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BEFORE TEE EAILROAD COmaSSION OF THE STA.TE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the(Matter of the app11c~tion or ~ 
the County of Los Angeles for separa- ) 
tion of grades on Soledad Canyon Road ) 
over Southern Pa.eifie CO::lP2llY right 0:1: ~ 
way. ) 

w. B. ~eKesson, for applic~t. 

Application No. 19S50. 

R. ttl-Robbs, ror Sottt:b.ern Pacific Co:npa:ay. 

BY TEE COMMISSIO~r: 

OPIN!O!! A@ Q;:DER AFTER REHEARING 

On Jtme 27th, 1935, Southern Pacii"ic Compal)y filed its 

petition for reopening and =ebe~ring in the above entitled proceed-
ing, 'tor the p'Cl"pose of t::>'k1ng testimony With respect to the esti-

mated increased and/or decreased znnual cost of each of the eross-
ings to be abandoned and the separation to be installed. P~suant 

to tbis request, the Commission issued its Order setting aside De-

cision No. 28036, heretofore entered in this proceeding on 
June 17th, 1935, and d1:"ected Examiner Hunter to eon.d:aet such ::-0-

he.:.r1ng, which Vtas held at Los Angcles on September 6th, 1935-

It is the contention or Southern Paci!ic Co~pcny that 

the separatio'n involved herein should be treated e1thex as a 

strictly local crossing problem or as part of the entire higbway 
improvement proJcct, extending fro: Solam1nt on the ~est to Acton 
Oll the east, a d.istance of about eightec:l miles. In the Op:tn1on of 

Decision No. 2S036 there is set forth a complete description of tbis 

entire project. 
The tollowing tabulation is taken from Exhibit No. 25, 

introduced "::>1' So'uthern PacifiC CO:l'pa..""lY at the rehearing, and shows 



the estimated costs to tbe ra1l~oad or co~trueting and mai~ta1ning 
the vario~ grade crossings, together with the ~rotect1ve devices, 

~th1n the limits or the entire ~rojeet: 

Es~1;ated Ann~~l Costs 
Estimated 

No. or Lce.ger 
Units Value 

Replace-
ment 

_'Ft:nd 

M:l'1J:l-
tena.:c.ce 
& Oper-
n.t1on Tot 0.1 .... 

1. CROSSING CEC B-43S.1 . 
(LAN§). "_ 
(El~m1D2ted Feb.~932) 
(OffiCially Abandoned 

Nov. 1933) 

(a) Grade Crossing (Oil 
Macadam CRC Ty:p.e 
No.1) 

~'b) Crossing Sign 
>c) Cattle Guards 

18 ft. 
1 

\d) W1gwags(inst.19ll) 
TOTAL 

2. CROSSING CRC B-436.O 
(At:eI~~I. '. 

2 
1 

(a) Grade Crossing (011 
Macadam CRC ~ 
2-A) 

(b) Crossing Sign 
16 rt. 

1 
(c) Wigwags(inst.1909) 

TOT.lL 
:3. CROSSING CRe B-::43~ __ .4 

1 

(a) Grade Crossing (Oil 
Macadam ORC' Type 
2-A) 16 ft. 

(b) Crossing Sign 1 
(c) Wi~ag(1Dst.1909) 1 

TOTAL 

4. CROSSING ORe B-422':. 7 
(a) Grade Crossing (Oil 

YJ.3.cada:n CRC Type 
2-..0..) 

("0) Cross~ Si.gn 
\c) W1gwag(inst.1911) 
(d) Cattle Gucrds 

TOTliL 
5. PROPOSED CROSSING eRC 

B- 2. R:EP:ITC·ING 
B- 2 .7 

(Two trackS. on skew, 20 f 

-pavement) 
(Est~ted Length or . 

Crossing 40 ft.) 

24 ft. 
1 
1 
2 

• • • • • • • 
• • 'O • •• • .. : • • .. 

$47.00 $5.20 $1.60 $6.80 
7.50 .50 .65 l.15 

6~.60 30.30 60.00 90.30 
,.728-:-1;:.;O:--.....,$~·3;.:;.6~. O~·O;--....,$t"76~2~ .. 2?5~-'T$~9S:;-:.~2~; 

$1 .. 60 
.65 

0.00 
• • 

• 

$72 .. 00 $7.75 $2.40 $lO.15 
7.50 .50 .6; 1.15 

696.26 31.35 60.00 91.35 
1.-22 .. 52 8 .36 -".1:;..:.:..;5~2 ___ ~9. se 

$9~2"'="8~.2~8-'"'lt$""':*:47 .9~~64.;7 $112.53 
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Estwt~d .P~nnU?l..costs 

Estimated Replace-
No. o! Ledger ment 

5. {Contintmd) 
Unit~ V~1:9.0 F>md 

(a) Grade Crossi=g (Gnard-
rail &: pZ:.vement 
Type 2-B 

~
:) Crossitl¢ Sign 
... ) Wigwags 

80 ft. 
!;o!le 

:2 

2 
d) Ca ttle Guards 

(Two Tr~cks) 
(e) Interest on New In-

vestment by S.P.Co. 
(G'Jardrails $l~, 

$396.00 

1,800.00 

310 .. 00 

$32.55 
81.00 

16.25 

Cattle Guards ¢207) 6% 
TOTAL ~2,506.00 $l29.80 

Main-
tenance 
& O-ocr-

0t 1on.., ...:rotg.1 

$8.00 

34 .. 00 

1.52 

~9:3.52 

$40.55 

165·00 
17.77 

l2.-a 
~235.77 

PROPOSED OVERBEAD CROSSING 435.73 -
Annual Maintenance by Railroad Not Determined 

~/ r~rerence to'this tabulation, it will be noted that no 

allowance is made to cover the 1nt~~1ble item ot po~cntial hazard, 

wbich is a teature to be co~idered i~ establishing or cl¢sin; grade 
crossings. An attempt waz made by Southern ?aci!1c Co~pany to show that 
it is the event~l plan of the co~ty to co~truct the highway on a sur-
veyed line north of the :":lilroad, from Cross1:l.g No. B-429.7 to the Town 

of Acton, a distance of about four miles, there~ replacing Crossing 
No. B-429.7 with a new and ::lore costly one to construct and mz.i:J.t.:li:l, to 

be designated as No. B-429.5, as s1l0w.::l i:l. the abo:v;e tabulation. This 

plan, if carried out, would also ~volve rebuildi~ the county road be­

tween Crossing No. B-427.9 ~nd Acton (about two miles) from its present 
location on the south side or the railroad to the north side thereof. 

