Decision No. 91887 JUN 33 @)RU@HNALA

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Investigation for the purpose )

of establishing a2 list for the

fiscal year 1980-81 of existing

and proposed crossings at grade

of city streets, county roads

or state higzhways most urgently

in need of separation, or

projects effecting the elimination 0II No. 61
of grade crossings by removal or (Filed November 20, 1979)
relocation of streets or railroad

tracks, or existing separations

in need of alteration or

reconstruction as contemplated

by Section 2452 of the Streets and %

Highways Code.

(Appea:ances‘are listed in Appendix A.)

OPIXNION

By its order dated November 30, 1979, the Commission
instituted an investigation for the purpose of establishing the
1980-81 Railroad-Eighway Grade Separation Priority List 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 zrade
crossings, the elimination of grade crossings by removal oxr relocation
of streets or railroad tracks, and the alteration or reconstruction
of existing grade separations most urgently in need of separation
or alteration. The list, based on criteria established by the
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Commission, contains projects om city streets, county roads, and

state highways which are not freeways as defined in Section 257 of

the Streets and Highways Code. The list is furnished to the

Department of Tramsportation (Caltramns) and the California Transportation
Commission and those agencies, pursuant to the provisions of

Sections 190 and 2453 of the Streets and Highways Code, allocate

at least $15,000,000 amnually to those nominations in accordance

with their priority on the list.

Funding for projects included on each ammual priority list
is provided through Section 190, and the basis for allocatiom is
contained in Sections 2450-2461 of the Streets and Highways Code.

On projects which eliminate an existing crossing, or alter or
Teconstruct an existing grade separation, am allocation of 80 percent
of the estimated cost of the project is made with the local agency
and railroad each contributing 10 pexcent. On other projects an
allocation of 50 percent of the estimated cost of the project is

made for a proposed crossing with the remaining 50 percent contributed
by the local agency. ' :

Following issuance by the Commission of an Ammual Grade
Separation Priority List, applicatioms to Caltrans for an allocation
must be made no later than April 1 of each £iscel year. The
requirements.for £Iling en application for ac allocation of o
grade separation funds are set forth im Title 21 (Public Works),
Chapter 2, Subchapter 13 (Grade Separxation Projects) of the California
Administrative Code.

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 to exceed the
applicant's project cost estimate utilized by the Public Utilities
Commission in establishing the amnual 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 £iscal year, which will expire on June 30, 1980. A new
priority list for the 1980-8l1 £fiscal year is now required.

Public hearings were 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 Exhibir 9 and
opening and closing briefs, the latter being filed om April 15, 1980.

Copies of the Order Imstituting Investigation were served
upon each c¢ity, county, and city and county in which there is a
railroad crossing, each railroad corporation involved, Caltrans, the
California Tramsportation Commission, the League of California Cities,
the County Supervisors Association, and other persons who might
have an interest in the proceeding. .

In response to the Order Instituting Investigation, wvarious
public bodies desiring to nominate crossings or separatiomns for the

1980-81 priority list filed with the Commission the following
information: ' :

A. Tor Existing or Proposed Crossings at Grade
Nominated for Elimiration by Proposed Separation
and Grade Crossings Nominated for Elimimation by
Removal or Relocation of Streets or Railwroad Tracks

1. Idemtification of crossing, including name
of street or road, name of railroad, and
crossing number,

2. Twenty-four hour vehicular traffic count,

or for proposed crossings, estimated ADT
for 1980.

Number of train movements for ome typical
day segregated by type, i.e., passenger,
through f£freigzht, or switching.

Vehicular speed limit and the maximum
prevailing train speed.

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




Distance on each side of the crossing to
the nearest alternate routes, in feet.

A lo-gear accident history of the number
of venicle-object and vehicle-vehicle
accidents directly attributable to the
presence of the grade crossing.

Width of the crossing in feet and in
number of lanes.

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

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

Any proposed crossing nominated for
separation should be subtyped eitherx:

a. A grade crossing is practical
angrfeasible.

b. A grade crossing is not
practical and feasible.

For grade crossing(s) nominated for
elimination by removal or relocation of
streets or tracks, the estimated cost of
eliminating crossing(s) 4f grade :
separation facilities on the existing
alignment of the street and railroad
tracks were comstructed.

Grade Separations Proposed for Alteration

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

Twenty~-four hour vehicle traffic coumt.
Number of train movements for ome
typical day segregated by type, i.e.,
passenger, through freight, or switchingz.
Description of existing and proposed

separation structure with principal
dimensions.

Type of alteration proposed.
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Preliminary cost estimate of project with
costs separated into right~of-way,
engineering, and comnstruction.

A list and relative description of any of
the following, if applicable:

Substandard highway width or
height clearances.

Highway speed reductiom due o
algggmen:.

Railroad slow order due o
structure.

