
Deoision No. - 1"7330 . 

:BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF mE STATE OF CA'LIFORNIA 

} 
Los Angeles County Gra~e Crossing ) 
Cocm1ttee, ) 

1 
Complainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. 2124. 

J 
Southern Pacific Railroad Comp~, ) 
& oorporation, and the Southern ) 
Paoific Company, a corporation, } 

j 
Detendant. ) 

In the ~tter ot the Inves~igation J 
o~ the Co~ssionfs own motion of J 
the satety and necessity ot grade ) 
crossings ot the tracks ot Southern) 
Pacitic Company in ~he cities ot ) case No. 2171. 
Los Angeles, Glen~ale and Burbank, ) 
County ot Los Angeles, State of ) 
Ca.litornis.. ) 

----------------------------) 
John R. Berryman, Jr., tor Los Angeles County 
. Grade Cross1ng CO~ittee; 

Ray L. Uorrow, City Attorney, and L. R. ~arr, 
Assistant City Attorney, tor City ot Glendale; 

Mllton Bryan, AsSistant City Attorney, tor City 
ot Los Angele s; 

J~e$ lie Mltchell, City Attorney, tor City of 
Burbank; 

R. C. MoAllister. Deputy County CO'U.l!l.sel, tor 
County ot Los Angeles; 

Frank Karr, tor Southern Paoifio Company and 
Pacific Electric Railway Company; 

F •. W. Mielke, tor Southern Pacific Compa.DY; 
Geo. A. Damon, for Los Angeles County Regional 

Planning Co~ission; 
S. V. Cortelyou, for California State Highway 

Com.c.is si on; 
G. C. De Garmo, tor Gla~ding, McBean & CompaDy; 
otto & L~, by Roy A~ Linn, tor Von Breton, 

Lampe and Sweet. 

~VEY, COMMISSIONER: 

OPINION ----_ .... _ ...... 
case 2124, as entitle~ above, was t1led With the Com-
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mission on April 17th, 1925, wherein the Commission is asked to 

deterc1ne, under proper prooess, whether or not the grade oross-

ing ot Los Feliz Boulevard and Southern Pacitic tracks should be 

re~lace~ with a grade separation, and it so, to apportion the ex-

pense thereot between the interested parties. 

A puolio hearing was held on this proceeding On June 

16th, 1925. £t this hearing both the City o~ Los Angeles and the 

City ot Glen~ale aske~ the Commission to make a oom~rehens1ve 
s~~ o~ the entire grade orossing Situation, W1th respeot to 

Southern Paoific Company1s traoks through Glendale and vioinity, 

and to determine, before any ooney is ~ent at the pro~osed Los 

Peliz Boulevard grade separation, whether or not the plan pro-

posed by Complainant in Case 2124 would be consistent with the 

best plan for general grade crossing elimination in this vioinity. 

~ereupon the Commission's Transportation Engineer was directed 

to make suoh an investigation and to report at the next hearing, 

it being agreed by interested parties that their respeotive repre-

sentatives would oooperate ~d assist in this investigation. 

On Septe~ber 21st, 1925, the Commission instituted a 

proeeed~5 on its own ~otion, Ca:e 2171, tor the pu.-pose ot de-

termining whether, in the interest ot publio convenienoe and pub-

lic safety, the installation and maintenance of additional pro-

tective deVices, the separation of grades or the abolition or 

relooation of orossings is or will be reqUired at the orossings 

ot the traoks o~ Southern Paoifio Company at various interseoting 

highways, or aDy ot the~, in the Cities ot Los Angeles, Glendale 

~d Burbank, County ot Los Angeles, State of Calitornia, between 

and including the orossing ot Dayton Avenue in said City ot Los 

Angeles and the crossing of San Fernando Road in said City of 

Burbank, and also tor the purpose ot determining wnether, in the 

interest of publio convenience and publi0 safety, the separation 
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of grades is or will be re~ired a~ the grade orossing of the 

track of the Pacific Eleotric Railway Company with the tracks ot 

Southern Pacific Company at or near Brand Boulevard in said City 

ot Glendale, and for the further purpose of determining the pro-

portions 1n which the expense ot construction and maintenance ot 

~ such additional proteotion, or separation of grades, or aboli-

tion or relocation of such crOSSings, if prescribed, shall be 

d.i vided. between Southern Pacifi c CompSllY, Pa..citio Eleotric Rail .. 

~~ Company, the Cities ot Los Angeles, Gle~dale and Burbank, 

the County of Los Angeles and the State of California, 1n rela-

tion to the California Highway Commission. 

