
~")o::, ")"') 
~jo"'" • Decision NOe _____ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAlE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of the City of Pico 
aivera for a public grade cross­
ing of Paramount Boulevard over 
the Pacific Electric Railway Com­
pany's La Habra Line in the City 
of Pico lO.vera .. 

Application No. 43666 

John S. Todd, for applicant. 
£. b. ~eomans and. Walt A. Steiger, by 

Walt A. Steiger, for Pacific Electric 
Railway Company, protestant. 

lloyd C. Young, for the Commission's staff. 

, 

By the application herein filed with this Commission on 

August 7) 1961, the City of Pico Rivera (City) requests an order 

for the construction of Paramount Boulevard at Mile Post 6C-ll .. 89 

across the .. tracks and right-of-way of' the P'acific Electric Railway 

(Railway) in said city at grade. 

A public heari'OS on the application was held in Los An­

geles) California, before Examiner Kent C. Rogers on December 5) 

1961. Evidence was presented and the matter submitted~ 

Paramouo.t Boulevard is to be a lOO-foot-wide major high­

way on the County master bigbway plan, and is to- extend a tocal 

distance of approximately 24 miles from Pasadena on the nortn to, 

Carson Street in the City of Long Beach on the south (Exhibit 

No.2). At pr~sent the highway is completed in varying widcbs, 

a distance of approximately 12 miles, from the Cityo£Lake~o~d 
) 

.' 
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to Washington Boulevard, ~hich is approximately 6,500 feet north' 

of the proposed crossing, except that the pavement now encis at a 

point approximately 600 feet north of Maxine Street (about 150 

feet south of the proposed crossing) and resumes at Slauson Avenue 

about 750 feet north of the track. 

At the proposed crossing Railway has a single line of 

track. In a period of 24 hours approximately 12 freight trains 

operate over this section of the traek ~bich is a portion of the ' 

Railway's La Habra line. The maximum permissible speed,of 

trains ~ the City is 30 miles per hour, out on a check 

made on November 28 and 29 ~ 1961 >I:he act'Wll speeds varied 

froe 15 to 20 mile's per hour. 

Approximately 2,000 feet north of Slauson Avenue the 

Atchison, Topeka & San'ta Fe Railway (Santa Fe) has a main line 

across Paramount Boulevard at separated grades. This line also 

crosses Rosemead Boulevard northeast of the proposed crossing at 

separated grades. there are 'tWo' main lines and 'three switching 

tracks a't the San'ta Fe crossing of Paramount Boulevard. Railway's 

tracks cross Rosemead Boulevard and Telegraph Road at grade. Tele­

graph P...oad crosses 'the 'tracks at an acute angle of approximately 

30° (Exhibi't No. 3) abou~ 3,000 feet west of P'aramo\lD.'t Boulevard. 

Approximately one mile eas~ of 'the proposed crossing Pas sons Boule­

vard crosses bo~h R.ail~ay and Santa Fe ~racks at grade. 

At present any City residents living nort:h of Telegraph 

Road) south of Railway) west of ~semead Boulevard and east of ~he 

Rio Hondo are required to come south to Telegraph Roa.d, and thence 

west to Slauson Aveu'JI! or east to ~«>semead .. Boulevard 
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and thence north to Slauso:'l Avenue... The fire ~tation 

se-rvi.ngtbe area is north of Slauson Avenue which means that 

any emergency fire equipment tllust travel on Slauson Avenue either 

to Rosemead Boulevard or Telegraph Road in order to get south of 

Railway's tracks in the area referred to. 

The City's industrial area is north of Slauson Avenue. 

J..;.>p-roximately 20 of the individuals, firms and industries. of the 

City have wxi~ten to the Commission advising it that a crossi~ 

over the railway tracks as proposed is needed, and that, in their 

opinions, a g.rade crossing is adequate (Exhi'bi t No.. 11) '. 

Parat:lount Boulevard commences at Washington Boulevard 

and is 100 feet wide between Washington Boulevard and Slauson 

Avenue. It is nonexistent between Slauson Avenue and a point ap­

proximately 150 feet south of the Railway and approximately SO feet 

wide south of Maxiue Street. Traffic counts show that at present 

there are approximately 11,500 vehicles per day using Paramount 

Boulevard Doren of the proposed crossing and approximately 7,300 

per day using it south tbereof. ~~osemead Boulevard is parallel 

to and approximately 2,000 feet east o,f Paramount aouleva.rd~ and is 

presently eauyi.~ apI>roximately 40,000 vehicles per day.. Washing'" 

ton Boulevard carries about 29,000 vehicles per day; Slauson Boule­

vard approximately 27,000 vehicles per day; and Telegraph Road 

approxima:cely 21,000 vehicles per day. A portion of the vehicles 

on these highways are expeeted to divert and' use Paramount Boule­

vard across the track, if and when the crossing is opened. The 

eity manager of City stated that City docs no,t intend requesting 

that Railway contribute to the eost of the proposed grade crossing, 
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but that if City secures a grade crossing and subse<'l\le.tltly finds 

it needs a separation of grades~ it will request that Railway con-

tribute toward the cost thereof. 