Highway load limit due to
structure.

A 10-year history ¢f the number of vehicle
accidents at or near the structure.

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

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

Upon receipt of the requested information, the staff
applied a forwula adopted in determining the 1979-80 Grade Separation
Priority List, and introduced the results thereof in Exhibit 2.

For the purposes of determining the 1980-8l Grade
Separation Priority List, the staff used the following criteria
which are similar to those used in the 1979-80 proceeding:

Where:

P = Priority Index Number
V = Average 24-Hour Vehicular Volume
C = Total Costs of Separation Project
(In Thousands of Dollars)
T = Averagze 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 + G323 + G4 + G5 + G&6 + G7

Where: Points Possible

Gl = Vehicular Speed Limit 0- 5
G2 = Railroad Prevailing

Maximum Speed 0- 5
G3 = Crossingz Geometrics Q- 5
G4 = Crossing Blocking Delay 0-10
G = Altermate Route Availability 0- 5

G6 = Accident History 0-20
G7 = Irreducibles 0=15

Total Possible 0-65

For Separations Nominated for Alteration or
Reconstruction

SCF = S1 + S2 4+ S3 + S4 + 85 + S6

Where: Points Possible

Sl = Width Clearance 0~10
52 = Height Clearance 0~10
S3 = Speed Reduction or Slow Order 0- 5
S$4 = Load Limit 0- S
S5 = Accidents at ox Near

Structure 0-10
S6 = Probability of Failure and

Irreducibles 0~10

Total Possible 0-50

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

Grade Crossinzs
Gl = Vehicular Speed Limit

MPH Points

0-30
31-35
36~40
L41-45
46-50
51-55

VERELUNHO
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G2 = Railroad Maximum Speed
MPH Points

0=-25
26=-35
36-45
46-55
56~6%5
66 +

G3 = Crossing Geometrics

0-5 points based on relative
severity of physical conditionms.

G4 = Crossing Blocking Delay, Total
Minutes per Day

Minutes Points

0-20
21-40
41-60
61-80
81-100

101-120
121~140
141-160
161-180
181-200
201 + 10

GS = Alternate Route Availability
Distance~feet Points

0-1,000
1,001-2,000
2 001-3,000
3 001-4 000
4,001-5,000
5,001 +

G6 = Accident History (10 years)
Each reportable train-iavelved accident

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

#*#PF = Protection Factor for:

Std. #9 = 1,
Sté. #8 .
Scd. #3 .
std. #1 .

woNeOWMBPLNHO

“7-
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Note 1. No more 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

(2) Secondary accidents.
Eb; Emergency vehicle usage.
¢) Accident potential.

Separations

Sl = Width Clearance S2 = Separation Height Clearance
wideh (Ft.) - Points Underpass (Ft.) Points
97" + 12(XN) 0 ISt + 0

6' but less than 14' but less
9t + 12(N) 2 than 15° 4

3' but less than 13' but less
6" + 12(N) 4 | than 147 8

0 but less than Less than 13?
3t 4+ 12(N)

11(N) but less Overpass (Fr.)
than 12(N)

Less than LL(N) 6 22%" +

20' but not less
8 than 22%'

10 18* but not less
than 20°'

Less than 18'
N = Number of Traffic Lines
$3 = Speed Reduction or Slow Order

None 0
Moderxate 2
Severe S

S4 = load Limit

None
Moderate
Severe
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S5 = Accidents at or Near Structure (10 years)
Nurber Points

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

91~-100
101 +

S6 = Irreducibles .
gaé Probability of Failure.

PWNPO

g
OWwW NN

b) Accident Potential.
¢) Delay Effects.

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
numbexr of points originally awarded to projects, as the result of
changes in factual data and further explamation of data that were
first submitted with the nominations. Changes were also made where
local agencies did not provide sufficient evidence or foundatiom
for the information containmed in their original nominatioms. Projects
for which no appearance wes made were eliminated from comsiderationm.

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

Agency Crossinz Name Affected Catezory

Alameda County Niles~Pls CNL . Crossing Name
Project Cost

CALTRANS 237-Senta Clara Project Cost

1-39.8 Train Speed
162-Butte Irreducibles

Caico Dayton Road Vehicle Volume
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El Monte

Fresno County

Haywaxrd

Los Angeles
County

Los Angeles

Norwalk

Ontario

Oroville
Pouona
Richmond

Sacramento
County

Salinas

San Gabriel

Crossinz Name

Cota Street
Cota=~Railroad
Railroad Street
Peck=-Ramona
Herndon Avenue
Termyson Road
A Street

Harder Road
W. Winton Avenue

Alondra Blvd.
Hollywood Way
Bandini Blvd.

Valley Blvd.
Norchoff Street
Ilmperial Eighway

Euclid Avenue

Bridge Street
Humane Way
Castro Street

U Street

Boronda Road

San Gabriel Lwr.

