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SUMMARY

This report submits the Grade Separation Priority List for fiscal years 2008-2009 for
highway-rail crossing construction projects that qualify for state Section 190 funding. The
Section 190 Grade Separation Program is executed under Streets and Highways (S&H) Code
Sections 190-192 and 2450-2461. The priority list is issued in compliance with Commission
Order Instituting Investigation (Oll) proceeding (1.07-07-006), dated July 12, 2007, and the
presiding Administrative Law JudgeOs (ALJ) procedural Ruling, issued December 10, 2007. The
ALJOs ruling set January 25, 2008 as the due date for the Public Utilities CommissionOs
(Commission) Rail Crossings Engineering Section Staff Exhibit. The Ruling also ordered parties
to file comments on the Staff Exhibit by February 8, 2008. The Oll established the criteria for

funding of grade separation projects in accordance with Section 2452 of the S&H Code.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND SCHEDULE

On July 12, 2007, the Commission issued 1.07-07-006 for the purpose of establishing and
furnishing to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) a priority list of highway-rail grade separation projects eligible for state
Section 190 funding. S&H Code Section 2488uires the Commission to establish the priority
list for projects and furnish it to the CTC by JuR/df each year for use in the fiscal year
beginning on that date. 1.07-07-006 established the process for interested parties to submit
proposed projects to be included in a new priority list for fiscal years 2008-2009 and 2009-2010
and to submit to the Commission their nominations for grade separation projects by Friday,
October 19, 2007.

Staff received a total of 120 timely filed nominations for projects to be included in the
current priority list.

The ALJ Ruling issued on December 10, 2007, established the schedule for the
proceeding through the issuance of an interim decision for fiscal year 2008-2009. In the Ruling,
the Commission set January 25, 2008 as the due date for the Staff Exhibit, including the
proposed priority list to be sent to the parties on the service list. The Ruling also ordered parties
to file and serve comments on the Staff Exhibit by February 8, 2008. As prescribed in the ALJ
Ruling, the final date for revision of Staff Exhibit and the date for mailing the evidentiary
hearing schedule to nominating applicants is February 22, 2008.
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Evidentiary hearings will be held as follows:

March 3 B 4, 2008 Commission Courtroom
10:00 a.m. State Office Building

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Junipero Serra State Office Building
320 West 4th Street, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 90013

March 5B 7, 2008
10:00 a.m.

The Oll requires nominating partiesO representatives to appear personally at the hearings
to update, clarify, or explain each nomination, as necessary. After the hearings, staff may revise
the tables to incorporate any changes to nominations approved by the assigned ALJ. All matters

pertaining to the interim decision are to be submitted on or before, April 15, 2008.

DISCUSSION

Staff evaluated each of the 120 project nominations by analyzing data submitted,
comparing information to Commission records, and researching accident history. Certain parties
submitted supplemental information at the request of staff, or on their own.

Of the 120 project nominations, staff determined 119 projects qualified. Two project
nominations involving adjacent crossings were consolidated together into one multiple crossing
project. This project consolidation includes the City of Santa Fe Springs nominations for Los
Nietos Road and for Norwalk Boulevard. As indicated in both nominating applications, the
consolidation checkbox was marked. Therefore, Santa Fe Springs could have combined the
information into one application, but instead submitted two applications. Staff combined the
data contained in the two applications and informed the City. Staff then calculated the priority
ranking for each of the remaining 119 projects based on the formulas in 1.07-07-006, Appendix
2.

Staff analyzed projects involving closure and/or separation of multiple crossings in the
same manner as single crossing project. Staff determined the point allocation for multiple
crossing projects by adding vehicle counts, number of accidents, and crossing geometric points
for each of the crossings. For the special condition factors of passenger buses, school buses,
hazardous trucks and blocking delay, staff considered those not on the same roadway as separate

and added those points.
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Section 2452(g) requires the Commission to determine the maximum project allocation.
The total funding for such allocations for a single project shall not exceed $5 million without
specific legislative authorization, except that the amount for a single project may be increased to
either (1) an amount which includes the federal construction cost index increase each year since
1976, or (2) an amount which does not exceed one-third of the total funds appropriated.

Staff calculated the cost ceiling up to which the allocation of funds could be increased
based on the federal construction cost index. Staff used the OPrice Trends for Federal Aid
Highway ConstructiotO as the federal construction cost index for this purpose. For 2007, the
first quarter composite index was 205.352. The 1976 composite average index was 56.9. Based
on these numbers, the allocation can be increased to $18 million ([205.352/56.9] *$5 million), if
this allocation does not exceed one third of funds available. Since 1974, the fund has remained
at $15 million. Funding for an individual project is limited to one-third of the total funds
appropriated for grade separation projects for a given year which is $5 million. Therefore, the
controlling limit is based on available funds. For the purpose of this Oll, the maximum
allocation for a single project is $5 million per fiscal year, notwithstanding Section 2454(g)(1) of
S&H Code, which authorizes the CTC to allocate up to $15 million to a single project if that
project is the highest ranking project on the priority list established by the Commission.

