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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application ) '

of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a - :
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and improve Southern Pacific . (Ffled Maxch 7, 1966)
Company's El Paso Line erossing ¢ \ .
of OSBORNE STREET.
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Verne gx%g, for City of Concord;
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visors Associlation of California;
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Richard D. Gravelle and John P. Ukleja,

~ for the Comumlssion staff.

OPINION.ON REHEARING

By Decision No. 72404 dated May 16,.1967’ﬁhe/CoﬁhiSsionf'
authorized the widening of_Osborne Street across the trécks ofAtHe 
Southern Pacific Company in the City of Los Angeles and aﬁpprtioﬁéd*
the cost of relocating the exiSting.gradencrossinggprotecﬁ;onféﬁd"

[
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installing additional grade crossing protection 50 percemt to the’

City of Los Angeles and 50 percent‘tovthefSouthernePacifie Conpany;
Maintenance costs were apportionmed pursuant to the prOVisions.of
Section 1202.2 of the Public Utilities Code;

A petition for rehearing wes filed’by‘the'Southern Pacific
Company and petitions for leave to intervené’and for rehearing were
filed by The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company, the“
Union PaCiflc Railroad Company, and the western Pacific Railroad ,
Company. The City of Anabeim and the State of California Department“
of Public Works petitioned to intervene in support(of Decision_:f
No. 72404. Because of the important qneetions presented by the
various petitions intervention was pernitted'for‘all~petitioners,
and rehearing was granted limited to oral argument before the Com- .
mission en banc regarding_the issue of apportionment of costs of
relocation, installation, and maintenance of automatic protection.i-
Rehearing was held November 7, 1967 and the matter was submitted. -

We afibpt Decision No. 72404 to the extent set forth
berein. Woxds ia brackets /[ 7 have been changed.

"The City of lLos Angeles (City) seeks to widen the existing
crossing of Osbornme atreet (Crossing No. B-464.5) over the Southern -
Pacific Company's (Southezn Pacific) El1 Paso Line. .« oo PubliCif'
hearing was held at Los Angeles before Examiner Robert Barnett onfi
October 3 and November 4, 1966. The matter was submitted on the -

K

latter date.
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Reys
T,

"Osborne Street is designated as a majorihighway‘in‘the

City's Master Plan of'Highwayé. It currently‘carries a heavy volumeo'
of traffic between Foothill Boulevard and the Golden State Freeway.
It sexrves Roger Jessup Park and Hansen Dam Park It also serves as

2 route to and‘from.the industrial area along Glenoaks Boulevard andf;,'”"
San Fernando Road. | '

"The Crossing

"The existing crossing is 38 feet wide and is protected oy -
two Standard No. 8 flashing 1ight signals augmented by automatic
gates (Griswold type). Each-flashing light signal has aobaokflight. :
The crossing ostensibly is capaole of carrying ohly one lane of
traffic in each direction but when tfafficiISaheavy two laoesvare -
formed ir the direction of the heavy £low. The'city‘pioposeS”to
widen the crossing to 82 feet, Southern Pacific does not oppose. )
The widened crossing will have two lanes of traffic in eaeh.directioq o
2 six-~foot median, and a ten-foot left turn lanme on the northerly
side of the crossing. The lanes nearest the curbS-will be-z3‘£eet
wide and the lanes nearest the medians will be 10 feet wide. 'Itiis
expected that during peak traffic hours the cdrb ianes,willce::y'
two lanes of traffic rather tham ome. A recentlﬁraffic eooﬁt showse 
a 24-bour volume of 10,238 vehicles with a morming andieveding peak‘
volume of 900 vebhicles each. Traffic volume at thisrcrossingtisv_
increasing steadily and it is estimared that by 1985theterwill.be
an average daily traffic of 23,000 vehicles‘andoe peak-hourlﬁoiuﬁef 
of 1,400 vehicles. There are more than 26 train movemento‘a-da§' ‘i

over the crossing;‘some-trainé travel at 60 mph..
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"Taree plans for protecting the 'widéned!"grade‘t::i:‘ss‘ing' |
wexre proposed: | ‘

"l. Southexn Pacific proposed that the widened c:tossing be
protected by four Standard No. & £lashing light s:'.gnals each
augmented by hydraulic gates. Two of the signals would be placed
at the edge of the pavement and two would be placed on tb.e medians.A‘
The signals at the pavement edge would be equipped w:.th back
1ights; the signals on the medians would not. The cost of: :.nstal- '

lation of this protection was estimated to be $11, 090 annual
zaintenance $1,407.

