Decision No. _ 68728

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE. STATE or"é@jdgm'_ A B

In the Matter of the Application

of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a- . \
mmicipal corporation, to widen o

and improve Southexn Pacific ‘ Application No. 46151
Coxpany's Burbank Branch Line , Filed January 27 1964
crossings of Woodman Avenue and )

Cxnaxd - Street. - o

Roger Arnebergh, City Attorney, by
William B. Burge, for applicant.

E. D. Yeomans and Walt A. Steiger, by
Walt A. Steiger, for Southern
Pac mpany, respondent.

Llovyd C. Young, for the Commission staff.

OPINION

The Commission, by Decision No. 67487 da.ted July 7 196&

authorized the City of Los Angeles to widen the Woodman Avenue Cross-f‘_‘ o

'ing No. BY-459.4 and the Oxmard Street Crossing No.. BY-459 5 and

directed the installation of certain automatie crossing protection.
The City of Los Angeles was- directed to advance the costs and the o
apportionment: of comstruction costs was reserved for this hearing. R

" Public hearing was held before E:caminer DeWo'.Lf on

September 23, 1964, at Los. Angeles, at which five witnesses testified_'-‘ T

and seven exhibits were admitted into evidence pertaining to the B
zpportionment of construction and installation costs, and the matter '

was submitted upon the filing of concurrent briefs. :

The respondent. Southern Pacific Company offered to present L

evidence of the increased cost of maintenance of the crossing signals. o

Upon rejection of the offer counsel for respondent offered for’ filing

a 15-page document as an offer of proof of the increased maintenance
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cost on- signals and claims for apportionment of the costs of mainte—ﬁﬁftpfff

nance. The document was placed on file.
 The parties are unable to agree on the apportionment of

the costs of the improvement of these crossings and the installation~f7

of the crossing protection. The previous agreement thereon between ﬁf?nx .

the parties has been canceled- Applicant introdnced into evidence
Exhibits 12, 13 and 14 which are copies of its agreementsrwith the
Southexn Pacific Company, The Archison, TOpeka and Santa Fe Railway

Company and the Union,Pacific Railroad Company, and witnesses testi- o

| fied that the first had been canceled with the 1atter two still in

effect. Exhibit 15 is a list of crossing improvements effected since o

the cancellation of applicant $ agreement with,the Southern Pacific
Company. Applicant‘s witnesses testified to increased costs-which
will be reqnired at this crossing and introdnced Exhibit 11 which
deseribes the same as follows'

Wbodman.Anenneu
| and.
Oxnard Street Improvement

Extra costs which will be incurxed by the City
for the widening and improving of Woodman Avenue.
and Oxnard Streect due to the existence of Southern.

Pacific Company's Bnrbank Branch crossing each. of o
these streets. o .

Storm Drain Culverts ... $11‘,vsoo1,
Traffic Islands for Center |

of Street, No.8 Flashing

LIGht SIZRAlS .eveseescs. 1,300

Bureau of Engineering, e
Added Design Costs '....., %3000

Extra Street Lighting ees 2r356#4u

Advance: Warning Signs o :
Pavement Markings. cereeeee 210"
. 16,660

* Information furnished by g
Bureau of Stxeet Lighting.

ok Information furnished by
Department of Traffic._

- -2-
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- A witness testified at length on behalf o:E the Southern o
Pacific Company with regard to cbanged economic condu.tions affecr:.ng““‘v“-r‘ |
that company and introduced Exhibi’t l7 :Lnto evidence to- illustrate =
its present position. | o ,' DR
Applicant proposes an equal division of the costs of :
improving the crossing signal devices, the Railroad to 'bear the |
entire cost of preparn.ng its track to receive pavement within the
linits of the crossings and applicant C:.ty to bear the entire cost ‘
of planking and. paving within the limits of the crossings conditioned

upon the Rail road putting in ..mproved ballast and" heavier rails\"'wl‘v: R

The Southern Pacific Company is opposed to this division
for the following reasoms: | P

Additional lanes are only being provided to expedite
vehicular traffic and to eliminate. delay and inconvenience to the
moto":.sts. The only justification for additional signals is to -
protect additiomal lanes of traffic. , A’bsolutely no advantage accrues

to the Railroad. Incrxeases in vehicular traffic bave necessitated

the widening of the streets, not. any increases in train traffic"‘ :'.