The city manager stated that three types of crossing 

were considered -- an overpass ~ an underpass ~ and a grade crossing. 

The overpass(i.e.~ the highway over Railway) was re­

jected by City as a structure would be required which would ex­

tend from beyond Slauson Avenue) 3 distance of approximately 1~000 

feet on the north~ to beyond'Maxine Street on the south. 

The cost of an underpass (Railway over the highway) was 

rejected by City as too expensive. This structure would cost 

$504,000 (Exhibits Nos. 8 and 9) exclusive of the rignt-of";way 

acquisition costs which would total an estimated additional 

$233,000, making a total cost for the underpass of approximately 

$737,000.. The $233,000. i'Qclu~ $133,097 for the acquisition of 

nine parcels of land (EXhibit No. 10) immediately on or along the 

route of the bighway proper. The owners of these parcels have 

agreed to sell their land at said figure provided a grade crossing 

only is constructed. They object to a crossing at separated 

grades .. 

If there is a grade crossing (Exhibit No.6) the cost 

thereof will be approximately $96,820 (Zxh:i.bit No,_ 7) plus added 

right-of-way acquisition costs of $133,097 for a total cost, in­

cluding righ.t-of-way~ of approXimately $229,917. 

City has appropriated $135,000 for the acquisition of 

the right-of-way and the County of Los Angeles has budgeted 

$100,000 to pay for the c~ossing and protection. The City Manager 
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testified that in his opinion it was unlikely that the County would 

b\!dget additional funds for an underpass; that City receives, about 
.' 

$150,000 .'l year from the Gas Tax Fund, of which approximately 

$60,000 per year is used for highway- construction; and that it will 

take l:he City about five years to seC1.Are the funds to build a 

separation of grades, if required. 

The protection proposed by City is four No. S flashing 

light signals. 

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission 

recoannends that the crossing be opened at grade at present due to 

lack of funds for a separation of grades, and that this crossing 

be included in the County-Wide Grade Separation Priority List be­

ing prepared on June 1, 1961 (:exhibit No.4, letter of June 1, 

1961) • 

A private crossing used by residents west of the propose~ 
, 

crossing could be eliminated if the crossing at grade is authorized. 

The position of the Railway is that a grade crossing is 

not justified but that a grade separation is reasonable and is re­

quired. Exhibit No. 12 is a diagram of the track between the 

grade crossing at Telegraph Road on the west and l«>semead B'oule­

vard on the east. This diagram shows, tha~ there are two spur 

tracks west of the crossing on the north side of Railway and one 

east of crossing and north of aailway, and that two spur tracks 

have been requested immediately east of the proposed crossing and 

north of Railway. In addition, the Southern California Gas Com-

pany has a private road approximately 800 feet east of the pro·­

posed crossing extending from Slauson Aven\:e on the north. across 
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~he track. This company also has a spur track extending from 

slightly west of Rosemead 30ulevard parallel to and south of the 

track. .It is proposed that there will be a spur track extending 

from approximately Rosem.ead Boulevard to the- north from said track 

to approximately Slauson Avenue and fro~ the switch for the 

Southern California Gas Company spur westward and parallel to 1t on 

the north of the track. The Railway's witness stated that those 

spurs) existing. and proposed,. place the proposed crossing. in a 

switching zone which 'Would require time-out circuits for protec-.' 

tion of the public and to reduce delays on switching movements. 

In ad~tion to these switching movements) actual and~ contempla.te~, 

the witness stated that Kaiser is commencing heavy haul~ from its 

Eagle Mountain mine to its Long Beach plant. The ore movements: 

will consist of lOO-car trains to Long Beach three times per week, 

and these movements will necessarily cause return movements of 

empty cars. He said that this contemplated traffic would req\lire 

a separated grade crossing. The witness stated that if a grade 

crossing is permitted then a separated grade will be subsequent-ly 

requi;.:ed and, in 'i;'nat everit, Rail't-:ay ~ould 'be require<1 to pay 

10 percent of the cost of the bridge' structure, plus the amortized 

annual savings as required by the Public Utilities Code,. and that 

~~lway is not willing to contribute any sums toward the co's·t 'of 

the crossing. The witness further stated that if a grade crossi~ 
-. 