"2. The City proposed that the widened crosSing be p'rotected s

by moving the protection now in place to the edge of the péve"ent

and by placing ome additional No. 8 flashing light signal augmented' o

by a bydraulic gate on the median on the northerly s:l;de of the
railroed track. ALl the ﬂashing light sig:xals would be- equipped |
with back lights. The cost of installation of this protect:.cn was |
estimated to be $6,130; annual maintenance $1, 247.-

"3, The staff proposed that if the City's. plan be adopted
that it be modified by removing the back light from the flashing
light signal on the northerly. med:.an and installing a No. 8{? .

flashing light signal on the southerly median. The additional cost ‘
of this modification was estimated to be $1, 500
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"An engineer for Soutbern Pacific'testifiedtthet‘no
mechanical problems would be created by‘iostalling:a hydrauiic;gate;
in conjunction with Griswold gates, as the City proposed. It was
the witness' opinion that as far as gate arms are concerned the
City's proposal provides as much ;afety as Southern Pacific
proposal. However, in the wituess' opinion, Southern Pacific s
proposal was better because it provided for a gate mechanism and )
£lashing lights on the southerly median. The physical presence of
the gate mechanism and the flashing lights on. this meddan’ would be
2dded warning to motorists. At this point the staff suggested that
2 modification of the City's proposal, by removing the back light |
from the flashing light signal on the northerly‘median and placing
2 No. & flashing light signal on the southerly median, would meet
the objection of Southexn Pacific. The City accepted this modifica—i
tion. Southern Pacific agreed that it would. be an improvement, but
not to the extent that a gate mechanism would be.

"Tbe evidence shows that. the City .proposal, when modified
by the staff suggestzon, gives as much protection as.Southern ‘
Pacific's; and it is much cheaper to. install. There«is no measurable
difference in degree of safety by'having a gate mechanism on.the
southerly median ratber than a pole with a No. & flashing 1ight
signal attached.

" Apportionxent of Costs of Construction

"The parties do not agree on the proper’method“of:apportionej
ing the construction costs of the'grade ctossiug«protection} Theu‘
City asks that these costs be apportioned 50 percent to the City |
and 50 percent to the railroad. Southemm Pacific takes the position o

that these costs should be borme 100 percent by the cx:ty. 'I‘he staff
supports Southern Pacific. '

-5=-
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"The City requests that~the~Commission;fOIIow:a9consistenti-s"“ o

policy on apportiomment of construction costs in grade'crossing |
cases. This will permit the. parties to reach agreement on such
costs without resorting to a full hearing_before ‘the Commission .
in those cages where there is no_substantial disagreementgon‘all .
other matters. It is the City's theory that'the wideningfofﬂthef‘
cxossing and the installing of sdditionalequipmentto.nrotectfthe
grade crossing inmcrease the protection at the‘crossing‘an&fthst7thei
cost of such an increase of protection should be apportioned in
zccordance with prior decisions of. the Coumission, 50 percent to
the City and 50 percent to Southern Pacific. In suoport of its
position the City cites Woodman Avenue Crossing (Decision Nb. 68728
dated Maxrch 9, 1965 in Application No. 46151) and Torrance

Boulevard Crossing (Decision No. 70865 dated J“ne*14.'1966_in |
Application No. 48099). ‘ I