For these reasons the Southern Pacific Company proposes |
that it be charged with the obligation of maintan.ning the existing
lanes of traffic and in the proper. case to divide equally with. the

City costs of improving antomatic protection for existing lanes, but‘l[r'

that in all fairmess, since the traveling publio hcncfit _the City |

should be required to pay the costs. of providing additional lanes of,_‘s‘?_“: N -
traff:.c, including additional signals, and the cost of relocating i

exist:ing lights made necessary by the widening progect.‘ .
The Comission finds that. o o

'Ihe only issues presented at’ this hearing concern the

apportionment of the cost of the. improvement of the crossings and the

cost of. the installat:.on of crossing protection. o

CwBe
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Applicant s claims for the apportionment of the cost of _
installation of storm drains caused by the’ presence of the railroadﬂl'
tracks as estimated in Exnibit ll should be. disallowed

The proposal of applicant for the apportionment of the

costs of the cxossing protection in thiS~matter is-reasonable, andﬂﬁ""

provides for payment by aPPlicant of a 1arger portion of thc costsﬂff“‘
than the proposals of the Southern Pacific Company. | |

The proposals of both applicant and the Southern Pacificpliimff"ﬁr

Company for the establishment of guide 1ines.or formnlas in this

proceeding for use. in the future. crossing matters should be deniedthCf‘J\n

for the reason that the evidence herein is.insufficicnt to cover
such contingencies. : | | T e Sy
Based upon the findings of fact and in conformity'with
the policy and holding announced in Decision No. 66454 dated -
Decenmber 10, 1963, and Decision No. 66881, dated’February 25, 1964 ‘f"
we conclude that the cost of maintaining protective devices at the ff‘w

crossings, herein concerned should be borne exclusively by the

IT IS ORDERED that- | *’;gi‘T
-

1. The Southern Pacific Company shall bear the entire cost of?ﬁjﬁﬂﬁ‘ﬁf

preparing the tracks‘to receive the pavement or. planking, includrngjo‘.

the installation of heavier rails, replacement of the ties and railf}fﬁfi~'

ballast within the limits of the- crossings, as widened.

2, The City of Los Angcles shall bear the entire cost of

paving or planking the track area*wmthin,the 1imits of thc widened ”fh'“"” fi

portions of the crossings. o ‘ S .
3. The City of Los Angeles shall bear 50 percent and the
Southern Pacific Company shall bear 50 percent of the cost of
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:l.nst:alling, moving, re.arranging and :lmproving the aut:omat:[c cross:l.ng :

protective signals and appurtenances, and t:he Southern Pac:[fi.c Com- =

pany shall bear 100 percent of the cost of. pav:!:ng or planld.ng t:he
track area within the limits of the existing crossings. -

4. 'rhe maintenance costs of - the cross:!.ngs bet:ween l:l.nes two

feet outside rails and for the automat::!‘.c protection installed at the -

crossings shall de borme by the Southern Pacific Company.v N

5. The City of Los Angeles' shall bea.r the remainder of the N

expense of- constructing and ma.:[ntain:[ng the proPosed Widened cross-f -
ings and approaches. |

6. Within thirty days after the completion of the worlc here-{,q. B
inabove authorized applicant and the Southern Pac:f.fic Company sha] 17"“1 e

notify the Coumission in writing of compliance w:{.th the conditions
hereof. -

7. 'Ihe {mprovements hercin prov:[ded for are to be commenced iﬁ R

within one year from the date of t:h:l;s order.

The effective date’ of this order shall be twenty days a.fter":j".‘-_.s‘»i B

the date hercof.

Dated at o ,,cénfomm,f:cn'g? 2% g asy.

T Presidemt |