Additional funds may be available as a result of the passage of Propositjomhidh

includes $150 million for improving highway-rail crossings and constructing grade separations.

lus. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index.
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt

? Relevant Proposition 1B language:

() (1) Two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) shall be deposited in the Highway-
Railroad Crossing Safety Account, which is hereby created in the fund. Funds in the account
shall be available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the Department of Transportation for
the completion of high-priority grade separation and railroad crossing safety improvements.
Funds in the account shall be made available for allocation pursuant to the process established in
Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 2450) of Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code,
except that a dollar for dollar match of nonstate funds shall be provided for each project, and the
limitation on maximum project cost in subdivision (g) of Section 2454 of the Streets and
Highways Code shall not be applicable to projects funded with these funds.
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The basis for allocation and state requirements for both funding sources ($15 million allocated
under S&H Code Section 190, and the $150M Proposition 1B funds allocated to the Highway-
Railroad Crossing Safety Account (HRSCA)) are contained in S&H Code Sections 2450-2461.
The HRSCA allocation guidelines are scheduled for adoption February 14, 2008 by the CTC.
More information can be found at the CTC website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/transprog/ibond.htm

NOTES REGARDING NOMINATION EVALUATIONS

Crossing Geometric Factor: The crossing geometric factor for each crossing was

awarded O - 17 points based on the relative severity of physical conditions including sight
distances, crossing angles, surface profiles, traffic, and roadway characteristics.

Blocking Delay, Passenger Buses, School Buses, and Haz-mat Trucks Factor: Based

on the current pool of applicant nominations, staff assigned the values for the BDekayg

(BD) factor within a range of 1 to 5. The BD factor accounts for the total daily time a crossing is
blocked by trains. A similar process is used to determine variables included in Other Factors
(OF) such as average daily traffic counts (ADT) for school buses (SB), passenger buses (PB),

and trucks carrying hazardous-material (HT). The BD, PB, SB, HT factors are as follows:

BD (total | BD<1 | 1=<BD< 50 | 50<=BD<100 | 100<=BD<155 | 155<=BD<200 | BD>=200
min/day)

points 0 1 2 3 4 5

SB (ADT) SB<1 1=<SB <20 | 20<=SB<50 | 50 <= SB<90 | 90 <=SB
points 0 0.5 1 2 3

(2) Notwithstanding the funding allocation process described in paragraph (1), in consultation
with the department and the Public Utilities Commission, the California Transportation
Commission shall allocate one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) of the funds in the
account to high-priority railroad crossing improvements, including grade separation projects, that
are not part of the process established in Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 2450) of
Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code. The allocation of funds under this paragraph shall
be made in consultation and coordination with the High-Speed Rail Authority created pursuant to
Division 19.5 (commencing with Section 185000) of the Public Utilities Code.
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PB (ADT) PB<1 1=<PB <=50 | 50<PB <=88 | 88< PB <120 | 120 <=PB
points 0 0.5 1 2 3
HT (ADT) HT <1 | 1<=HT <54 | 54 <=HT <=210| 210 < HT<=410 410<HT
points 0 0.5 1 2 3

Accident History: In evaluating the project nominatiorf&aff reviewed accident
history for the ten-year period of October 21, 1997 thru October 21, ZD& .accident history

only included vehicle and pedestrian versus train incidents, excluding suicides. Accident history
does not include other incidents at or near the crossing, such as vehicle versus vehicle or vehicle

versus fixed object incidents.

NOTES REGARDING SPECIFIC NOMINATIONS

City of Bakersfield: Baker-Truxtun-Beale nomination was corrected after receiving an

e-mail dated November 20, 2007 from Mr. Ron Ruettgers, consultant to the City, indicating the
train count of 287 [(not 406) = 41*7 total crossings]. Staff notified consultant that train count
should only be 41 for this multiple crossing project nomination. Consultant accepted value of
T=41.0ther corrections include: El Toro Viejo, agency was changed to City of Bakersfield from
Kern County Roads Department; and Mohawk Street community impact statement correction in
language and the vehicle count should have additional 94 trucks per day. Staff accepted the
revised data.

City of Colton: Staff contacted the City concerning missing information regarding cost

share, train count, and blocking delay for the Valley Boulevard nomination. The City submitted
requested information and staff accepted and incorporated additional information.

City of Corona: Auto Center Drive nomination, PUC ID of B-27.50-C, was incorrectly

identified in the application. Staff field verified the crossing and noted it should be crossing 2B-
27.17. The CityOs Railroad Street nomination, incorrectly identified as PUC ID of B-25.59-C,
was also corrected to 2B-25.61, based on staff field verification.