"Southern Pacific also would like consistency in the |
Commission s decisions on apportionment of costs. However, theyie‘_
contend that to be consistent the Commission, innthe case at bar,_‘
should apportior the costs of construction 100«percent tothe'cityt
They reason that since the widening_projectywas instigatediby the
City for the sole benefit of the City and- the traveling public, |
and since the proposed changes will not bring about an increase in
the /quality/ or degree of the crossing protection, Southern Pacific
should not be assessed any of the crossing protection installation |
costs. In support of its position Southern Pacific cites Cigx o‘
Riverside (Decision No. 57902 dated Jamuazy 20, 1959 in Application
No. 40292) and Torrance Boulevard Crossing_(Decision No. 70865
dated June 14, 1966 in Application No. &8099)

-6-
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"A review of past Commission decisionsfinvolvingvgtade?

crossing protection shows a thread of conmsistency. A[good statting_
point is County of Los Angeles-(_enter‘Street) (Detision‘No;“27320
dated September 4, 1934 in Application No. 19383) wbere the County

of Los Angeles sought to widen' the Center Street grade crossing.and7
improve the grade crossing~protectinn from,two crossing signs to

two automatic signals. Ihe railroad argned that its portion of the
construction expense should be limited to-imptovingothe_existing‘
used crossing, which expense‘did'not include the imp:onediproteotive
devices. The Coumission, in ruling againstfthe railroad;“said""'
'that as a fundamental principle the railroad and the public have

a joint obligation to make grade crossings safe for both vehicular -
and rail movements. The railroad‘s.obllgation.is not 1imited to

the initial cost of constructing and protecting grade crossings -
it must expect to participate in the cost of improvements to meet
changed conditions or both the highway and railroad which affect thc
adequacy and safety of a grade crossing. The Commission went on toh
set forth certain guidelines; When protective devices ox othe:
facilities 'must be moved to accommodate theiwidenedfcrossing}ithe,
expense of such movement should be.oorne-by the party desiring-the
change. As a general principle, it seems equitdble that where
traffic conditions are mnterially changed at a crossingw the expense
of providing additional (emphasis added) or improved protective |
devices should be borme one-half by the railroad and one-half by

the pnblic. Other and special conditions should be decided upon

the mexlts in.each,particnlax case.’ | The Commission then apportioned

the cost of the automatic protection 50 percent to. the County and




50 pexcent to the railroad. The policy set forth in?éenter Street

(supra) was followed in City of Riverside (Riverside Avenue) -
(Decision No. 57902 dated‘January'ZO: 1959 in Applicatioano; 40292) :

where a grade crossing was widened and the existing protection was

relocated but no new protection was added, In apportioning the |
expense of relocation of the existing protection 100 percent to the\_
City the Commission said, 'A merxe change in location of adequate
protection devices made necessary by-increased vehicular orvpedes-‘f
trian traffic sbould be authorized at applicant s sole erpense.

This conclusion is im no way inconsistent with the view that a
portion of the cost of additifonal or improved protective devices
should be borne by the railroad.' . . . Consistent with the above
cases is City of Los Angeles (Ebodman Avenue) (Decision No. 68728
dated March 9, 1965 in Application No. 46151), where Wbodman\Ayenue,;

was widened and the two Standaxd No. 8 flaahing light signals in
place were relocated and two additional No. 8s were installed

In this instance the Commission apportioned the cost of installing,
zoving, rearrrnging and improving the automatic crossing protectivej

signals and appurtenances' 50 percent to the City and 50 percent to -

the railroad.

"Other cases cited by the parties involved the 1nstallation“
of grade crossing protectinn under circumstances in which those
concerned agreed that the level of crossing\protection had been
increased. In those cases costs were apportioned 50-50 in accord- P

ance with Commission practice, which practice is not challenged ;;::'
bherein.




