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Decision No.. 68216 -
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of County of Monterey ) 
to =econstruct Grade Crossing ) 
No. E-133.9, Corda County Road, ) 
ccross right of way of the ) 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company. ) 

Application of County of Mor.t~~ey 
to rcloco.te G7:.q,c1e Crossing No. 
E-lll.S, Espinos~ Road, across 
the right of way of tae Southern 
Pacific Rai~road Company. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Application No. 45058 
Fi1~d Dece~bcr 24, 1962 

Application No. 45785 
Filed Septcm.ber 18, 1963 

Willis H. Mevis, for ~pplicant. 
Barela S. Lentz, fer Southern Pacific 

Company, respondent. 
Willi3m L. Oliver, for the Commission 

~"'a:;:q; til ....... 

o PIN ION -- .... _---

Application No. 45058 was filed on December 24, 1964 an~ 

author~ty to reconstruct the Corda Road crossing was granted by 

Decision No. 66161, dated October 15, 1963. Application No. 45785 

was filed on September 18, 1963 and the authority to relocate the 

crossing the~ein concerned was gr~ntcd by Decision No. 66929, dated 

March 10, 1964. The decisions provided that construction expense 

~ould be apportioned by agreement of the parties, or if necessary, 

by further order of the Commission. The parties being unable to 

:each an agree~cnt, the matters were reopened and consolidated for 

hearing by Commission order dated August 4, 1964. A hearing was held 

on August 26, 1964, in Salinas, before Examiner Fraser and the mat­

ters were submitted. 

It was stipulated with regard to Application No. 45058, that 

the Southern Pacific Company (railroad) would furnish the necessary 
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materials and perform the actual work of constructing the crossing; 

the construction ~st would be borne by the ro.ilroadJ within the limits 

of the existing crossing, and by the County of Monterey (county) 

on the portion of the reconstructed crossing which extends beyond 

the limits of the original crossing; :hc railro~d would maintain 

that portion of the crossing which is located between lines drawn 

two feet outside of the rails and the county would maintain the 

crossing outside of these lines. 

Respecting the relocated Espinosa Road crossing, which 

is 150 feet from the old crossing as shown on the map attached to 

Application No. 45785, it was stipulatecl that the railroad would 

prepare the track and install the timber deck at the new crossing and 

that the entire construction cost would be borne by the county; the 

maintenance cost of the crossing, excluding the automatic signals, 

would be borne by the parties in the same manner as on the Corda 

Road crossing. It was further stipulated that the county would 

physically close the old crossing and remove that portion of the 

old crossing which is located two or more feet outside of the rails 

and that the railroad would remove the pavement and guard rail 

located within the two-fcet-outside-of-rails boundary; the entire 

cost of clOSing the old crossing would be borne by the county_ 

signs nnd oth~r highway appurt~nanees necessary on the approaches eo 

the crossings and that the cost of installing and maintaining these 
items ~oula be borne by the county; it was also further stipulated 

that No. 8 Flashing Light Signals would be installed at each cross­

ing by the railroad, which would furnish all of the necessary tools, 

material and labor and would also install the necessary operating 

circuits for the sign,als; the cost of installing the No. 8 
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Flashing Light Sign~ls and the oper~ting circuits at each crossing 

would be borne 50 percent by the railroad and 50 percent by the 

county. 

The railroad was precluded £:om presenting evidence to 

show the cost of maintaining the automatic warning sign~ls at rail­

road crossings because of the Commission ruling i~ Decision 

No. 66881, dated February 25, 1964, in Cases Nos. 7463 and 7464 

(62 Cal.F.U.C. 409, 413), which provides that the entire cost of 

maintaining pr.otective devices be borne exclusively by the railroad 

and that the Commission will not consider evidence or argument to 

the contrary in any proceeding involving that subject. 

After consideration the Commission finds as follows: 

1. The reconstruction of Crossing No. E-133.9, Corda County 

Roae, and the reloca.tion of Crossing No. E-lll.5, Espinosa Road, as 

proposed by the County of Monterey, are practicable and are required 

by public safety and convenience. 

2. After the Espinosa Road crossing is relocated the old 

crossing will no longer be re~uired end should be closed. 

3. The construction and cost of relocating and reconstructing 

the crossings should be in accord with the stipulation of the 

parties. 

4. The public interest places upon the railroads the duty to 

maintain protection a.t crossings anC: pay the entire cost of the same. 

The Commission concludes that the applications in pur­

suance of the above findings should be granted as provided in the 

order which fol10-';·1s. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
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1. County of Monterey is hereby authorized to reconstruct the 

crossing of Corda Road ~t grade with tracks of Southern Pacific 

Company, Crossing No. E-133.9, near Gonzales, Monterey County, as 

described and substantially as shown in Application No. 45058. Con­

struction shall be equal or superior to Standard No. 2 of General 

Order No. 72. Protection shall be by two Standard No. 8 Flashing 

Light Signals (Gener~l Order No. 75-B). 

2. County of Monterey is hereby authorized to relocate the 

crossing of Espinosa Road at grade with the main line track of 

Southern Pacific Company, Crossing No. E-lll.5 near Salinas, 

Monterey County, as described and substantially as shown in the 

application. Width of crossing shall be not less than 24 feet and 

grades of approach shall be not greater than that sho·hn in the 

application. Construction sh~ll be equal or superior to Standard 

No. 2 of General Order No. 72. Protection shall be by two Standard 

No. 8 Flashing Light Signals (General Order No. 75-B)_ The relocated 

crossing will be identified as No. E-lll.6. 

3. The work to be performed and the cost to be borne on the 

constr~ction of the crossings, the installation of automatic protec­

tion and the closing of the old Espinosa Road crossing, along with 

the cost of maintaining the crossings, will be apportioned according 

to the stipulation of the parties herein. 

4. The mainten~ncc costs for automatic protection installed 

at the crossings herein considered shall be borne by the Southern 

Pacific Company. 

5. Decision No. 66161, dated October 15, 1963, in Application 

No. 45058 and Decision No. 66929, dated March 10, 1964, in Applies,. 

tion No. 45785 are hereby rescinded. 
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6. Within thirty days after completion of each crossing pur­

suant to this order, applicant shall so advise the Commission in 

writing. Tr~s authorization shall expire if not exercised within 

one year unless time be extended, or if above conditions are not 

complied with. Authorization may be revoked or modified if,public 

convenience, necessity, or safety so require. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 
'tIC.... Dated at ___ San __ Fr:l.n........;,dsocJ.;..;;;;.;.;;....,· _, California, this It:> '- day 

of ___ N_OV_E_M_BE_R __ , 1964. 

Commissioners ." 


