
Decision No. 68728 
. . , ' . • • '. I 

", '.\",' 

BEFORE TH£ PUBLIClJTILITIES COMMISSION OF. THE. STATE OF 'cALIFORNIA·" 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES~ a, ) 
lIlUD.!cipal corporation" to- widen ) 
and improve Sou:the...-n.· Pacific" ) 
Company's' Burbank Branch Line ) . 

App11cationNo.' 46151 ." 
Filed J'anuary 27;:1964 . 

crossiJlgs of Woodman Avenue. and' )' 
OXnard . Street.. . . ) 

Roger Arnebergh, City Attorney ~ by 
William B. Burge, for applicantw . 

E. D. Yeomans and Walt A~ Steiger, by 
Walt A. Steiger, for Southern 
Pacific COmpany, respondent. 

Lloyd C. Young, for the Commission staff.' 

o PIN IpO N - ~ - - .... -.,-
The Commission, by Decision No. 67487, dated July 7, ·1964" ,: 

authorized the City of Los Angeles to widen the Woodman Avenue Cross;

ing No. :sY-459.4 and the Oxnard" Street CrosSing.·No, .. ::SY~459:.$ and' 
, -.." ' 

directed the installation of certain automatic crossin'g. protectio~. 
, ,,~ 

The City of Los Angeles was directed to: advance' the costs. and:·' the 

a~portionment of cons,truction: cost's was reserved for th!~:':hearing::.., 

Public hearing was, held: before EXam:tner DeWolf on, 
. . .. ' . 

' .. . , 

September 23~ 1964,. at Los Ange-les~a.t whichfivew:LtDess~stest1fied' . 

and'Seven exhibits were admitted,into evidence perta:Uling,tothe 
'" ' '., • I 

apportionment of construction and installation costs) 'and'th~ ,matter' .• 

was submitted' upon the filing of concurrent·, briefs •. 

The respondent' Southern Pacific Company offered:·to' present 

evidence of the increased cost of~ maintenance. of ,the'cros~ings:tgnalS~' 
Upon rejection of the offer coUnsel fo~respondentoffered'~o~. filing:·.· . 

. .... 

a lS-page document as an offer ,of proof of the' inc:rease~ mairi~~n~~e:' 
".:; j .,' 
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. . 
cost on signals and claims for apportionment of. the costs' ofmainte-\ '.' .. 

.,.. 

nanc~.. The document was placed' on file • 
. 

The parties are unal>leto agree outhe apportionment of 

the costs of the improvement of these' c~ossingsand~ the'inst~ll3.tion 

of the crossing protection •. The' prev1ous~eement·thereon.b~tWeen··: 

the parties has been canceled •. Appli~ant· :tntrOduce(.linto:ev1d~nce" 
, 

,~ I ... 

Exhi.bits 12, :'3 and 14 which are copies of its agreements:w:Lth,the", 
. . ' , { . 

Southern Pacific Company, The Atchison, Topeka and Santa,Fe:RJ1!lway',:" 
. ".. ". . 

Company and' the Union Pacific Railroad' Company, a.nd>wiblesses,~t:esti-
. . . , .. ' "," 

fied that the first had been canceled with . the ,latter .. two·,st111ixi' 
. . . '\ , ' , , 

effect. Exhibit 15 is' a list of crossing"improvement~ ~:ffeeted~ce" 

the caucellation of applicant's agreement·wi.ththeSouthern'PaC:ific'· . 

Company. App11cant~s Witnesses testified: to 1ncreased:.cos,ts~hich 
V' ". , '" ," 

will be required, at this cross1Ug and int'rod'Qced",E~h1bit'ilwh!~h;· 

describes the same as follows: 

Woodman Avenue' 
and 

Oxnard StreetImprovement 

Extra costs which will be incurred by the City 
for the widening and improving of Woodman.Avenue 
and Oxnard Street due to the existence-of, Southern', 
Pacific Company's Burbank Branch crossing each of 
these streets. ' 

Storm Drain Culverts • • • .. $11 ;800' 

Traffic Islands for Center 
of Street, No.8 Flashing, 
~ight Signals ............. 1,300 

Bureau of Engineering: 
Added Design Costs . .. ..... .. 