is authorized the.re should be. automatic crossing gates and that'the' 

cost of said gates, together wi'th the lights, has boc:::r\ est:Lma.ted 

at $12,825 (Exhibit No. 13), and that the cost of paving the high­

way to two feet outsi.de of tb~ track has been estima.ted to. be 
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$2,355 (Exhibit No. 14). This $12)825 figure, the witness said~ 

does not include the cost of automatic time-out circuits which he 

estimated will cost $3,600. the witness further stated that a 

grade crossing will cost $410 per year for maintenance of lights 

and gates, and that the crossing gate arms cost $140 each to re­

place 'When broken. In addition, there are the expenses of main­

taining the crossing paving and. rails which amount to $35 or $50 

per year. In addition to the costs, the witness said that the de- . 

lays from the train movements and the hazard to the public are 

reasons for having the separation of grades. 

The record berein shows that there are at least 12 

freight trains each 24 hours across the site of the proposed cross-· 

ing, and that additional trains and swi.tching movements occur and 

al:e contemplated in the near future. The evidence sho'Ws, and 'We . 
find, that public convenience and necessity require that the high-

'Way be constructed across Railway's track at Paramount Boulevard. 

de further ftnd and conclude that the City of Pico aivera should be 

a'l.!tborlzed to construct Paramount Boulevard at grade at Crossing 

No. 6C-ll.89 across the track and right-of-way of Pacific Electric 

lailway Company, and that: public safety requires that t:he crossing 

should be protected with auto:natic crossing gates .. 

No reason appears why the private crossing west of 

Paramount :Boulevard should remain open; accordingly, said crossing 

will be ordered closed. 

ORDER. -_ ..... --

A public hearing having been held 1 the matter having been 

submitted and the Commission being fully advised: 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. T~e City of Pico Rivera is authorized to construct 

Paramount Boulevard at grade across the track and right-of-way of 

Pacific Electric Railway Company in the City of Pico Rivera, Los 

Angoles County, California, at the location described in the 

ap?licatioD., to be identified as Crossing No. GC-ll.89. The width 

of the higbway portion of the crossing sball 'be not less than eighty 

feet and the grades of approach not greater than two percent. 

Construction shall be equal to or superior t~ Standard No. 4 of 

General Order No. 72. Protection shall be four standard 4fo8 flashing 

ligb.t signals (General Order No. 75-B) supplemented by automatic 

crossing gates. Two of the s~ls shall be installed ,on raised 

ce'O.ter di"rl.ders each side of the crossing, and time out circuits 

shall be provided for switching operations. 

2. COD.s~ction expense of the crossing, including the 

automatic crossing signals and gates, shall be borne by the ,City 

of Pico Rivera. 

3. Y~intenance costs at Paramount Boulevard outside of lines 

~ feet outside of rails shall be borne by the City of Pico Rivera, 

and be:"ween said lines by Pacific Electric Railway Company. Mainte­

nance of s~ls and gates, w-lth ~i.'le exception of the costs of. broken 

gate al:mS, shall be borne by Pacific Electric Railwa.y Company. T'a.e 

costs for replacing the broken gate arms shall be held open until 

such time as this Commission issues a decision in Application 

No. $9203 and Case No. 61l~. 

4. P=io= to the completion of Crossing Ho, •. 6C-ll.89, the 

private eross~ ~ediately west 0: Paramount Boulevard shall ,be 

physically closed and any pavement removed within the railroad 
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right-of-way l~ts by the City of Pico Rivera. Costs of such 

closures and ~etD.Ovals shall be borne by said City. 

5. ~]ith1n th!rty days after completion, pursuant to t'his 

ox-de::, applicant shall so advis3' tl'l.C Commission in writ!nZ. This 

authority shall become void if not exercised withtn one year after 

the eff~ctive date of this decision unless tfme be extended or if 

the above conditio~s are not complied with. Autho~izationmay be 

revo!red or modified if public convanience, necessity, or safety 

so require. 

~~e effective date of tnis order shall be twenty days 

a£te~ the date hereof. 

Dated at San F:-:I.ndSeO 

~yof __ ~I1~'l~c~~~:j ______ _ 
j/ 

, Cal:Lfornia, this __ 3_' _~_ 

COiIiDissioners 

Co=1::10::l.0:- Fetor E. Mitcholl, bcin~,. 
l::CCCS:;3!"::.ly ab5ant, did not p3rt1<:1.?.?.t(.l 
!n thoe1spos1t~on ot this p~oce~d1ng_ 
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