"The City argues that by adding.new protective deviees to

present protection, all costs of the new protection, plus the cost
of relocating the old protectionm, should be shared 50-50 with the |
railroad because the new protective devices‘increase the,proteetion,g
at the grade c¢rossing. ﬁtdet the circumstances of-thietease'the'
City's argument is not convinciﬁg. Nor is'Sbuthetn'Pacifie’sti,
argument that the railroad should not|be-asse$sed“any;of the;
crossing protection costs when there is\nd—inctease in’the7
[quality7 or degree of crossing protection and‘whcn there5£sfnot a
berefit to the railrocad from the cressing'ptoject. Neither
argument considers the situation of a mere addition of protective
devices without reference to amy increase in the level Qf‘
protection.l/ This situation has been referred to in priot o
decisions and, vhen it has arisen, we have apportioned costs om a

50-50 basis. (See Woodman Avenue Crossing, supta.):'Whetherﬁin~this

case the mew protective devices raise the level of proteetioﬁ need

"7 ihe 'level oX protection' argument is mot particularly
helpful in determining a case such as this because even
if we were to apply that standard we must still determine
whethexr or not the proposed changes at this grade c¢rossing
increase the level of protection. In other words, we must
define the phrase. But no adequate definition is available.
In place of a definition, an arbitrary standard is used
which currently consists of a comparison of the new pro-
tection installed with the old protection, in the following
ascending order: cross-bucks, Standard No. & flashing light
signals, cantilevered No. 8-£lashing light signals, and
No. S»flashing light signals augmented by automatic gates.
However, it could be plausibly argued that straightening
the street as It crosses the railroad track raises the level
of protection; or changing the degree of approach; or clearing
away obstructions to lateral visions; or a2dding additional
protective devices similar to thkose already installed,.
without widening; or adding additional protective devices
similar to those already installed and also widening the ,
cxossing - as in this case. '




not be decided. All that need be decided-is'whether the giade*
crossing should be widened and additional protection provided,
because public safety andvccnvenience,'made'neCeésaryyby‘:he
growth of the commmity, require it; Tﬁe‘evidencevper;a;ning
to traffic flow, width of roadway, and community gréwth.shOWS
that public safety and convenience so require. Wé«fecogniie
that under the 2uthorities cited above we have the power to
apportion the grade crossing protecrlon costs in any manner
that is fair. However, to provide-guidancevfor‘those;ﬁérties‘
negotiating grade crossing improvements we feel that7i:;is‘-
conducive to prompt agreement to work from settled principles;
Thexcfore, we hold that when a g:adevcroSsing‘is'widenedF&na-‘
additional protective devices are installed, and there #re no
special comnditions which require a differeﬁt-resﬁlt; théﬂcost

of releocating cxdsting protective devices and instélling(new

protective devices shall be_lﬁbportiqned‘equally betwceﬁ the

railroad and the public entity7
"By placing our decision on th;s ground we avoid a

metaphysical dxscussion concerning the definition of the phrase

‘level of protection’, we fcllow oux prior decisxons, and we

reach a result that falrly represents the obligation _ncurred

by the railroad when it laid its track. When Southern Pacific

went on the fIandT in question 'they assumed the buraen of

sharing on a fair and reasonable basis the costs of any chunges

for the reason of public safety and convenience made neccosgry ‘
" by the growth of the commun*ties o (A T.&S.F. Rg, Co, vo C. P U.C.

(1953) 346 US 346, 355, 98 L ed 51, 61, 1 PUR 3d 414 420 )" .




At the oral argument on rehearing the*attotneyeiforfthe“
railroads emphasized one theme: that the additioﬁai protectionf
at the Osborne Street crossing will mnot benefit(the'railtoed;

They argue that benefits are the underlying basis for aliocating
costs; it 1s a matter of who benefits‘by whatfisfbeing,done' ic

is wnfair to allocate costs 50-50 in this case because the. City,
the one widening the street, is getting all of the benefits,

benefits should be eqpated-with the degree of protectionithat the

railroad obtains from the protective devices. In thisl case, they
argre, the ptotection at the crossing, befote additione, isveuto-
matic gates, and after additions is still automatic gates, S0
there has been no change as far as the railroad is. concerned