Affected Category

Vehicle Speed
Vehicle Speed
Vehicle Speed

Train Volume

Train Volume
Blocking Delay

Project Cost
Project Cost
Project Cost
Project Cost
Train Speed

Vehicle Speed
Vehicle Speed
Project Cost
Blocking Delay

Project Cost
Project Cost

Train Speed

Project Cost
Blocking Delay

Height Clearance
Train Volume
Project Cost

Vehicle Volume
Project Cost

Train Volume
Train Speed
Blocking Delay
Accident History
Irreducibles

Train Speed
Blocking Delay
Train Volume
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Agency
San Jose

San Luis Obispo

South San
Francisco

Sunnyvale

Crossinz Name

Branham Lané
Bernal Road

Orcutt Road

Grand Avenue

Mary Avenue

Affected Categorv

Vehicle Volume

Project Cost
Project Cost

Irreducibles

Irreducibles

Train Volume

The following projects were eliminated from comsideration
either by request of the mominating agency or because a representative

of the nominating agency failed to appear at the hearing in support
of the project.

Azency Crossing Name

Pittsburg Railroad Av./SPT Co.
Railroad Av./AI&SE

Magnolia Avenue
Limonite Avenue

Carmenita Avenue
Torrance RCL
The following projects were eliminated from comsideration
because they are not feasible as individual projects.
Agency Crossinz Name

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

The staff recommends that the Alondra Boulevard and
Eastern Avenue projects nominated by the County of Los Angeles be
excluded from the 1980-81 Grade Separatiom Priority List because both
received allocations from the Grade Separation Fund in the 1978-79

fiscal year and an additiomal allocation f£rom funds provided through
Senate Bill 620.

Riverside Coumty

Santa Fe Springs
Torrance
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Southern Pacific Tramsportatiom Company (SP) made 2 motion
to strike the Temnyson 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 Lame and Bermal
Road projects mominated by.the City of San Jose; and the Valley-
Eastern project of the City of Los Angeles on the ground that the
nominations do mnot coemtalin 2ll the information, particularly cost
information, required by the Commission's Order Imstituting
Investigation, and the additiomal information was mot provided by
the supporting witnesses at the time of hearing. SP contends that
if incomplete cost data is presented it-will most likely result in a
project receiving a higher priority by reasom of the use of a lower
cost figure.

This problem arises because many projects are in the early
stage of plamming and costs are based upon ballpark estimates. In
many instances the nominating agency has little expectation that it
will be able to commence comstruction withiz the fiscal year. In
prior priority list proceedings, supplemental informatiosm has
been provided following submission. This procedure was followed
by the staff in its preparation of late~filed Exhibit 9.

With the exceptions of the Bermal 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. There is little chance that these
projects would qualify for an allocationm during the next fiscal
year.

The Bernal Road project improved its position,following
hearing,moving from a priority pesition of 22 in Exhibit 2 to
19th position in Exhibit 9. The Branhaxz Lane project, however,
dropped from a priority pesition of 19 im Exhibit 2 to a priority
position of 37 in Exhibit 9.
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It does mot appear that the supplemental information
provided following submission has materially improved the positionm
of these crossings to the 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 Bermal Road project that these
projects will again be nomimated for the 1981-82 priority list and
that at such time more definite cost information will be provided.

SP also made a motionm to strike the Peck-Ramona nomination
of the City of El Monte and the Grand Avemue nomination of the City
of South San Framcisco for failure to present witmesses capable of
being cross-examined on the nomizmations.

The witness for the City of El Monte was not able to
answer in detail questions relating to the zradient plam and
width of the Peck-Ramona nomination, nor was the witmess- -
for the City of El Monte or the witness for the City of South San
Francisco able to identify the SP representatives who had been
contacted by telephome and supplied imformation om traim counts and
blocking time.

‘The E1 Monte witness testified that final plams for the
Peck~Ramona nemination had not as yet been prepared. The only
plans for the project are those contained iz a four-year-old
preliminary study and a copy of these plans was furnished to SP
several years ago. According to the witness the project gradient
can be determined from these early plans.

According to SP the motions £0 strike were made for
fear that unless disputes concerning the necessity for a grade
separation (including disputes comcerning design plans which affect
the estimated cost of a project) were raised in this proceeding, it
would be precluded from raising them in a2 subsequent application
proceeding requesting authority to counstruct. This was prompted
by Commission Decision No. 91469 dated March 18, 1980 im Application
No. 59126, which related o a request by the City of Salinas for
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authority to construct a grade separation over SP's tracks at Daris
Road. In that proceeding the city advanced the Davis Road project
as qualifying to replace the Boronda Road crossing, which project
placed 22nd on the 1979-80 priority list. In precluding S? from
showing that the 3oronda/Davis Roads project was placed Too high on
whe priority list, the Commission found that:

"22. The project is in Priority Position
Number 22 as set forth in PUC Decision
No. 90399, dated Jume 5, 1979.