At the publio hearing on December 22nd, 1925, both ot 
these proceedings were consolidated for hearing an~ deoision. 

Further public hearings were held on these proceedings at Los 

.Angeles on February 8th, N'lSroh 15th, lJtarch 2 10th and June 4th, 

1926. 

~e result of the cotlprehensive study of the grade 

orossing Situation, with respeot to Southern :Pa.oific CompaDYfs 
-tracks !rom ~ton Avenue in Los Angeles to San Fernando Road 

cross~ in the City of Burbank, was introduoed in evidence 

(Comcission~s EXhibit No.1) by the Commiss10n t s ~anspcrtation . 
Engineer, unaer whose supervision the jOint investigation was 

made. 

It does not appear necessary to discuss at length this 

vol'C.tlinous exhibit, tc.rther than to quote from the summa.ry sta.te ... 

ment of conolusions and. recommend.ations contained therein as 

follows: 

Wl. L total ot sixteen crOSSings will probably ade-
~uately serve the ultimate needs of territory 
from the San Fernando Road crossing 1n Eurbank to 
Dayton Avenue in Los Angeles, a d.istance of ap-
prOxil:la.tely ten nles. 
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2. ~e territory Will eventua.lly be intensively 
developed as urban terri tory and should ul-
t1l:la.telY 'be entirely tree from all crossing 
ot high speed railroad traoks at grade. 

Z. 'nle work ot elimina.ting grade orossings in 
this territory Should be commenced a.t once 
and should be oompletely aooocplished vdthin 
a period ot fifteen years. 

4. ~ere are two general. pl3.l:ls of effecting this 
complete grade crossing elimination: 

a. A oomprehensive plan ot depressing the 
railroad south ot ~viation Drive and 
eleva.ting the railroad north of Avia.-
tion Drive. 

b. An ~dividual trea.tment plan of providing 
a. subway or overhead a.t ea.oh ot the neoes-
sary highways. 

5. omitting consideration of cost, each of these 
general ~lans hss oertain adv4ntages. ~e more 
~portan~ o~ these res~otive advantages are 
as tollows. 
a. In ~~vor o~ oomprehensive plan: 

l. Coc~lete grade orossing elimination 
would be e~~eoted over a large seotion 
~ediately upon the completion ot the 
~irst stage ot the work. 

2. E¢onoc1oal oonct~otion o~ grade separa-
tions of !uture streets not now foreseen 
as neoessary. 

3. Encours,gement ot ~airlY u.n1torm bus1lless 
development of property adjaCent to rail-
road. 

4. Construotion of neoeosary highways aoross 
the railroad with the cinimum disturbanoe 
of existing street gra~es. 

b. ~ favor of individual crossing plan: 

1. Elimina.tion ot ririll or swi toh~ traok 
grade orossings tnat will still exist 
under the oomprehensive pl~. 

2. Greater trattio oapaoity ot highways due 
to elimination of industrial traok grade 
orossings. 

3. MiniI:l1.lm amount ot lan"- taken from na.tural. 
industrial uses. 

4. ltini.c:uI:l. interferences with both highway 
and railroad tr~fio during period ot 
constro.otion. 

5. Grade orossing relief oan be attorded at 
any partioular orossing at a time oom-
;para.ble with the needs ot that partioular 
crossing. 

6. ~ere orossings are adjaoent to San Fernando 
Road (suoh as Colorado Street) grade oan also 
be separa.ted trom San Fernando Road. 

7. No serious drainage problem. 
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8. View of Glendale not hidden to passengers 
on tra.ins. 

&. ~e est~ted costs of two plans for the sixteen 
erossings compare as follows: 

Comprehensive Ind.1 vi dusJ. 
Plan Plan 

~otaJ. New Money $18,360,371. $4,865,646.. 
~vera8e Annual New Money 
Re~uirements over 15 
year perio~ 1,224,021. 324,376. 

Average Annual Interest 
oharge at 5% for first 
15 years 634,051. 123,4l9. 

Annual Interest charge 
~t 5% atter 15 years 918,018. 243,282. 

7. It is noted that the annual interest reqUirements 
&lone of the oocprehensive plan are nearly twiee 
the average annual total new money re~u1reQents 
o! the individual :plan for the fifteen years d'lr-
1ng which the entire work oould be aocomplishe~. 

S. It is reoom:nend.ed that the incli vid.ual plan be 
adopted and the construction program be promptly 
undertaken. 

9. For ~ oonstruction :program p the various grade 
separations be grouped into three groups, each 
group to be construoted. in a five year period. 
Xhe orossings recommended for these groups are: 

Group I. 

