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ORIGINAL. 
Decision No. __ 7_0 .... 0 ..... 2_7_ 

BEFCRE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of the CIty OF STAlITON, ) 
CALIFC~~, for an order 4Ppor,tioning l 
the cost of widening of Cerritos Avenue 
at the existing crossing at grade of the 
branchline tra.ck of PACIFIC EI.EC'I'RIC 
RAILWAY CO:MP .. UJY, at' Cro~s1ng, :~o. 6N 24 .23~ 
in the City., of Stanton. S 

Application No. 47566 
(Filed'May 7,. 1965) , 

Fred D • .1ohnston and., E'. M .. Herrell, for applicant. 
Walt: A. Steiger, for ,Southern Pacific Company, 

successor 'to- Pacific' Electric Railway Company, 
interested party. :-' ,i 

Jobr1 P. Ukleja, for the Commission staff. 
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By this application the ,City of Stanton seeks an order 

authorizing the reloeat1onofcr?sstng protection at Cro3sfng 

No. 6N-24.23 and the apportionmen~:of ~e cost thereof. 
, .,! 

A public hearing was held before Examiner Gravelle'in'Los 

Angeles on August 16, 1965 and t~e matter was' submitted on said date. 

At the hearing it became ,clear teat'the issues' to be.' . " 

considered were: 
\, 

1. The locatio::. of theprotcction. 
2.. Tae apportionment of . the cost thereof. 

Toward the end of the hearing the, representatives .. of the 

City agreed that they would accept the location of the protection as 

suggested by the Railroad .but still contended th.at the cost ofsueh 

protection should not be borne 100 percent by .the City •. 

'I'he Railroad's positiOn wa.s that any.change in protection, .lS 

far as loea.t1on was· concerned, cad to be governed by General Order 

No. 75-B issued by tb.1s Coaun:[ssion. Said general order est3blishes. 

the dis tan::e fro:n curb, or roadway in the, absence of curb, wi thin 

which the protection must be placed .. : 
., 

i 
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A. 47.~6 

The present protection 1s by Standard. No.· 8 flashing lights 

with side of- street installatioo. The roadway is to be widened a~· the 

crossing hence the necessity for relocation. The reason given for the 

,widening of the roadway :l.s· to accommodate an inereau 1nveh1cular 

movements. 
, 

The· City maintained 1:h~t the existing type of protection . 
,,' 

would be adequate when moved fur~her frOm the center of the roadway .. '. . 
The Railro.ad inSisted that the·Standard N~ .. 8 signals' should be 

, , . . 

augmented by the addition of cross trig gates. 

It was the Railroad's' position tbat the City ,being the 

applicant, should bear 100 per~ent of the cost of relocating and 
, , 

,I " , 

upgrading the protection at the. instant crossing. '!he argument· for 

such a result is based in the main ~. 1:he ''understanding'' between the 

Railroads and the State Division of Higbways to the effect that, appli­

e.ants for 'lnaj or" upgrading of crossing protection should. bear the 

. entire cost thereof. The City of Stanton is not a party to: that 

"understandi:o.g" and cannot be bound thereby • The Railroad bas 

adopted the policy, however, of applying that "lalderstand1ng" 

uniformly to muncipalities in order that problems' of discrimination 

among such municipalities. might be avoided. 

It was the position of theC1.ty that the Railroad shoul<;, 

bear a portion of the CO&t.5- in this case because the Railroad bad . 

delayed the Widening of this' crossing for over Cl. year causing a 

b01:tleneck at the crossing. There are four lanes of traffic on 

either side ~f the crossing but the crOSSing itself presently has 

only two lanes.. The City. introduced Exhibits Nos. 1 through 17 in an 

effort to show the delay occasioned by the Railroad. .'the City 
I 

further contended that it was the Railroad that originally (in: 1962) 

insisted on the installation of Standard No. 8' signals instead of 

some lesser protection and· tbat it is the Railroad· now who is· 
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insisting on the augmentation of the Standard No.8 signals with 

crossing gates. The cost of gates alone was estimated at $11,550 , 

and :the cost of relocating and installing with gates was estimated' 

at $13-,880 by a Railroad witness. 