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

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 zole or purpoese of
each type of proceeding has surfaced which should be clarified. The
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 separatiom or
reconstruction. That ranking is determined by a lengthy list of
primarily objective criteria, the factual data 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 zmount of time for hearing, there is little or no
opportunity in the priority list proceeding to comnsider 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 submitted 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, end,
to an extent, the project cost estimate; therefore, a priority
list's integrity, once issued, should be maintained.

Applications for authority to comstruct address omly 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 without much idea of
specific technical features or requirements. Applications for
authority to comstruct usuaslly come much later, and for many )
legitimate reasons a project may differ in scope, cost, or fumctional
intent. This is the proceeding which should closely scrutinize a
project's detail, including need, technical design, and apporticmment
of cost. Interested parties, which could include many groups not
involved in the priority hearings, should not be restricted by their
appearance or position at the priority list hearings nor limized
by the findings based on the preliminary nominationm. Each request
for authority to comstruct should be evaluated on the merits of
the application--~the latest and most detailed information available.
The motions of S? will therefore be denied.

The Commission has learmed, since the date of the hearings
on the 1980-81 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 agency and c¢rossing name, are:
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Agency Crossing Name

Buena Park Beach Blvd.

Ontario Euclid Avenue
Caltrans St. Rt. 237 Widening
Pomona Bumane Way - SPT
Oroville Bridge Street

Appendix B lists, in alphabetical order, the projects
nominated for the 1980-8] priority list. Included in the table, in
addition to information identifying each project, are the vehicular
and train volumes, project cost, and the %}%@%&E 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 each
Special Conditions Factor category to existing grade separations
nominated for alteration or recomnstruction.

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 to complete the formulac
and the information identifying the

crossing(s) were entered on a crossing
file imput form.

Data entered on the form were transferred

to data imput cards and entered into the
computer.

The V.x T calculation was performed for
x

each project and Special Conditions

Factor  points were assizned according

to the defined schedules by the computer.
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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.

Coneclusions of law

1. The criteria set forth in Appendices B, C, and D attached
hereto are reasonable and should be used to establish the 1980-81
priority list. '

2. The Alondra Soulevard and Sastern Avenue projects nominated
by the County of Los Angeles should be excluded 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 Semate Bill 620.

3. The following projects should be 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

4. Because a representative of the nominating agemcy failed
to appear in support of the nomination, the following projects
should be eliminated from comsideration.

Agency Crossinz Name

Pittsburg Railxoad av./SPT Co.
Railroad Av./AT&SF

Riverside Coumnty Magnolia Avenue
. Limonite Avenue

Santa Fe Springs Carmenita Avenue
Torrance Torrance RCL
5. The motions of SP to strike the Tennyson Road, Harxder
Road, W. Winton Avenue, Castro Street, Branham Lane, Bermal Road,
Valley~Eastern, Peck-Ramona, and Grand Avenue zominatioms smould
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 mno
opportunity in the priority list proceeding to comsider in detail
issues of need or specifics affecting final design or apportiomment
of cost. The close scrutiny of a project's detall should be
considered in an application for authority to comstruct proceeding.

7. The £five projects listed in the body of this decision,
which received allocations subsequent to hearing hereon, should be
excluded from the 1980-8l1 priority list.

8. The criteria or rules of 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. The 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 regerd to projects having the same priority index
nurtber, consideration should first be given to projects which
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to projects
for the alteration or reconstruction of existing grade separations,
and finally to projects for the construction of new grade separations.
Within each of these categories, first comsideration 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 oxder by July 1, the effective
date of this oxder should be the date of sizningz.

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 oxrder ¢f priority, of projects which the
Commission determines to be most urgently in need of separation or
alteration.

2. The motions of Southern Pacific Transportation Company
to strike the Tennyson Road, EHarder Road, W. Winton Avenue, Castro
Street, Branham Lane, Bermal Road, Valley-Eastern, Peck-Ramona,
and Grand Avenue nominations are denied.

3. With regard to projects having the same priority index .-
number, consideration shall first be givem to projects which
separate or eliminate existing grade crossings, then to projects
for the alteration or recomstruction of existing grade separations, and
finally to projects for the comstruction ¢f new grade separationms.
Within each of these categories, first comsideration shall be given
to the lowest cost project in oxder that the maximum nmumbexr 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 Califormia Trazsportation
Commission.

The effective date of this order is the date hereof.
Dated SUN 31880 , at San Franeisco, Californmia.