Extra Street Lighting: ..... .. 

Advance Warning. Signs, 
Pavement Markings, ........... . 

* Information furnished· by 
Bureau of Street Lighting. 

** Information furnished' by 
Department of· Traffic. 

-2-

:::::;000', 

2,350* ~I " 



"," ' ~ , 

A.46151 NB :':: ,: . .'-.:" 
'," '.! .. " 

.',,' J,", ",' 

f " ,,,,': r ." ., 

" ' .. " 

A witness testified 'at length on behalf o.f. 'the~uthern :"' " 

Pacific Company with regard to changed economiceondit10ns,affeeting " 
. . '. , 

. .' "'-' ',' .,' "~'" .' . ' 

that company and introduced Exhibit 17 into ev:tdence..,te>.,!llustrate' '" 

its present position. 

Applicant proposes an equal division of tbe·costs.,of'.' 
',/, ' ., 

improving the crossing signal devices>- the Railroad:, to: bear the, 

entire cost of preparing 1ts track to' receive pavement w.tth1nthe'" 

limits of the crossings and applicant City to bear , the: entire'cos,t .," 

of planking and ,paving within th~ l:l.mits, of the 'crossings conditioned' ", 
• • , '. ~ I. '.. .' • 

upon the Railroad putting in improved' ballast' and"heaVier,'rails~'.' ' 
I " ,.~ 

", ". 
'j •• , .... ' 

Tbe 'Southern Pacific, Company,' is~' opposed'tc>' tb.!'s ",diviSion~:" " 
. . , .' , '"', 

", ,. 

for the following reasons: 

Additional lanes are only'being provided' to: expedite: 
r • ." 

vehicular traffic and to eliminate delay and '1nCOnvenienc~t~:'thC' . " 
. . . .' . . 

moto=ists. The only justification for additional. signals.: is to' . . ', '. 

protect additional lanes of traffic. ' Absolutely-no: advan1:ag~.;,~ccrues: 
" " . ," 

to the Railroad. Increases in vehicular traffic have 'neeess:Ctated' 
" .. .. -.1, 

the widening of the streets, not any 1ncreases.·intrcdntra£f:[c~~:'. ' 
•• ', .' .'0' " 

For these reasons the Southernpacif:tc:Company.propo~es'>, " 

that it be charged with the obligation of maint~n:f.ng; t~,e~sting; 
, ,,'. J •••• j, 

lanes of traffic and :in the proper case to divide eq1.lally,:W1th.the' , 
.. , . '-.' " '. 

City costs of improving automatic· protection for 'existing'lane:s;':but: 

tbat in all fairness, since the traveling public bc!nC£1ts,'tb~"'CitY" ,,' 
• >.' , ", " " ~ ," ,<','",,",' . 

should be required to pay the costs. of prov1ding.'additionaltanes"o( 
•... ", . " ,,! •. "'> ",-.' , .. 

traffic, including additional Signals,. andthe;c:ost.'; of '.relci~a.ti~g'''·' 
II . . .". r. "" , ,r. ' 

.f" •• 

existing lights made necessary by thew:r.de~,ing project::.'·' 
'. I .' 

The Commissionfillds· that: 

The only issue'S presented at' this, hearing concern ,the " " 
. L.. . 

apportionment of 'the cost of the improvement of 'thecross:tngs.'and .the" , 
• ' I . • 

eost of, the installation of crossing protection.' 
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Applicant's claims for the apportioomentof the.costo:f· 

installation of storm drains caused by the 'presence of. the railroad", .. 

tracks as estimated in Exhibit 11 should .be d:£sallo~ed •. 

The proposal of applicant for the'apportionment of the 
.. . " 'I 

costs of the crossing protection in this matter is reasonable,. and' . 
provides 'for payment by apl"licant~ ofa.larger portion. of' 'the costs . 

than the proposals of the SouthemPacific Company. 

The proposals of both: applicant and tbeSouthern :l?acific·. 
. " . .' ~ . 

