reasonable and should be used to establish the 1980-81 
priority list. 

2. The Alondra Boulevard and Easter:l Ave::.ue projects ::lomi:l.a.ted 
by the County of Los Angeles should be ~xcluded from the 1980-81 
Grade Separation Priority List because both received allocations 
from the Grade Separation Fund in the 1978-79 fiscal year and an 
additional allocation from funds provided through Senate Bill 620. 

3. The following projects should be eliminated from 
consideration because they are not feasible as individual projects • 

Agency Crossin2 Name 
San Gabriel Ramona Street 

San Gabriel Blvd. 
Del Mar Avenue . 
Mission Drive 

4. Because a representative of the nominating agency f~iled 
to appear in support of the nomination, the following projects 
should be el~inated from consideration. 

Agency 
Pittsburg 

Riverside County 

Crossin2 Name 
Railroad Av./SPT Co. 
Railroad Av./AI&SF 
Magnolia Avenue 

. Limonite Avenue 
Santa Fe Springs Carmenita Avenue 
Torrance Torrance RCL 

5. The motions of SP to strike the Tennyson Road, Harder 
Road, ~. winton Avenue, Castro Street, Branham Lane, Bernal Road, . 
Valley-Eastern, Peck-Ramona, and Grand AVe'.O.ue :omi:lations :!f:r~uld 

be denied. 
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6. Because of the many nominations that have to be considered 
and the limited amount of time for hearing, there is little or no 
opportunity in the priority list proceeding to consider in detail 
issues of need or specifics affecting final design or apportionment 
of cost. The close scrutiny of a project's detail should be 
considered in an application for authority to construct proceeding. 

7. The five projects listed in the body of this decision, 
which received allocations subsequent to hearing hereon, should be 
excluded from the 1980-81 priority list. 

8. !he criteria or rules 0: the Commission established for 
use in determining the 1980-81 priority list are subject to 
modification, and the Commission invites the participation of 
interested parties to offer their recommendation. 

9. !he list set out in Appendix E should be established as 
the 1980-81 Grade Separation Priority List established in accordance 
with Section 2452 of the Streets and Highways Code • 

10. With regard to projects having the same priority index 
number, consideration should first be given to projects which 
separate or el~inate existing grade crossings, then to projects 
for the alteration or reconstruction of existi~g ~ade separatio~, 
and !i~ally to projects tor the construction or new grade separations. 
Within each of these categories, first consideration should be given 
to the lowest cost project in order that the maximum number of 
projects may be accomplished with the available funds. 

11. As the statute requires our order by July 1, the effective 
date of this order should be the date of signing. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The list of projects appearing in Appendix E is established 
as required by Section 2452 of the Streets and Highways Code as 
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the 1980-81 list, in order of priority, of projects which the 
Commission determines to be most urgently in need of separation or 
alteration. 

2. The motions of Southern Pacific Transportation Cocpany 
to strike the Tennyson Road, Harder Road, ~. ~inton Avenue, Castro 
Street, Branham Lane, Bernal Road, Valley-Eastern, Peek-Ramona, 
and Grand Aveno.e nominations are denied. 

3. 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 exis-:i::.g grace sepa.ratio~, a:le. 
finally to projects for the construction of new grade separations. 
Within each of these categories, first consideration shall be giv~ 
to the lowest cost project in order that the maximum number of 
projects may be accomplished with the available funds. 

4. The Executive Director shall furnish a full, true, and 
correct copy of this opinion and order to the Cali!or:ia Tr~ortatio~ 
COIlmlission .. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated dUN 3 1!80 , at San Francisco, California. 

-19-
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APPENDIX A 
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Interested Parties: Harold S. Lentz, Attorney at Law, for S¢uthern 
Pacific Transportat~on COmpany and affiliated companies; Roy R. 
Gifford, for the Western Pacific Railroad Company; E. c. G~lmer, 
tor tne Atehison, topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; £U::::ene c. 
Bonnstetter, Attorney at law, for the State of Californ~, 
crepartment of transportation; Jaoes P. Jones, for the United 
Transport~tion Union; Robert S. M. Yee,.tor the Ci~ of So~th 
San Franc loS eo ; Robert t. .oezzar.:, for C;.ty of San .:.ateo; 
George E. Cook, tor City ot San Carlos; Donald M. Somers, for 
tloty O! Sunnyvale; Ed Hardin, for City 0: Haywarc; Harvin D. 
Johnson, for City of Fres:o; Tho~s M. Perch, for Fresno county; 
Arnold Joens, for City of Salinas; Ron BI11er, for City of 
StOCKton; Art ~~ndoza, for City of San Jose; Jarwes C. Ray, for 
County of Sacramento; ~..elvin P. Jones, for Cit.y 0: Ro5iiert Park; 
Robert M. Barton, for C:..:y ot a:ov~J.le and Alameda County; 
Barnaoas Jonn kerekes, for Contra Costa Cou:o.ty; W3tie Peterson, 
for Cl.ty or San LU~s Obispo; B~~ce Crandall, for ~ty 0: Dunsmuir; 
Douglas ~ills, for City of Chico; Earl PitKin, for City of Los 
Angeles; uw~2ht F. French, for City ot San ~abriel; David E. 
Hedlund, for City ot Bu~-a Vista; Henry R. Mahle, for ~ity of 
Corona; C. Brent Muchow, for City ot Irline; Merrell Watts, for 
City of OCea."'lSide; Harold L. Purev, for County of Santa Earbara; 
Eldon Lee, for City of Inoloo; talvin K. Wan~, for City of Colton; 
Clenn fl. Welch, for City of EI Honte; kooerc 1.. Lawson, for 
Los Angeles COUnty; David K. Havward, tor City ot Keaondo Beach; 
and Rosalind A. Daniels, tor C~ty Ot Ontario. 