Q@WW\

Prevident
«/ chﬂ;4y<¢»ﬁh

Comzlsclioner Clalro T. Dolrfek, bolzg
negasearile A

r2ly 2bsent, di€ zmot parsicipate
In tzo dlaposition 02 4als procceding.
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APEENDIX A

LIST OF APPEARANCES

Interested Parties: Harold S. lentz, Attornmey at law, for Southemn
Pacific Tramsportatiorn (Company and affiliated companies; Rovy R.
GILlmer,

Gifford, for the Western Pacific Railroad Company; E. G.

for lne Atchison, Topeka & Semta Fe Railway Company; buzene G.
Bonnstetter, Attormey at Law, for the State of Californis,
Department of Tramsportation; James P. Jones, for the United
Transportation Union; Robert S. M. Yee, for the Cisy of South
San Franecisco; Robert G. Zezzanc, tor City of San Mateo;

Georze E. Cook, ior City of San Carles; Donald M. Somers, for
City or summnyvale; Ed Hardin, for Cicy or maywarc; Marvian D.
Johnson, for City of fresno; Thomas M. Perch, for Fresno Lounty;
Arnold Joens, for City of Salinas; xon Mi.ier, for City of
StocKkton; Art Mendoza, for City of Janm Jose; James C. Rav, for
County of Sacraments; Melvin P. Jomes, Sor City of rRonmer: Park;
Robert M. Barton, for TITy of Uzovilile and Alameda County;
sarnacas Jomn Kerekes, for Comtra Costa County; Wayne Peterson,
tor Clty or San Luils Obispo; Bruece Crandall, for City o ansmuir;
Dougzlas Wills, for City ¢f Chico; Larl ritkin, for City of Los
Angeles; Lwizht F. French, for City of San Gabriel; David E.
Heclund, fTor City of Zuena Vista; Hemary R. Mohle, for City of
Coromz; G. Bremt Muchow, for City Of lrvine: Mezrell Watts, for
City of Cceansice; Harold L. Purdv, for County Of Santa oarsara:;
Eldon Lee, for City of Indio; Calvin X. Wanz, for City of Coltom;
GClemn r. weleh, for City of El Motte; ropert L. Lawson, fox

Los Angeles County; David K. Havward, Tor CiLty of kKedondo Beach;
and Resalind A. Daniels, for City o Omtario.

Commission Staff: Robert W. Stich.
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SItor
57491
22308
52322
8000
8700
14500
5Q00
22600
8200
16200
10000

271500

37500
17000
217150
14250
1584
1852
138%6
3403
rost
910}
20352
1682

TRALY

PROJ VOLUKRE ¥YOLUKE

s

5
32
52
6\
54
LYY
&9
W
30
10
1t
59

§

8
1
33
29
5%

4
20
33
n
35
0

PROJECT
£0sT

7238000
3083000

‘5067000

5833000
3308000
AV97000
1140000
2580000
60170400
1580000
F445000
2360000
3300000
$725000
2000000
5580000
1740000

629000
2075000
2296300
2010000
1002000
1050000
1022000
1333000
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ALPHABETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS BY NOMINATING AGENCY

Caly EING niLe 1Pl VEN TSALN PROJECT
AGENCY hAnL PoSY Suf  eROP PROJ YOLURE VOLUPL €05t

€L nONIE

FRESND COUNTY
FRLIAND

FULLERTON

HAYNARD

HAYNARD

HAYMARD

HAYNARD

INDL0

IRVINE

IRVIME

LOS ANGELES COUMTY
L0S ANGECLES COUNTY
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
LOS ANGELES CUUNTY
LOS ANGELES COUATY
LO0S ANGELES CouRYY
LOS ANGELES CcOunty
LOS ANGILES COUNTY
LOY ANGELES

LOS ANGELES

LOY ANGELES

LOS ANCELES

t05 ANGELES
MOANALM

PECK-RANINA
HERNOIN 2 Y
ASHLAN AY
GILREKT ST

HAROER BROAD

TERNYSGA ROAD
% WINION #Y¥

A STKEEL
KONROE ST
JRVINE L¥R
ALTON PARKWAY
FUORENCE DY
GRAND AY
0oouGLAS 51
GREEXNNGCD KiA
CASTERN VY
BANOINT OL
ALONDRA EL
HOLL ¥R Q0D WaY
VALLEY §L
SANEL FU~RUSY
HLRIH nAlh &
SALICUY St
HIKUHIFF ¥)
inPLATAL kY

85540
10074
193.9
16244
28,6
23.0
2042
20.2
§09.7
180.5
185.8
4883
508,90
15,01
1495
147,3
3
15%.6
TSNS
48545
143,23 [
1382
45640
e, 3
198.0