This contention, however, is refuted in its entirety 'by the county f s 

representative, ~ith the def~ite statement that, as county plans now 

stand., the highway is complete through this section and that, altho1Jg!l 

there is such a survey in existence) the county has no intention, either 
immediate or othervlise, of doing ~ work on tbiz section of highw37, 
particularly ~th respect to a relocation of the road. 

It appears rro~ the record t~t i! the section 0: road 'be-

tween Crossing No_ B-429.7 and Acton were to be improved, it is likely 

tb:lt it would be btdlt entirely on the south side of the track, thereby 
eliminating two existing public grade cross~gs (B-42~.9 and B-429.7) , 
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~s woll as a number of private crossings. The record further shows 

that a right of way has been deeded to the co~ty for the construction 

of a highway on the north side of the railro~d between Crossing 
No. B-427. 9 and. Acton; however ~ the COtlnty, pt:rr::uant to 2. resolution. 
dated Septembe~ 10th, 1935, ~s vzc~ted ~d ~bandonee this property. 

Xtere is now not~ng before us that j~tifies the conclusion that any 

such ne~ road Will ever be cODStructed. 

So~hern Pacific Co=p~ co~tended teat aDY benefits ~c-
crUi:cg to it, :3.S a res'Clt of the closing of Crossing No. B-438.1" ' 
wbich was effected November 29t~, 1933, should not be considered 1n 

the determination of the apportionment o~ cost of tbe gra~e separa-

tion proposed hereL~. This position, however, is not cODSistent with 

one ot the COl:lPi9.IlY TS contentions - tbat tbe entire h1ghv:c.y :t:nprove-

~ent between Solamint and Acton be considered as one project, with 
respect to changes in the crossing Situation o~ tbis comty road with 

the railroad. On the other hand, to treat the '~uest10n of apportioll-' 

ment or costs of the proposed se~aration as a local ~tter, suggested 
'by the ra.ilroad. as D,n alternative pla.n 7 wot:ld. be entirely impractical 

, ",~ 

in this part1cul2r case, since pbys1cal cond1tio~ de!1nitely t~, in 
I 

a practic~l w37, the location or the pro~osed grade sep~ration ~ the 

new a11g2llI:ent tbrou.gh tilis car.yon entirely cb.:mges tl'.e grae.e crossing 

sit~tion within the limits or the project. The railroad could. not 

reasonably expect a lesser assessme~, 3S its proportion of the ex-
pense or constructing the proposed graee separation, t~n c~n be 
c~pit~lized due to a direct saving in operating expenses accrUing ·as 
a resu!t or ebznges in the grade crossing situation over the section 

or the highway involved. 
Exh1~it No. 25 shows tnat d.irect operatlcg savings that 

aeer~ to Southern Pacific Comp~~, as a resu!t or the el~1nation 
of the physical structures through the closing of three grae.e cross-

ings (B-4:35.4, :3-436.0 and B-4:38.1), amount to approximately $300.00 
per yetJ,r. In addition to tilis direct S!).7i!l,g) the railroad receives 
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some bc:ef1ts as ~ resUlt 0: closing gr~de c~ossi~~ on its lines 
tbroi.1gh the elim.in:a.tion o~ both the potenti~l bazard ele:ent and the 

unrestricted ~e o~ the crossings. 

P£tcr carefully co~ider1ng the record in this proceeding, 

it is the Commission's opinion that the closing o! C~ossing No.B-4;8.1 
is clearly a ~a=t o! tbis project; !urthe~ore, it is ~ppa~ent that, 

it the road !roc Crossing No. B-429.7 to Acton were to be reconstructed 
on the south Side of the track, as s-cggested 'by tile COtlIlty:TS re:present-

at1ve, additional benefits would accrue to Southern Pacific CompaDY 

through the el'5m1:n~,t10n of tb.e two pUblic grade crossings referred to 

above and, if tMs pla:l should. be carried out at t:!:is time, the Co:::-

mission would be justi~ied in assessing a considerably greater por-

t10n of the costs of the proyosed separation to Southern Pacific Com-
pa::y. We must concl 'Ode, fro:: this recorc., that the apport1oment or 
costs, as set forth in DeCision No. 28036 in this matter, is just ~ 

reasonable and the original Order should be reins~ated and reaffirmed • 

.Q.Ii~~ll 

A rehearing on the above entitled proceeding having been 
held and the mtter iJz.vi:o.g been s'Ubmitted; 

IT IS BEREBY ORDEP.ED that the Orde::- in the Co::miss1onTs 
Decision No. 28036, dated June 17th, 193;, in the above entitled 
j;)roeeediDg, be and it 1$ be::ebj' reinstater! and rea~f1r:ned. 

The effective date o~ this Order s:b~Jl be tv'enty (20) 

days from tile date hereof. 
Dated at San lo'rancisco, California, this t~ day 

of4~=-?d 
-- (j 

Co:tn1ssioners. 