The reilroads contend that if a rule is F°‘b¢ estab-'.
lished the principles set forth in the«MEmorandum‘o£~Understehding,
dated August 28, 1950, between the railroads and the State of
California Department of Public Wbrks should be. followed and if
followed, would result in a cost apportiotment of IOOJpereett to
the City. The railroads admit that the Memorandum is'not*bindidg
even between the signatories, but assert that it came 1nto being
after months of investigation and conferences between the inter-
ested parties, and in the years of its existenee‘it has‘:esolved‘\'
many disputes and greatly eliminated the need fot forﬁalvhearings;'

The Department of Public Works argues that the Meiorandum,
should not be followed; it was & compromise to avoidflitigetion““
and delay in road construction. Often, the Department asserts,
grade crossing costs are only a small part of a highway-improvemtnt«
project and it is less expensive to pay wore to sat sfy'the rail-‘

4

road than to suffer delay, contested hearlngs, and appeals.
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The City argues that the railroad has not: fol.lowed the -
Memorandum of Understanding nor a po icy of sharing costs equally
when the "level of protection is increased." In a number of
recent cases where the protection at a grade crossing was: :.ne-eascd

to automatic gates from protection that wes less ‘than gates, the

rallroads did not pay 50 percent of the cost; and'-" in manycases

paid nothing. 4 general rule is nmeeded, the City asserts"‘, |
because street projects are too large and too important to be’
delayed by grade crossn'.ng hec.r:h:gs when the only issue :f.s appor-
tionment of costs. Since 1934 the City has had its own agreement
with the railroads which provides for a 50-50 appor:ionment of
costs in factual _situations such as the case at bar. "Ihe-_ egree-
ment with Southern Pacific terminated in 1959, but the 'o't:her | .
agreements are still in effect, These agreements, the Cit.y elaim.;
provide a reasonable basis for deciding this case.

In our opinion both the Memorandum of Understanding and
the agreements of the City were entered into as a result of bar--
gaining, based, to a large degree, on expediency and economic
power, Whnile they are helpful in focusing on the problems of |
cost apportionmeat, they should not be used as a basn.s of
decision in a case where punlic safety and convenience '
are paramount comsiderations. R

The assertion by the railroads. that when a grade
crossing is widened and more equipment of the same qual:.ty is. |
added a rule apportioning costs on a 50-50 basis does" not ta.ke
into considerati.on the benefit, or lac’c of benef:.t: ’ of :be change

to the railroad, is inaccurate. Even assming. that: the qua.li.ty
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of protection remains the same, an equal allocation of protectxonj

costs does not mean that we have not ccnsidered the lac& of
benefits to the railroad. When the Commission finds thar-grade |
crossings must be widened and additional pratectionfinstalléd‘ |
to meet local transportation needs and’further safety and'aanvenQ
ience made necessary by the rapid growth of the commanity, the n
cost of such improvements may be allocated all to the rail—oad.
(A.T.&8.F. Ry. Co. vs. C.P.U.C. supra, 346 US at 352 98 L.ed

at 60; Erie R. Co. vs., Board of Public Utility Comrs. (1921)

254 US 394, 409-411, 65 L ed 322, 333, 33%.) By all'acatving& only

S0 percent of the costs to the railroad We‘have'reaognizad[theﬂ

equities of the situation. ‘ | o
Further, the railroads, in their argument seeking to
izpose all costs on the public entity, make Do menzion of their
obligations, They overlook the fact that when they‘went on the
land in question, they assumed the burden of sharing on a ‘air
and reasonable basls the costs of any changes-for the reason of
public safety and convenience made necessary by the growth of
the commwmities. (A.T.&S.F. Ry. Co. vs. C.P.U.C. -supra,. 346