, "~' 

Company for theestablisbmentof guide linesorformulas·· .. :tu. this.. 
. . ',. ',' 

proceeding for use. in . the future· cross:tng:matters~':sh()ul:d, .. be·c1ent~d·' 
~I - '.. . " : ,.': ",_ r " ' '~ ; .: -:-.-, . .' , 

for the reason tbatthe evidence' herein: isinsUffic:i:cnt'·to> cover' '.' '.' . 
'I' • ., • 

. ' ">:""" .. 

such contingencies. 

. Based upon the findings of. faet, and:1n.eonformitywtth 
, ". ':,'-',. '.r~' "'''' '/" .. '.' . .'. . 

the policy and~ holding announced in Decision No. 66454/ dated:; . ". 

December 10, 1963, and Decision No. 66881 > dated·Febr1lary:<25~.1964,·· 

we conclude that the cost 'ofmaintaining prot'ective ·d~ees>a.ttbe, 
, ,\ . " "",f. ',", ': ... ,,", 

crossings, herein concerned" should,:beborne exclus:tvelyby:the:,, . 
" ','. , .. '.,', .~. . I' " /" • ' 

Railroad. . . ~ , ,', 

. ,'. 

/-1 " . ',. 

OR D E.R . - - -. ----,-
.. '," . 

IT IS ORDERED that: '. ':i' 
'I"' 

.," 

1. The Southern Pacific Company shall bear,the',e~tire: ·dostoi· .... 
. . .,. . "', 

preparing the tracks. to receive the pavement· or'planldnS:"inC:fud~ng' 

the installation' of heavier rails,. replacement of;' the. 't:(es',and::'raii' •. 
. . . 

ballast· within the limits of the eros-sings,. , aswidened.", ... 
• • ' , ",.' • , r" ,', ' : ", .', " ' • ,: > " .,.,', • .', 'I~' . ' ., ::" , . 

2. The City of Los Angeles shall. bear tbe entire, cost: of .. ' 
" . . . 

; .. 1.", ",', 

paviDg or planldngthe track area with1~' the:iiiD1ts'of::t:he·wide.Q~d;':" 
, " .," ., ,,' ' '-"'J , 'f"", ':, .'. ' • 

portions of the crossings. 
'.' 

3. The City' of LOSAngelesshB.llbw. 50 ~p~rcent and, ,the ,' .. 

Southern Pacific COmpany shall bear 50 percent:of,the:cost·of:·· 
.' . 

,. I, C 
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installing, moving, rearranging and' improving tb.e automat1c"croS:Sing. 

protective signals and appurtenances,. and the Southern Pac1fieCom

pany shall bear 100 percent of the eost ofpav!ng or~lan1d.ng::th~: 
track area within the limits of' the existing crossitigs·. 

4. The maintenance costs of . the crossings betWeen lines.two. .. 

feet outside rails and for .the automatic protectioninsta.lled::at',·the· 
. -. ' , 

'crossings shall be borne 'by the' Southern Pacific Company_ . 

5. The ~ty of Los Angeles shal:l bear' the' r~:l.llderof· the . 
, . 

expense of' constructing: and· maintaining' the proposed;;.w1d:~ned .··cross- . . ' . . ',' 

togs and approaches. 

6. With:Lti. thirtY: days. after thecompleti~n of ·the;'.work h~re~"" 
inabove authorized: applicant and the' Southern~ac1f1c Company:~l·. 

notify tbe Comnd ssion in writtrig .of compliance ·with,th~:cond:Lt:l.O~;:: 
."." . . . 

'.,'. 

hereof:_ 

7. 'the improvements herein providecI' . for are . to, be·cOtm11e.nced: .. 

withln one year from the elate' of' this oreler. 

The effective date of tMsorder' sball·be·twcnty·days·after 
• , ' .. ': L 

the date bereof. 

Dated at __ ..;,;Sa:n~_Fran ___ ~.;.....;,,;..'_'· __ " Cal1fornia,.this '9 ~ . day' ..... . 
MA'RCH of _________ • 1965~ 


