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Decision No. 70866 
o Rlcn.Al 

----------------
BEFORE THE PUBUC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF mE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation into the status, safety, ) 
maintenance, use and protection or ) 
clos~ of crossings at grade of the ) 
lines of SOUtHERN PACIFIC COMPANY and ~ 
nm ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE RAILWAY 
COMP'AN7 in the City of Redlands, County 
of San Bernardino, California, with 
Tennessee Street, Church Street, 
Un1ve:$ity Street, and Judson Street; 
Crossing Nos. BP-S46.8", BP-54S;.4, . 
BP-54S.8, B?-549.4, 2U-7.8, 2U-9.3, 
2U-9.8, 2U-IO.4. 

Case No. 8.127 
(Filed October 22, 196.s) 

Randolph Xarr, for Southe:n Pacific 
COtXt?any; Averil D. Vallip.r, for 
The Atchison, TopeKa &&iIita Fe 
aailway Company; and EdO::a1ard F. 
Taylor, for City of~ealiDds; 
respondents .. 

¥1. F. Hibbard, for the Commission 
stan. 

OPINION ON ~~G 

A hearing on the above-entitled case was held in 

Redlands on Nay 19, 1965. On Oetober. 13, 1965, the Commi.ssion 

issued its Decision No;. 69796 providing for widening and/or 

protecting certatn crossings and for apportioamentof the eosts. 

Each of the respondent railroads filed an application and peti­

tion for rehearing. The Commiss.1ou granted rehearing on 

January 11, 1966. Further public bearing was held before 

Cotmn:.i ssioner Grover and Examiner DeWolf in Redlands. on April 7 > 

1966, and the matter was submitted. All parties who appeared 

at: the original hearing were notified .of the rehea.rUig. 
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All of the parties appe:lring at the rehearing stipu­

lated that all of the evidence introduced at the original hearing 

might be treated as in evidence at the rehearing. All parties 

further stipulated that they would have no obj ection to the 

Commissioners or the Examiner in this case malcing. a personal 

inspection of the crossings involved. 

Each party outlined its position and offered': the testi-' 

mony of one witness.. Southern Pacific Company:int'roduced into 

evidence Exhibit No. 6- R.R. ~ whi.cb. is a diagram of the railroad 

e:ossing at Church Street depicting the location of four No,. S. 

flashing light signals and automatic gates,; the Southern Pacific 

Company witness recommended installation of four such signals at ' 

Church Street to guard against the possibility of trapping cars 

within the C1:'ossing. area. '!he Commission staff witness agreed 

with the plan for the placing. of four automatic signals at the 

Church Street crossing, and also recommended that No. 8' flashing 

lights, supplemented by automatic gates, be installed at the 

University Street crossing. No":issues were raised, or evidence 

offered by the parties at this bearing a5to,' the type of protection 
I 

previously authorized at the other crossin8s. The only other 

issues involved the apportionment of the railroads ' share of the 

installation costs and apportionment of the maintenance costs~ 

It is the position of Southern Pacific Cotnpany that the 

two railroads be permitted to divide their share 'of the cost of 

the crossing protection by' agr~emene betw'een themselves and 

that they come back to the:' Commission for an appropriate order 

if they are not able to agree. 
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The position of The Atchison, 'topeka & Santa Fe Railway 

Company is that each railroad should install such signals'as are to 

be adjacent to its own tracks at the tbree ~treet crossings to­
gether with the cable required for intereoxmeetion: with' the other 

sig:lal eontrols, and that each railroad should beer half .of the'· 
, . " . 

cost of the signals l:hus installed' by it: (the. city to· bear the 

other half). 

The City of Redlands questioned the need for automatic 

crossing gates at the Church Street and Univers1ty S~eet cross­

ings at the present time for the reason tb..a.t such gates would 

add additional expense and there are other crossings in the city 

which more urgently need protection. However, the city empha­

sized 'that its primary concern is for safety and: stated that ' it 

would not object to gates if the Commission finds that: the safety 

of the public requires this additional prot~etion. 

At the original hearing in 1965, crossing gates were 

proposed for .Judson Street only. Since that heari:1g" however, the 

Cotmission has determined hex:ein that gates should be installed at 
.. 

Ch~ch Street, and we now take official uotice of correSpondence 

which indicates that the city and the two X'al.lroads ba.veagreed 

to crossing gates at Grove Street, the' principa.l street betwCe:l. 

u:u'versity and Judson. As a result, of the four main crossings 

in the area (Church, University, Grove and Judson) .. oulyUniversity 

St::'eet would 00 without: gates. University has the highest traffic 

count of the four; ~reover, it seems clear that confusion. can be 

avoided and safety eDhanced by maintaining UJ:U:formity of protee­

tion in the ca::rlpus area. Gates will be ordered: at U:1.iversity 

Street. 
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The parties offered no agreement as t\~ the division of 

the costs of installation of the crosstng prote~tion. 