US at 355; Erie R, Co. vs. Board of Public Utility-Comrs. supxa,

254 US at 411.) Also, when the railroad lays its. tracks and
begins to operate, it has the right of unimpeded traVelﬁapfaﬁd"'
down the state, Every othex form of transportationjwhiah_ﬁsea

a street or highway must stop for the train. This is.aisdb-
stantial benefit to the railroad; they could hardly operate
without it. To share in the cost of’widenlng a grade'c oosing
when the public safety and convenaence reqpire sudh'widening

sezms a small price to pay for this enormo;s‘prlvilega.,
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The final argument of the railroads that warrants o
discussion is the assertion that a decision changing a time- -
proven pattern of allocation of costs in street widening cases‘
should only be made after hearing in a rule-making proceeding |
of general application. No collection of past decisions of’
this Commission showing a "time-proven pattern" has been cited' |
to us, and independent research has not uncovered any. ' If the L
Meworandum of Understanding is the patterm referred to, then
the City's agreements with the railroads should also be
considered, which show a contrary pattern. The few Commission |

. decisions cited above, while not deciding the precise point in o
question, support our holding that when a grade crossing is
widened and additiomal protective devices are installed and
there are no special conditions which require a different
result, the cost of relocating existing protective devicea
and installing new protective devices sha.ll be apportioned
equally between the railroad and the public entity. A rule- |
making proceeding of general application is one method of

' promulgating Commission policy, but not the only one; the
adjudicatory case-by-case method is also proper (Californ::.a vs.
Lo-Vaca Gathering Co. (1965) 379 US 366, 371, 13 L ed 2d 357
361; Pac. Tel.§& Tel. Co. v. P.U.C. (1965) 62 C 2d 63, 668, aor
P Zd 353- Alabama - Tennessee Nat. Gas Co. v. F.P. C (Sth Cir. 1966)
359 F 2d 318, 341, 343; Re Pac. Tel.& Tel. Co. (1964) 62 cmo 775, .

852-53) R especially when it is not a new rule we are promulgatn.ng,

but merely reaffirming principles expounded in decisn.ons reachmg

back over thirty yesrs.




Findings of Fact

1. The City proposes to widen Osborne Street across the |
traeks of Southern Pacific's EL Paso Line to relieve poor traffie‘
conditions created by the existing narrow ros&way and’ to provide ‘
for the future growth of the commumity.

2. The exdisting crossing is 38 feet wide and‘is~proteeted
by two Standard No. 8 flashing light signals, with back 1:';3&1:3',“
acgmented by automatic gates. The crossing is designed tO«carry L
only one lane of traffic in each direction, bnt when traffie isA‘;
heavy, two lanes are formed in the direction of the heavy flow@
The City proposes to widen the eross:ng to 82 feet. The widenee-
crossing will have two lanes of traffie'in each direct ion,
six-foot median, and a ten-foot left turn lsme on the northerly
side of the crossing. The lanes nearest the curbs will be 23
feet wide and the. lanes nearest the medians will be 10 feet wide.
It is expeeted that dnrtng peak traffic hours the curb 1anes will'
carry two lanes of traffic rather than one. A recent traffxe
count shows a 24-hour volume of 10, 238 vehlcles with a morning
and evening peak volume of 900 vehicles each. Traffie volume at
this erossing.ts increasing steadxly and it is estimated‘that by i
1985 there will be.an average daily traffic of 23,000 vehieles
and a peakrhour volume of 1,400 vehicles. There axe mo*e than :
26 train. movements a day over the erossing, some trains travel ?
at 60 umkn

3. anblic convenience and safety reqnire that the Osborne .

Street erosstng be protected by four Standard No. 8 flashlng
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light signals. Two of these signals should be placed at the—edge Lo

of the pavement and two should be placed on medians The two
signals placed at the edge of the ‘pavenent should;be augmented‘
by automatic gates (Griswold type) with predictors. The aignal\
on the northerly-medlan should be auvgnented by a hydraulic gate.
The two flashing light signals on the medlan need not: be'equipped
with back lights.

4. Osborme Street was constructed over the'tracks of the

Southern Pacific Company; the tracks were: in rlace before the

street was constructed.