It was stipulated' that the present Standard No. 8 signals 

had been installed in 1963' and that the cost thereof had been shared 

at that time on a 50-50 b~sis between the City and the Railroad •. 

After consideration the CO'aImission finds that: 

1. No discrimination will result :from the apportionment of 

the cost of r~locat1ng and upgrading the protection at,the crossing 

involved herein. 

2. The installation cost of the existing protection at the: 
" 

instant crossing was: shared fifty percent by the Pacific Electric 

Railway Company and fifty percent oy the City of Stanton. 

3. Public safety and convenience require authorization for 

relocation of the crossing protection at Crossing No,. 6N-24.23 in tAla 

City of Stant~ should be granted; said protection should consist of 
- . , 

ewo Standard No. 8 flaShing light signals augmented with automatic 

.crossing ga-tes; and construction should be in conformance with 

General Order No. 75-S of this Comm:tssion-. 

4:; The cost of installation and maintenance of automatic grade 

crossing protection should be borne fifty percent by the City of 
, , 

Stanton and fifty percent by the ,Southern Pacific COtnpany~ 
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ORDER 
...... --~---

IT IS ORDERED eM e : 

1. The City of Stanton is authorized to widen and improve' the 

grade crossing of Cerritos Avenue (Crossing No. 6N .. 24 .. ,23) anc1 the track 

of the Southern Pacific Company, successor by merger eo,the Pacif:Lc 

Electric Railwa.y Company~ substantially in the manner and in accordance " 

with ehe plans introdueed in this proceeding, subject to ,the' conditions 

as herein set ,forth .. 

2., The work required to be performed at said crossing between 

lines,two feet outside of rails and the work of installing signals 'and 

automatic crossing gates shall be performed by Southern ,Pacific' 

Company., 

3. Southern PaCific Company shall bear the entire cost of 

preparing the track to receive the pavement 'for the ".ddened 'portions of·, 

the crossing between lines two feet outside of rails and the' £Ullcost 

of improving the present crossing'between such lines. 

4 ~ The maintenance cost of the, crossing betwe,en lines' two feet 

outside of rails shall be borne by the Southern Pacific Company~ 

5. The City of Stanton shall perform the remainder,of the work 

and shall bear the remainder of the expense of constructing, and main"; 

taining the proposed widened crossing and approaches. 

6. The protection. at said, crossing. shall consist of two Standa.'t'd 

No .. ,8 flashing light signals augra.entedwith automatie crossing gates. 

7. The installation of the automatic crossing protection at said' 

crossing shall be in conformance with General Order No,. 75- 8., 
, 

8.. The' cost of installation of the herein 'authoriud automatic 

crossing, protection shall be borne fifty percent by the City of 
, , 

Stanton and fifty percent by the Southern Pacific: Company. 
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9. The maintenance costs· for said protective device&'. sballbe 
,M. J' 

divided in the SAme proportion as the eost of construe,tion has been 

apportioned herein) in accord with and pursuant to the provisions: of 

Section 1202.2 of the Public Utilities Code. 

10. Within thirty days after completion pursuant to this order 

applicant shall so advise the Commission in writing,. 

11. The authorization herein granted, shall expire if not 

exercised within two years) unless time be extended ,or if conditions 

are not complied with. 
, 

The effective date of' this order shall be twenty days after 

the cla te hereof. 

Da ted at ___ ..;;d8J:l:;;;;;;;-=h:.;.'ra.n=C!UI;:;;soo;;:; ____ , California, this 

day of ___ N,:.::O-.V.EM.::.,R ... f .... R __ ,· 1965. 

cODiDiissioners 

Com::tlisz1otlor A. w. Go.tov? being. , . 
:aOcos5,':\ray abzoIlt. d1d Ilot.;po.rUcipate' 
in tho d.1~po::i1 t1ono"r th1s" procood1ng. 
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