Decision No. 69796 was issued· sb.ortlyafter the effec­

tive date of Section 1202.2 of tb.e Public Utilities Code,. bu't, 

through inadvertence, the Commission failed to apportion matn~ 

tenance costs in accordance with that section. ' '!'be 'error will be 

corrected. 

The Commission finds that: 

1.. Public safety, convenience and necessity'requirethat 

Church Street (Crossing Nos. 2TJ-9.l and. BP-54S.4) , be protected 

by installation of fow: No. 8 flashing lights supplemented with 

automatie crossi:l.g gates as set ~ut in the order,herein,. the 

protection on eaeh lfne to be interconnected'with the protection 

on the other line as specified in the order herein .. 

2. Publie safety, convcmietl.ce and necessity require that 

the crossing protection at University Street 'be supplemented with 

aut0m3tic ga.tes. 

3_ !he maintenance costs for the automatic protective 

deviees herein provided for should be a.pportioned between, the, 

parties·tn the same manner and proportion as the installation 

costs, pursuant to the proviSions, of Sec:tion 1202.2 of the Pub-lie . 

,Utilities Code .. 

4. !he proposal of the Santa Fe Railway Company that each 

railroad participate in the ·cost of only those SiSna,ls adjacent 

to its tracks does not give cons1dera:cion to all of the elements 

which bear on an equitable appo=-:ionment of the cost' of the 

crossing protection; the two railroads should be authorized to 

divide the cost of protection by an agreement between themselves. 
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ConclUSions 

The Commission concludes that the findings inDecision 

No. 69796 should be modified in accordance with Findings l~ 27" 3, 

3D.d 4, hereinabove, and that a new order should' be substituted 

for the order in Decision No. 69796. 

The Commission further concludes that the crossings 

herein considered should be widened and/or protected, and that· 

the oosts of widening and/or protection should be apportioned 

as set out in the ensuing order. 

ORDER 
~-.- ....... -

" ~~ 
IT IS ORDERED that Findings Nos. 1 through 10, inclu-

sive, of Decision No .. 69796' are hereby affirmed, Finding No .. 13 

tbereof is bereby rescinded, and the following are substituted 

for Findings Nos. 11 and 12' thereof: 

11. Public health, safety and welfare require that each 

crossing be widened and! or proeeceed as set out in the order 

which is hereinafter substitueed for the order in Decision 

No. 69796, and that at the Church Street, University Street and 

Judson Street crossings the protection on each line beinter-' 

connected with the protection for the other line as specified 

in the. order herein. 

12. The costs of widening the crossings and! or installation 

of automatic protection should be divided as specified.in the' 

order which is hereinafter substituted for tbe order in Decision 

No. 69796. Except: as otherwise specified, in said order,.. the 

railroads should apportion their costs by agreement between 

themselves. 
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IT IS FURIHER ORDERED that the following. is substituted 

for the order in Decision No. 69796: 

1. The Southern Paeific Company shall_ replace the existing 

crossiug protection with two Standard No. s: flashing light sig.~ 

nals (General Order No. 75-3) witb extrasignil heads for left: 

and right turn movements from Citrus Avenue (also known as State, 

Street) at Tennessee Street (Crossing No. BP..;S46~S). 

2. '!he Atchison> Topeka & Santa Fe Railwa.y Company shall 

replace the existing protection a.t the Tennessee Street crossing 

(Crossing No. 2'0'-7.8) with two Standard No .. 8: flashing light -

signals (General Order No. 75-B). 

3. Southern Pacific Company and The Atchison" 'Topeka & 

Santa Fe Rai.lway Cocpany (Santa Fe) shall install four No.8 

flashing light signals (General Order No. 75-:8.) J; supplemented 

with automatic crossing gates> at the Cb.urch Street crossings 

(Nos. 2'0'-9.3 and BP-54a.4), in the manner sh~in Exhibit 

No.6 R.R. The signals shall be interconnected s~ that ~ey 

w;.J.l be actuated as proposed by the Southern Pacific witness. 

Eaeb. railway shall remove its existing protection at~these Church 

Street crossings. 

4. The City of Redlands shall realign Park Avenue topennit 

installation of a Stancta:rd No. S flaShing light signal and gate 

OIl the southwest corner of Park Avenue and Unive::-sity Street. 

The City of Redlands is also authorized to make any changes in 

the width of Oo.:tversity Street considered by it necessary to 

effect such improvement. Tne Southern Paeific'- Company .::nd !he 

Atehisot:., Topeka & Sauta :Fe Railway Company, respectively, shall 
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replace the existing protection with two Standard· No.8 flashing. 

light signals (General Order No. 75-:8), supplemented with auto­

matic crossing gates,at the Universi~ Street crossing (Santa Fe 

Crossing: No. 2U-9.S and Southern Pacific Crossing No. BP-S48'~8:, 

respectively) interconnected so they will be actuated by a train 

on either line... The northern sigo.al. shall be on the southwest 

corner of Park Avenue and University Street. 