Commission Staff: Robert W. Stich • 
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H 
H 

Ii IOUi HUEttl SPUD LOlO ACt 0'0 ...... 
(n~HIM' Hll~ (lUR (lUR A[OlC lI~1f SrRUC I All IOIAl 

AHllt} Mtll IiJl IHI f'OSI sur PROP 51 52 H 5\ . ss $. scr ....... 

8UlU f'Ah" BrACt! dl 1 ltQ.6 9 10 , 1. 5 10 6 11 ~ 
(AllfU"S 10-YU8A C HI.l 8 " 4. 5 2 1 a H 

CU,UkS lU-SHU (U 1 r 11.1 A 0 0 ~ 0 & ~ IS 

CAl'RANS lU-U\t«O\ , G t.\ 0 & 4. 1. 0 0 5 19 

CALlfHUS 162-CUJl£ , 20,.0 0 Z 4. 0 2 I • 11 

(OU()1j fCG~ :i' 1 a t.l 8 10 10 S 0 , , 15 

COhl~A cos •• COU~ll )tORUlO U 2 llu.l 8 10 , 1 0 0 , lS 

ORH/tllt &R ,OG[ SI , 1GS. J' 1 6 , ~ 0 0 1 12 

rol'lou HU"'ult: 1t" 1 19.& l , 0 0 0 0 5 , 
5thJA 8A~8AR' fOUN(Y HCllllSf(R lY I ( US-I 8 0 \ 5 0 to 9 la 

5th HHElI SAHU Ifill #.~ 1 i u.s 8 1. to 0 0 0 a 20 

S l h "A IE 0 .. OPU" JY , £ tI.l 8 , e 0 0 1 a 21 

SU ""HO "ONI£ OUBlQ , i tI.' 8 1 10 0 0 0 , 21 

su" IUI[O IIlIOS AY 1 ( U.S 8 1 10 5 0 2 10 It 
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PROJECTS NC«lNATED BY PRIORllY INDEX NUMBER 0 
H 
H 

V I t PRIORI" 
Q\ 

• ...... 
CROHI~(, "IU: ....... ."0(1 PRIORlIJ 

AGUn Ill"'( fiR 81i poSt sur PROP t I: 20\ 5C:r HVM8U !IIUK8(R e -
n ICOH'£ P(CI\.·RA"J~t I tl US.O J S2 5S , -~ SA" JlA 1(0 fOP"IR lY I ( n.2 8 2' 2l 50 2 :) 

AUPlEOA. (OU"" "ILES-PlS (Pol , )1.2 8 2 U. U J 

U(SNO (OUNn MUNDON AY 2 1001.0\ 0\ U U " 
AU)(£OA. COUN" llV-At T (Nil 1 0 u.o 0\ 0\2 U S 

UN »lAnG UUO!( AY 1 ( U.S 8 16 29 U 6 

SOutH $AN fRANCISCO GfU"'(l UEHV( I [ 9.1 , '0 U 1 

OCUUIO[ COIISII'iEO UR 2 225.9 6 11 U • 
UUNO UHlAN lY I 8 19f.9 , J6 '2 t 

CA\.fUHS tn-UN aRDO 2 60.9 J 19 ,Z to 

etHASf rno u"IO,,-Z\lH I 8 Jl2. J 6 15 \l 11 

l1li010 KO"RO[ $l I II 60t.l " 11 U It 

$U~!linAl[ ltOHt RO I ( 1'1.1 IJ II U U 

OVhSMUIR $(IiUiU~ lV I ( HI.l 2 16 14 1\ 

CAlTlUHS sa-SA" UOO 1 leO.) , Sl l6 IS 

UN Jon BUHAL .0 1 E 61.0 6 J2 h " ~O110!ll rQGG $' 2 tJ ,.t 8 2 IS J1 11 

1.0S ANG(l(S $ASU rt ·IIASII 2 IU.Zf C 6 10 16 II 

$A' U8RI(l SA\ GUl l'iiR I 8 "0.2 ) 12 lS " SA.HtA. 8AReARA. (OU~" aiOlliSlU lY I ( 1&5.1 8 ~ 2~ H ZO 

fUl.lUTO~ GIU£ltf Sf 2 'H., , 2S Jl 21 

lOS A~G(lE$ tou~,r U(t ""000 Kia 1 lU.5 , 26 12 II 

$-'" ClHO$ ttOll' StrUB I t 11.1 , 26 }2 lJ 

SUI\HlYAU H"~' U 1 l 31.9 .. 2& 52 H 

la' ANGU.H hlJUIi IiIllP. Sf 1 tl I,U 2 JO U lS 
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PR~ECTS NOMINATED BY PRIORITY IN_UEX NVH6E~ 0 
H 
H 