Los Feliz Boulevard 
Brand Boulevard 
netoher Drive 
San Fernando Road (Turkey CrossingJ 
Tyburn Street 

Group II. 

ColoradO street 
Ms,gnolia. A.venue 
Olive Avenue 
Parkda.le Avenue 
Western Avenue 

Group III. 
COolidge Avenue or ~lett Avenue 
Broadway 
Grand View Avenue 
Ala.med.a. A.venue 
Ver<Lugo Avenue 
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10. The grade c~ossing at the folloWing named streets 
should be closed: 

Goodv/in Avenue 
Aviation Drive 
Sonora Avenue 
Allen A.venue 
?rovidencia Avenue 

11. ~Ae grade crossing of the Pacific Electric over 
Southern ?scific at Brand Boulevard should tem-
porarily re~sin. pending the construction of a 
Rapid Transit Line to Glendale.~ 

It appears from this exhibit, when considered to-

gether w.1 th all evidence presented, tha. t the so-called IndividU$.l 

Treo.tment ?lru::. is tho proper plon to adopt, and it fUrther appears 

that this is the only plan that can be feasibly financed. ~Ais 

IndiTldual 'Treat~ent ?lan hss been approved by the cities of ~os 

Angeles ~d Burb~, the County of Los Angeles :me. by Southern 

?s.cific Compo.l'lY. The City ot Glendale e~~ressed no proference 

as to pl~. Cert~in interezted private property ovmers exprcss-

ed ~ preference for the Comprehensivo ?lan, and others objected 

to aD:! grade separation in the vicinity of their holdings. 

The program Or se~uence of crossing eliminations 

recommended ~eems to be satisfactory but it does not sp~oar either 

necesscxy or proper that the Co~i$sion should at this time attempt 

to definitely deter.nine the ex~ct time and order for the entire 

grade crossing elimin~tion program. It might develop that fu.ture 

condi tion£ will arise to greatly cl".o.nge the present situation. 

!t is entirely proper, howev~r, t~ct the Commission should now 

direot suoh gr~e crossing relicf ~s is re~uirod by the immediate 

p'lblic needs. The ovide~ce clearly shows that among the grade 

crossings ~der consider~tion there are two outstanding cases 

where tnere is an urgent public necessity for relief, numely, at 

the Los ~eliz Eo~evard an~ the Glendale-Brand Eoulevard cross-

i:c.gs, .,'/hereby $Ubw~y3, substantially in accordance wi til the 

Individual Treat:e:c.t ?l~ described as Commios1on's ~:ibit No.l, 

should be constructe~. 
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Los Feliz Boulevard is an important highway arter,y 

which offers a direct connection between the Glendale-?asadena 

districts and the Hol~ood distriot of Los Angeles, ~s well at 

the west beaches. The City of Los Angeles has recentlY oon-

a~ructed a new bridge on this highway over the Los Angeles Riv~r 

and ~o=tions of the route h~ve been 1m~roved by tho construotion 

of a 70-foot paved roadway. A traffic count taken on XUesd~y, 

January 6th, 1925, between the hours of 6:00 A.M. and'lO:OO ?M~ 

showed that 14,205 vehicles passed over this grade crossing'in 

the lG-hour poriod.. This traf~io oount was taken before the new 

pavement was constructed. Los Feliz Boulevard crosses two main 

tracks, a ~assing track and three yard tracks (sL~ in all) of 

Southern ~acific Com~any. Southern Pacific· Company's records 

show that during the period of time from January lst~ 1920, to 

June 30th, 1925, seventeen accidents occurred at this crossing. 

The crossing is now protected with gates. The westerly right-

Of-way line of the railroad marks the boundary between the Cit~ 

of Los Angeles and the City ot Glendale, the :railroa.d pro,:per,ty 

beiug in the City of Glendale. The estimated cost of a grade 

sep~ration at Los Feliz Boulevard is stated at $421,790., an 
amount which provid.es fo:" carrying the highway under th~ rail-

road in a. :subway. with two 27-foot roadways and two 6-foot side-

walks. 

Gle~dale-Brand Boulevard is the most important highwa~ 

artery between the bus.iness center of tho City of Los Angeles and 

the City of Glendale. and crosses at grade the two main tracks 

of Southern Pacific Com~any at the bound&ry line of the two cities. 