5. lhe Southern Pacific Company and The' Atchison~ Topeka & 

Santa Fe Railway Company, respectively, shall widen the crossing 

of Judson Street (Santa Fe Crossing No. 2U-lO.4 and Southern 

Pacific Crossing No. BP-549.4, respectively) between lines two 

feet outside the outside rail on each line to 64 feet at the 

existing grade. Construction shall be equal to or superior to 

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

Standard No. 8 flashiXlg light signals (General Order No·. 75-B) 

supplemented with automatic crossing gates and interconnected so 

that th~w1l1 be actuated by a train on either l:tne.. A median 
I 

strip shall be constructed from north of the Santa Fe line across 

the Southern Pacific line. Existin&protection shall be removed. 

6. All costs of protection. and installation thereof at each 

crossing specified in this order, except the' Santa Fe crossing of 

Tennessee Street (Crossing No. 2U-7.8) and the Southern Pacific 

crossi:a.g of Tennessee Street (Crossing No. BP-S46.3), shall be 

apportioned 50 percent to the Cityo£ Redlands and 50 percent to­

the Southern Pacific Company and The Atchison,; Topeka & Santa Fe 

Railway Company. '!he cost of protection and installation thereof 

at the Santa Fe crossing of Tennessee Street (CrossiD.gNo~ 2U-7,.8) 
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shall be borne 50 percent by the City of' Redlands and 50 percent 

by !be Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ra11way Company. The cost of 

protec~ion and installation thereof at the Tennessee Street eross-. - . 
ing of the Southern Pacific (Cross11lg No. BP-546.8) shall be 

borne 25 percent by the Cit:y of Redlancls~ 25 percent by the County 

of San Bel:nardino~ and 50 Percent by th~ Southel:n Pacific Company. 

'nle twO'rail-roads are authorized to enter intO' an agreement· for 

the division between them of their jOint share of the costs' of 

installing. and maintaining pro~ection at the Church, University,. 

and Judson crossings. If they ea:onot agree, the Commission will 

make such division by further order. 

The cost of realigning Park Avenue shall ~. borne by 

the ·-City of Redlands. The cost of widening University Street 

and Judson Street and the cost of the median strip at Judson 

Street shall- be borne by the city. The cost of preparing; the 

tracks to receive pavement shall be borne by the railroad's. 

7. The particular raiiway involved shall bear the mainte­

uance cost of each crossing ;between ·lines ~o feet outsidE! its 

rails. The City of Redlands (and' San Bernardino County as to 

the westerly side of the Tennessee Street Southern Pacific 
, 

cro~stng) shall bear maintenance cost of each crossing outside 

such lines. 

8. W1thtn thirty days after completion of the work here­

inabove authorized" the Southern 'Pacific Company and· The Atchison~, 

Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company shall notify the Commission in 

writing of the compliance with the' conditions. hereof. 
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9. The maintenance costs for said automatic protective 

devices specified above shall be apportioned in the' same manner 

as the installation costs pursuant to the provisions of 

Section 1202.2 of the PUblic Utilities Code. 

10. The improvements herein provided for shall be completed 

within six months from the effective date of this order. 

'I'b.e. e.ffective date of this order shall be ten days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ San_Fran __ o:5<»_' _~, California, this _/.:..;;.M __ _ 
day of ____ J_ltN_E __ -', 1966. 

... ~ ......... " ., 

SOllers. 

Comm1ss1oner Peter' E. M1t¢hell. ,be1:lg." 
nece~sar11y absent. d,1d,llot ,'participate', 
in the c:USpO:z.1 Uo~ -d~ this pl"¢eee~, 

Comm1ss1011er W1lliam }i. Bennett.. 'be1:D& 
nece$S3rlly ab::ent .. , 414 not ~1e1pata, 
ill the 41spos.1 t1o.u or' 't.llU~eeed1ng~,' 
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9. !he maintenance costs for said automatic protective 

devices specified above shall be apportioned in the same manner 

as the installation costs pursuant to the provisions of 

Section 1202.2 of the PUblic Utilities Code. 

10. T:be improvements herein provided for shall be ~ompleted 

within six months from the effective date of this order. 

!'he effective date of this order shall be ten days 

after the date hereof. 
<:'1__ li'ran......... ~ ----4_ Dated· at ___ t;)GoU. ___ """""""_..->" California" this _/.:_~ ___ .. ,,'7 _._ 

day of ____ J_UN_E __ ~» 1966.' 

~',tt:' .' ....... , ... . ~~ , .,' ''--''''~ e ~t 

.. --'~.' " 

" ,",.' 

..,...,,_ .. ~ ..... oners 

CommiSS10nerPeter E. Mitchell .. be1tlg 
,nece~sar1ly 'D.Dz,ez,:t ... '. did' ':o.ot,l>Ort£C1pate 
in the d1spos1Uon o~ 'tlUs. p~'ee~ 

CoJ:lll11ss1onel"W1111lll1l 'M~ Bermct. t..'bes:ac " 
necessarily .absent. 414 not ;>a:rt1c1pe.t.e 
in the cUspoZ1 tion 'or tl:i1ip:-oCoe41ng .. 
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