5. In 1961, when the ptotection at-oaborne Stteet‘was”
changed from Standard No 8 flashing light sxgnals to Standard
No. 8 flashing light signals augmented by automatic gates, the
railroad and the City shared the costs of the addxtmonal
protection 50-50. . ' ,

6. The cost of relocatxng the exlsting grade'crossing
protection and installing the additional grade crossxng protectxon d
shall be apportxoned equally-between the City ‘of Los Angeles and
the Southern Pacific Company. ‘ ,

7. In addition to the foregoing findings of fact, the ‘
Commission finds and concludes that it shall be the policy of the"
Commission, when a grade ctoss;ng is- wxdened and additional
protective devices are mnstalled and thexe are no special conditx ns
which require a different result to apportion the cost of relocatlng
existxng protective devices and 1nsta11xng new. protectzve devices
equally between the railroad and the public entity.

The Commassion concludes that the applicatlon should be

granted subject to the condztions set forth in. the following order.




IT IS ORDERED that: o

1. The City of Los Angeles is authorized tow#i‘den* OSbor‘ne?_ ‘
Street across the tracks of the Southern Pacific Company_, .(_Crcsaing’ : v,
No. B-464.5) in accordance with the plans set forth in lt:"s"appli-'f‘_ |
cation as modiffed herein. o -

2. There shall be installed at: the crossmg four Standard
No.. 8 flashing light signals. - 'I'wo of these s:.gnals shall be placed
at the edge of the pavement and two shall be placed on. med:.ans . :\?ne‘f
two signals placed at the edge of the pavement shall be augmented by:,
autcmatic gates (Griswold type) with predictorsv. : 'I‘he signal on: thc ,'
northerly median shall be augmented by a hydraulic gate. The two

flashing light signals on ‘the medians need not be equipped w:.t:h back‘

lights.

3. The cost of relocating the e:c:.stmg grade crossmg prot:ee- I “ |
tion and installing the additional grade crossmg protection shall be
apportioned equally between the City of Los A.ngcles and the Southern
Pacific Company. , ‘ A

4. 'Ihe_‘maintenance cost of the grade crossing ‘prc.tvect’_i.on”s‘l-zall:‘ :
be apportioned pursuant o the provisions of S‘ecticnl‘,ZQZi.ZT:'of t:he |
Public Utilities Code. |

5. The railroad signals and adjacent traffic signals anall be* o

interconnected so that in the preemption phase initiated by'an )
approaching train, the traffic signals regulating; movement of traffic
from the crossing area shall first diSplay a green interval" ef;\ |
sufficient length to clear all vehicles from the track area.

6. The Southern Pacific Company shall bear 100 percent of the
costs of preparing track necessary within the limits of the w:.dened |
crossing, and any paving work within lines two feet outside of outsidev
rails in the existing crossing. _ | - '_

7. The City of Los Angeles shall bear 100 percent of 'all_' \ot.her
costs of widening the crossing and appr_oaches | including t‘:he" cost of Sl

traffic signal coordination. 17




8. The Southern Pacific Company shall bear t:he cost: of ) -
maintenance of the widemed crossing within lines two feet outside B
of outside rails and the City of Los Angeles shall bear the
maintenance costs of the crossing and opproaoheo'outsiééfofﬁsai&',
lines. | I | -

9. Within thirty days after completion of the work here:i.n ‘

authorized, the City of Los Angeles:and the Southern Pacif:.c
Company shall each noti.fy the Commission-in writing of :Lta
compliance with the conditions hereof.. N |

10. 411 crossing protection and coordination thereof speci‘.-'*
fied in this order shall be fully installed, completed and |
placed in operable condition before the widened cross:(.ng :Ls fully:if'i
opened to the public. o " | | “

11. 7The improvemencs and obanges herein provided for are |
to be completed within one year of the e.ffect_i’v,e d_at:e‘ of this
ordexr unless time is extended. | . o

The effective date of th:[s order shall be ten days |

after the date hereof, except that the effective dat:e of. “

paragraphs 3 and 4 of this order shall be twenty days after t:he '
date hereof. ' '

Dated at San Francisco > Ca'lifornia',. this -
/9%, day of DECEMBER  , 1967 .

\\‘l £ %LLAJ/_ ,

J%@%MW

2%&2‘7’?&44