The Glendale depot is loca.ted on the easterly side of the railroa.d 

and abo~t 900 feet northerly from Glendale-Brand Boulevard. In 
the vicinity of Southern Pacific Company's tracks, Gle~dale-Brand 
Boulevard is divided into two po:"tions by Pacific Electric·Oom-

pany's SO-foot right-of-way for its Glendale and Burbank Electric 
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Inte%U%oan ~1ne. Eaehportion of the highway hss a dr1vewa7 

30 feet in width, with lO-foot sidewalks. A traffic count taken 
between the hours ot 6:00 A.M. and 2:00 P.M., on Thursda.y:, Janu.-

a"l7 29th. and. from 2:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. on TUesday, Fe·brue.ry 

Zrd. 1925, shows that 15.902 vehioles passed over this grade 

cross1ng in the total 16-hour period. Southern Pacific Compa~ts 

records show that du=1ng the period of time from J~ar1 1st, 

1920. to June 30th, 1925. fortr-one accidents have ooourred at 

this crossing. This crossing ia proteoted with gates. The es-
timated cost of grade seperation at this location is $500,250., 

an amount which provid.es for constructing the highway under the 

ra.i1:-oad with two 3O-foot driveways and two 8-foot sidewal.ks. 
No ev1d.enoe has been taken which will justifl" the Com-

miaaion at thiat1me ~ fixing the proportions of the cost ot 
these subways that should be assessed to the severa.l intereat,ed 

parties. It would be desirable if the ~art1es thamselv&s cottld 

agree upon a division of cost which to them would ap~ear equita-

ble. and it may be that now since a definite ~lan and p~ogramhas 

been- d~term1ned upon. insofar as these two orossings are con-

cerned. the parties will be a.ble to reach, within s. reasonable 

period. such 60ll a.greement as to the d.ivision of o.ost. If. how-

ever. evidence ot sueh an agreement has not been presented to 

this Commission within one hundred and twenty (120) dars, the 

CO=mi68i~ should proeeed, atter further hearing. to make its find-

ing as to this feature. In the ~eantime the Southern ~1fie co~ 

p~ should be directed to prepare and eub~it final plans and 

specifications for the two g:-ade 3e~aration projeets ordered. 

The following recommended form of order so provides: 
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ORDER ___ -'1-... 

~b11c hearings A4ving been h~ld on the above entitled 

mAt~er. the Commission being apprised of the facts. the matter 

being under submiseion and re3d.y for decis1oIl; 

IT IS B:EREEY OB.DERED that the grade crossings ot Los 

Feliz Boulevard and Gland'ala-Brand. BoUleva.rd, respective~, over 

the tracks of Southern Pacific Company at or near the bou:c.dar,r, 

line betwee~ the Cities ot Glendale and Los Angeles in the Coun-

ty of Los Angeles, State of California, be abolished 'by the con-

struction of suita.ble subways to carry said Los Feliz and Glen-

dale-Brand Bo~16vard under said tracks of Southern Pacific Co~ 

, ' 

IT IS EE?2BY FURTHER ORDERED that Southern ?acific 

Company be and it is hereby directed. to prel's.re d.eta.il plans 'and 
, ' 

s:pec1ticat1ons fO'r the construction of sui table subwa.ys 'to carr,. 

said Los Feliz Boulevard and ss,id Glondale-Erand Boulevard, res-

pect1ve)s, under the tracks of said Southern PacifiC Company, 

substant1ally in accordanoe with the plans shown in Commission's 

Exhibit No.1, filed in the a.bove entitled proceeding. Said 

Southern ~ific Company is hereb1 directed to submit said plans 

to all other interested parties for their apprO'val or d1sapproval. 

Within one hundre~ and twenty (120) d~s from the date hereof; 

Southern Pacific Company is hereby further directed to submit said 

plans to thiS CommissiO'n, together with the written approval of 

all interested parties. or in the event that any or all of such 

parties shall fail to approve said plans, the reason given for 

such failure to approve sh~ll ba stated in writing to the CommiS-

sion. Approval of detail plans and the apportionment of coste 

of these improvements may be macl.~ by SUitable supplemental order; 



after the Oommission is ~laced in ~ossession of suffioient in-

formation for that ~urpoee. 

The foregoing O,1n1on and Order are hereby approved 

a.nd ord.ered filed as the Opinion and Order of the Ra.ilroad Con>-

miSSion of the State of California. 
Por all other purposes the effective date ot this 

order shall be twenty (20) days from and after the making here-

of. 
Da.ted a.t San F:ra.ncisco, California, this /0£6 

j , /' 
of .II, J,JJ-""Z1iA--/ 1926. 

day 

I 

l~ OillmSs~B. 
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