1
1
1

L0018

EATRY
10000
21900
21000
22400

3850
28074
15700
33630

3980
30409

090
12000
13497
161348
19422
1743t
23515
18400
A1013
106430
14000
16090
Jo0te

24
2t
5¢
11
22
22
32
10
40
18
24
16
L}
L X4
L}
L1
]
2
1t
34
(1
¥t
16

15115000
2376000
4043000
5820000
18724009
42956000
5753000
$030000
6513000

11000000

8434300
6743000
63569000
3840000
§943000
1875200
7503000

12091000
9358000
2155000

11620000

23504¢000

10550000
438090
41069000
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o/IY/ 19 110




AGENCY

OCEANSIOF

ONTARIO

QROVILLE

PONOKA

PONGAA

REOONOL BEACH

RICANOND

RGHNERT PARK

SACRANENTO COUNTY

SALINAS

SANTA BARDARA COUNTY

SAN
$AL
SAM
$AN
SAN
$AN
SAh
SAN
SAh

CAkLOS
GABRIEL
Nh1Y3

J0¢L

LUls oatsro
KAREO

HATLG

MATED

HATEO

SOUTH SAN FAANLYSCO

STOCKION

SUNNTVALE

SUNNEYALE

APPEND
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ALPHABETICAL LIST OF PROJECTS BY NOMINATING AGENCY

CRISEING
KA KRE

CONBINEL LWR
LtUCLEID ry
BRIOGL SY
HUNKARE WAY
HUHANE WAY
TRGUENOQLD AV
CASTIRO <7
ROKNERT fh £1
U SIRECT
BLRONDOML RD
HGLLISTER A¥
HOLLY SIREL]
SAN LABL LNR
BERKIL RD
BHAKAN LN

QRCUTT FO

- SARTA InEZ AY

FLPLAR AY
NGHITC O1ARLO
fILVan ay
GRAND AVLHUE
HAMMER LaRY
¥OLFE K(

MAKY AY

HILL
POSTE

225%.3
37,1
205,13
2%.6
511.3
1€.7
Q.15
AZ.t
102.5
1167
365.7
23,2
4930.2
6.0
57.3
éSS.l
173
1.2
1.4
12.5
9.1
0.5
397

YA

1Yee
FROJ YILUKE

suf PROP
]
t
4
L 3
2A
1

¥YiH

J¥sie
20057
FATS
1980
13000
SRR 1
1000
15%21
4600
17,3
15075
19285
11607
12430
5350
11432
4480
8300
1130
4000
19800
25000
21223
23368

TRATA

YOLUre

53
57
24
20
21
1 ¥4
36
10
AL
24
17
59
42
30
30
14
3¢
56
5¢
S5k
10
17
170
51

PROJECYH
cosy

125600000
T 000
395000
r0000
1765000
2585000
4370000
2A7 Q000
53200400
25946000
2132000
1604000
13500000
2605000
2165000
3437000
317000
145000
SIIQOY
3706000
13515000
5207000
6260000
12950000

N W N N W N o

-
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTORS FOR GRADE CROSSINGS NOMINATED FOR SEPARATION OR ELVHINATION

YER SPO  TRAIH X1AG BLEAG ALT &(CC
CKOSSING HivE Lintl SPEED GECR OELAY RTIE HEST IRR
AGENCY HARE POST SUF  PROP Gt G2 6} G GS 113 67

1 4 20 15

W»

ALAREDA COUNTY NILES*PLS CAL 3.2 B 0 3

ALANEOA COUNTY LIv-aLT CASL 5.0 4 15

BAKERSFILLY
CALTRANS
CALIRANS
CALTRANS
CALIRANS
CALTRANS
CALTRANS
CALIRANS
CALTRANS
CALIRANS
CHICO

COAMTRA COSTA COUNTY

CORONA
CORONA
CORONA
OUMSRUIR
€L NANTE
FALSKO COUNTY
FRESKO
FULLERTON
HAVWARD
(AT WARD
HAYVYARD

UNEON-2410H
T9-RIVERSIOE
138+5AN BROO
GA=HONIEREY
166=5T4 BARBA
180-FRESND
58<$AN £ROO
S4~YOLC
237=SANTA CLA
AL-FRESKO
OAYION KOAD
SORERSVILLE
CGTA &1
COTA-RAILROAD
RALLROXD ST
SCHERAER AY
PECK-RARONA
HEAKOON AV
ASHUAN AY
GILOERY €0
HARQER ROAD
TEMNYSON FO2D
¥ MIHTAN AV

P

o A o0 0o D O 6 o -

312,3
56244
€0.9
119,29
276.8
997.8
T60,3
871.5
319.8
205.9
18,8
52.4
24,5
2445
2548
32147
$$5.0
10078
199.9
16244
21,6
231.0
23.¢2
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3
0
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTORS FOR GRADE CROSSINGS NOMINATED FOR SEPARATION OR ELIHINATION

VEH SPO  TRAIN X§AG BLENG ALY ACC
CROSS NG HILE LAY SPEED  GECH DELAY RIt HIST IRR
AGENCY NAFE : POST SUF  PROP G 6?2 63 G S &6 a?