V 1 f PAlOAI " 
Q\ 
~ 

tROSSItHi fUll ...... INOU nlOR11f 

AGUe' NH~( M IIR 'il\( sur PMP C ( 2' $Cf NU~8U NUM8ER E 
UllRlNS H6·SU RARBl 1 ! 216.8 , 21 JI Z6 ~ 

lRYUE IRYINE l"~ 1 leO.S J 24 Jl 21 
~ 

REOOMOO BlACH I NCilEV Ol'O AV 2 H H..l I lJ JO 28 

(AllUMS UO-rR[SNO 2 991.e 1 21 JO 2t 

CAlf~A~S 2Jl-UhU co. l 19.4 t 29 30 10 

U'" JOSE 8R.l.N>fAM IN i. 51. J 2 11 29 Jl 

UlfUN:' n·RIY(f:SIOE 1 8 Stll., 6 lJ 2' 52 

NORWAlK IHP£IIIAl HIIY I e" U5.0 6 21 fa n 

SACRA"! "10 (DUN f1' U $IREl' A 102.S 2 26 2& H 

SAL IUS eOfWlcO.l PO I , au .1 • 11 2& lS 

lOS ... N&(lU (O\HCn HOll uQ(,O WAr , 8 "t., 2 26 2& J6 

(HICO OUIO"l ROAO ( ,,'.8 S 2' U 11 

COflOIU COU·RAllROAQ 1 8 2' .S I 2\ 21 51 

SIOCktON HAMl!tR l"NE , ta .S J 2' 21 Jt 

CAl'R"NS 10-TUtU ( ,,,. , 8 J 2' II \0 

S"", lUIS oalSPo OElCOfr AD t ( 2SJ.3 2 2' '26 U 

call 0"" U1LR'JAO S' 2 a 2S.6 , 25 26 U 

lOS ANGELES COUM" 8ANOI~1 Bl 3 A S" 
, n 26 U 

U" "UEO )tONI( I))ABLO 1 E If.' 8 j 21 26 H 

CO~tRA (OStA COuhtr HuRHlO AV 2 1lU.l e , H 26 'S 

tAltRA?tS ~a·Mo!t URn E In.lt 6 19 lS " 
UlIU!t\ H-lOl(J A sr .~ 8 • 6 " lS " 
lO$ AliC(U$ ¥Aller H , R H~.I$ S II 2\ U 

HllllUO fO!~l$O~ ~OlO I) u.o s U 2) " 
SAk Uftll SANrA .,.El A.V 1 i "oJ 8 J 20 II SO 
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PROJECTS NOHlNATEO BY PIUORllY INDEX NUMBER 0 
H 
H 

Y l t fR I(JRI n ~ 

• ~ 

C~OS$I~G Kill ....... J 1110£ X "UOIII n 
At(ffC' N,U<[ RI( 8~ I'~SJ 50f Pij()P ( '( l~ scr hUtl8£R HV)l8U e 

CAlllUhS I6Z-aUIt( , 20\.0 8 f) 11 2J Sf G:: 
tAltlUHS 2 )a-At Af((OA Ii G .. , 8 

:J 
J If 2l 52 

U"Ih£ utOIt PAP.lotH 2 165.8 , 5 t1 22 H 

lOS AN~[l[S COUNty GJUNO \'t 8 504.0 A • J 19 2l H 

HUlIARD HUOER ROAD I 0 21.6 5 16 21 55 

IUCIOIO"O CAstRO Sf 1\ O.IS 2 19 21 56 

lOS A"GEl(S (OU~f' HOREtiC( A.Y I Sri US.) J U 21 $I 

UlIU"S U -HE SJ;O I 8 20S.? J l& 21 5& 

HAl WARD A stRHt , ZO.2 I 20 21 59 

tOROPIA COU Sf 2 8 2'.5 2 U " 6O 

HUwUD " "1"10" lY t l 20 12 U 19 61 

lOS '''GnU $Alleo' Sf 1 { 1j5610 to I IS 16 6l 

COhJRl COS1' (OUNtY $OllUSYIll£ I 8 52.1 t U IS U 

ROHNEI" fUJI( ROti!oj[R I p~ (( 5 \I., 1 It n " 
lO$ ""GnU NOItOrtOrr ~ I I ( "a.5 , 2' 12 It 6S 

lOS ANG[l($ COVHfY OOUGlU SI 2' tf IS.OI 8 to 2' 10 "U 66 

fO"O .... HU"."£ U Y J 2'9.a A 2 9 II 67 