City of Los Angeles: Staff notified the City that the Riverside Drive nomination

gualified for up to $5 million. The City agreed to the correction of C=$5M. Also, accident
history for the nomination was not provided and therefore AH=0.
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City of San Bruno: The San Bruno (PUC ID 105E-11.00) nomination listed an accident

of 5/29/05 with one fatality for San Bruno Avenue. The provided Caltrain information attached
to the application listed the accident at milepost 10.3 which is not at the crossing. Additinally,
FRA and CPUC data were checked and the incident was not attributed to the crossing. Staff
notified the City and excluded the incident.

City of Santa Clarita: Staff contacted the City regarding the proposed Magic Mountain

Parkway crossing nomination, consisting of four crossings (three to be eliminated and one
proposed new replacement) with zero values in a number of requested items: photos of
approaches, elevated surface profile in the crossing geometrics, blocking delay, and vehicle
counts. City submitted requested items: blocking delay=27 minutes for each crossing, Magic
Mountain Parkway ADT= 50,000 projected for 2030, photos of crossing approaches, and the
crossing individual elevated surface values. Staff notified the City that future year projected
traffic counts were inappropriately used in the nomination and ADT must be based on projected
current traffic counts for proposed crossings. Staff estimated the ADT=39,277 for 2008 by
using a growth factor of 2% per year, which was removed from the future projected counts. City
was informed of the modified figure and concurred in its calculation.

City of Santa Fe Springs: Staff notified the City that their nominations of Norwalk

Boulevard/Los Nietos Road (which were combined into a single nomination), Rosecrans
Avenue/Marquardt Avenue, and Valley View Avenue were missing their Part H attachments:
location map, photos of crossing approaches and community impact statement. Applicant
submitted requested information and staff incorporated the information into the nominations.
City of Stockton: Staff contacted the City requesting the Morada Lane and Sperry Road

proposed crossing nomination mileposts. The City provided Morada Lane milepost of 99.70,
therefore staff substituted the PUC ID of 004-99.70 for the nomination. Staff also incorporated
the CityOs additional PUC ID information for the Sperry Road nomination for three crossings:

* 001D-86.3, UPRR Paralleling El Dorado Street
* 4-89.67, UPRR Paralleling McKinley Street
e 75-2.44, UPRR (former Tidewater Southern Railway

City of Vista: In its nominations, the City included values of zero for the vehicle and
blocking delay for the proposed crossing Olive Avenue/Orange Street nomination. Therefore,

staff used the V and BD from the last proceeding. The City agreed with the following changes of
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V= 42,845 and BD=3. For the Vista Village Drive/Main Street nomination, staff requested the
missing cost share information, which the City also submitted. Staff incorporated the value of
C=%$20 million.

County of Kern: By e-mail dated November 20, 2007 from Mr. Ron Ruettgers,

consultant to the County, indicated the following revised counts: for'tiStandard project
nomination SB=14, PB=36 & HT=113; Olive Drive (B-308.9) train count = 44; Rosedale
Highway train count = 12.

Imperial County Public Works Department: On January 9, 2007, staff contacted the

County concerning their requested cost share, which they listed as the total project cost. For this
project, under the current guidelines, the maximum allocation from the Section 190 Program is
currently 1/3 of the total funds, or $5M, unless the County requests multi year funding, which

can increase the total allocation to $20M. The county was contacted and requested the
nomination be modified to request the $20M. Additionally, the blocking delay had a value of
zero, which the County indicates it will provide at a later date. Until that information is

provided, staff set BD=0.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works: The Fairway Drive nomination

indicated a total truck count of 618 rather than only hazmat trucks (HT) as specified in the
nomination forms. Because the trucks reported are included in OAutosO, this value was adjuated
to HT=0. Additionally, the ADT count was incomplete for the Sierra Highway/Barrel Springs
Road nomination. The ADT provided in the nomination forms did not include the count for

Barrel Springs Road. Staff used the last proceeding ADT=500 for Barrel Springs and added it to
the figure for Sierra Highway, which was listed as 8,007. Therefore the total ADT for the project
nomination is 8,507. The City was notified and accepted these changes.

San Bernardino County: County was notified that its nomination blocking delay was

not what was requested in the Oll instructions. County provided corrected blocking delay for the
following nominations, which were accepted by staff: Palm Avenue: 404 min, Glen Helen

Parkway: 404 min., Vista Road: 464 min. and Lenwood Road: 584 min.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff has completed its evaluation and has ranked nominated projects in order of highest priority

to the lowest priority using the formulas accepted for use in the Oll. The resulting prioritized
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ranking is as shown in Appendix A. It contains the proposed list of eligible projects nominated
for inclusion on the 2008-2009 Grade Separation Priority List by their priority index and rank.
This appendix also includes project information such as vehicle and train volumes, project cost,
special condition factors or separation factors, and the resulting priority index calculated from

the appropriate formula.