H ] )
10

-~
-
~

HAYXARD A STRECH 2042 Q
9

»

thOIG KGURSL €1 6097 1
10

IRVIME IRVINC L¥h 120,5 1

IRVEME ALTON PRRMBAY 1585.6

o v v

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLORENLCE AY 488,13

o w O

105 ANGLLES COUNEY GRARD AY 506,0
LOS ANGELES COUNTY QOUGLAS St 15,01
LGS ANGELES CAUNTY GRELRGLD Y18 149.5

[ " T ST T R I LA

LOS ANGELES COounty EASTERY LY 147.3

LOS ANGELES CQuNTY BANOINI 8L LI
LOS ANGELES (OUnNTY ALGADRA OL

L0S ANGELES COUNTY HOLLYuCCD wWAY

LGS ANGELES YALLEY EL

LOS ANGELES SANIA FE-kASH

@ W N O B e

-
o

LOS ANGELES NHORTA HAIN ST
LOY ANGELES SAVECOY S§¥
LO0S ANGELES NOROHOFE 5%
HORWALA EHPERIAL huY

L
0
L
LY
0
]
3
L
9
0
4
]
0

gCeEANStOL COXOINED LK
GNIARID rucety ay
fONONA HUNARE WAY

REOGNDO BEACH INGLEXOLY AV

N w OO P e O O W o e e o W OO W O W

~ e s P W wO N

RICHNONLD CAStRO M1
ROHNERT PARA ROUNERT PR CC

- O e, O ™ o o O O N N W e N WO 0N N

-N O O s -

SACRANLAHTO CGUNYY u STRECH




AGENCY
SALINRS
SAN CARLOS
SAN GABRIEL
SAN JOSE
SAN JOSME
$AN LUIS 0DISPO
SALTH SAN FRANCISCO
STCCAION
SURNYVALEL
SUNNTVALE
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS FAGTORS FOR GRADE CROSSINGS NOMINATED FOR SEPARATION OR ELIMINATION

CROSLING
HAFE

60RONOA RO
HOLLY STREETL
SAN GABL LR
ECRNAL O
YRARHAR LN
URCUTF D
GRAND AVENUE
HANNER LANE
WULFE RL

RARY AY

YER $PD TRAIN XIAG  BLKKG ALY
HILE Linly SPECO GELXR OELAY RITE
POST SUF PROP Gl G2 G3 Gi G5

~
w

e, 7 5 |
23,2 0
v90.2
61,0
57,1
25343
9.3
98,5
319.¢2

N s o N N ™ oy &
[ I I N L N TV R I

17,9

ACC
H1ST
G6é

S

2
s
i

IRR
Gr

6
10
15

8

8
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. APPENDIX.A .

SPECIAL CONDITIONS FACTORS FOR SEPARATIONS NOMINATED FOR ALTERATION OR RECONSTRUCTION

NIDIH  BLEGHT SPLLO RLOAD ACC
CrISSING HILS CLEAR CLEAR REOUC  LINIY STRUC IRR 1GTAL
AGERCY NANE POSI SUF  PROFP 5t $2 33 S - 85 b1 SCF

10 37
] 24

N
W

BUENA PARM stACH JdL tta.6 9 10 L)

=/rY/ 19 110

CALIRANS 10-YuBA 14).7 L

A
CALTHRANS 23I7-SANTIA (LA 0 18
1 &

134

0
CALTRANS 218-ALAKEOL ]
4

CALTRANS 162-8UT1E

COLION fFO6G 31 135

2%
22

COMIAA COSIA COUNIY HORELLO AY
GROVEILLL GRIOGE &Y

PORONA HUMANT ®AY ]

28
29

21

SANTA BARBARA COUNIY HOLLISTER AY
SAh KALEG SANEA EAEZ AY
$AN HATED POPLAR Ay

SAN HATEQ KONTE OlaBLG 2t

2%

L - I - L. Y - TV R U Y- S Y Y,
Qo O O & O o o0 o o N O o N

$AN KATED TILION AV
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Page t of 3
PROJECTS NCGHMINATED BY PRIORITY INDEX KUMBER

yur PRIORTTY
L} 1N sessve ENDEX PRIGRILY
NUNMBER NUNBER

CROSSING
RGEACY NAKRE POSY SUF  PROP ¢ 1 2% SCF

EL XONTE

SAN MATEQ

ALANEQA COUNTY
FRESNO COUNTY
ALANEOA COUNTY

SAK MATEQ

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO
0CEANSIOE

FRESND

CALTRANS

BAKERSF IELD

INO10

SUANTVALE

OUASNUIR

CALTRANS

SAN JOSE

coLION

105 ANGELES

SAN GABRIEL
SANIA BARBARA COUNTY
FULLERTON

LOS ANGELES GOUNTY
SAN CAKLOS
SUNNYYALE

LOS ANGELES

PECK-RAMINA
POPLAR AY
HILES-PLS CM
BEANOON AY
LIV=ALT CASL
FILTON AY
GRAND ANENVE
CONBINED LY¥R
ASHLAN AY
133~3AN 8ROO
UNEQN-24TH
HONROE 51
¥OLFE RO
SCHERALR AY
58<5AN BROD
BERNAL FO
FQGG ST
SANTA FE-wASH
SAN GABL LR
HOLLESTER AV
Glieeat st
GREEN#00D NM1A
d0LLyY SIREER
NARY oY
NORTH NALN SI

495.0
7.2
3.2

100744

46,0
7.5
9.3
225.9
199.9
60,9
312.3
605 7
39.7
LY RY
780.3
6149
Ll 8
143,29 €
190.2
16547
16244
149,535
232
3r.9
1.42

3
29
2
A

A

- P m O

P s N N w N N

52
21
L1
A2
L Y4
29
10
n
36
39
33
L1
27
$ 13
L ¥4
32
13
1)
32
28
25
28
26
28
30

55
50
s
13
16
S
Al
&3
82
82
AL
'3
0
3
18
Y
w
%
s
33
32
32
32
32
32

w e w N ow N
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AGENCT
CALTRANS
IRVINE
REQONDO BEACH
CALTRANS
CALTRANS
SAN JOSE
CALIRANS
NORWALK
SACRARENTO CQUNTY
SALIMAS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
CHICO
CORONA
STOCKION
CALTRANS
SAN LUIS OBLSPO
CORONA
LO5 ANGELES COUNTY
SAR KALEO
CONMPRA COSTA COUNTY
CALTRANS
CALIRANS
LOS ANGELES
HAYMARD
SAN NRILQ

APPENDIX’

Page 2 of 3

PROJECTS NOMINATED BY PRIORITY INOEX NUMBER

CROSSING
NaxE

166°STA RARBL
IRYINE LuR
INGLERQUD AY
180-FRESND
237+SANTA €Lk
BRANHAN LN
19-RIVEKSIOE
INPERIAL HWY
U STRELY
86RONOR PO
HOLLYWOCO WAY
QAYION ROAD
COTA-RAILROMND
HAKEER LANE
T0-YUBA
QRCUTT RD
RATILROAD $T
BANDINE 6L
MONIE DRABLO
NORELLO AY
68 MONTEREY
S4°Y0L0
VALLEY EL
TENNYS AN ROMD
SANIA LLEZ A¥

miLe
POSI SUf  PROP

27648
180,35
16.7
9918
39,8
5.}
562.4
$98.0
102,5
11647
13
183,8
28,5
8.5
1.7
253,33
236
3.4
114
t169.1
1929
a8r.5
\85.3
23.0
.S

vt

L XEE R XJ

C ¢ 2%

SCF
27
28
23
23
29
2?
23
22
26
e
26
24
[4}
24
24
24
25
23
21
5
19
19
2t
18
20

PRIORTTY
TRoLX

NUNBER
st
s
30
30
30
29
29
28
28
28
28
21
27
27
a

PRICRITY
NUKBER

26
27
28
2%
10
n
32
3
i 1)
13
16
7
L]
1]
114
At
L2
A3
L1
43
17
\7
LY
L}
$0

uf/eIv/ 19 110




AGENCY
CALTRANS
CALTRANS
YRYIME
LO5 AKGELES COUNTY
HAYWARD
RICHNOND
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
CALTIRAMNS
HAYNARD
COROMA
HAYNARD
LOS ANGELES
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
ROHNERT PARK
LOS ANGELES
LO5 ANGELES COYNIY
PONONA

APPENJ‘

Page 3 of 3
PROJECTS NOMINATED BY PRIORITY INDEX KUHBER

Y x1

CROSSING
NA KL SUf  PRIP C X 24

162-8011¢C 8 ]
2I8~ALAKEDA -] 3
ALTON PARKWAY

GRAND AV

HARDER ROAD

CASTRO &?

FLORENCE AY

L1~FRESND

A SIRLEY

ot 51

W XINTON AY

SATECOY 5Y

SOMERSBY¥ILLE

ROHNERY PA LX

NOROAOFF &%

QOUGLAL Y

HUNAME WRY

5CF

184
19
17
19
11
1¢
15
i3
20
17
13
13
1%
it
t2
10

9

PRIGRITY
INDEX
NUMBER
23
22
22
22
21
21
2t
21
21
19
19
)
13
)
1"
"2
1n

PRIORITY
NUNBER

5t
52
33
34
35
b1
3!
538
39
&0
$1
62
63
(1)
§3
&6
&7

wf/eTY/ 19 110




