
Decision No. _8_4_0_9_1_ 
BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Applicat10n of I 
SOUT:rtER.~ ?ACIPIC TRANSPORI'~ION 
COMPANY tor an order authorizing the 
construction at grade of an indus­
trial spur track, in, upon, along or 
aeross Colorado Avenue in the C1ty of l 
Helm, County of Fresno, State of 
California. 

Application No. 55346 
(Filed Novemoer 26, 197~) 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING Pl.'!) S~ AY 

The County of Fresno (petitioner) tiled a petition 
for rehearing of Decision No-. 83945, a.."'l inter1: opin1on authoriz­
ing the construction of a spur tra.ck by Southern Pacific Transpor­
tation Comp~~ (SP) across Colorado Avenue~ City of Helm, County 
of Fresno" with two Stat'lc.ard No. 9 gates at the grade crossing 
(Cro$s1ng No. EAo-197.30-C) .. 

The petition alleges t~.at the Comc1ss1on erred in 
specity1r~ the level of grade crossing protection to be installed 
at Crossing No. BAO-197.30-C andreferr:1.ng the issue of the level 
of protection to be spec1fied at a nearby eXisting crossing 
(Cros:1ng No. EAO-197.6-c) to a public hearing. In $0 d01ns" the 
Comm1zsion, it is alleged, den1ed the Petitioner the oppo=tun1ty 
to present evidence on crossing protection respect1ng both cross­
ings at the aame ~ublic hear1r~. 

The CommiSSion acknowledged Petitioner's concern over 
the level of protection at Crossing No. BAO-l97.6-c due to the 
construction of Crossing No. BAO-197.30-C and =eterred t~~t issue 
for pub11c hearing. At· the hearing, Petitioner W11l have every 
opportur~ty to present evidence concerning the unique relatio~~h1P 
'between Crossing No. BAO"197.6-C and Crossing No .. BAO-l97.30-C and 
the need" it de~onstrated, to upgrace the level of protection at 
Crossing No. BAO-191.6-C. Petitioner presented no eVidence to 
~ucstantiate its position that the standard or grade crossing pro­
tectio:l at Crossing No. BAO-197 .. 6-c could not be properly cons!.der-ed 
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in a separate hearing and, as 1t was in the pu'blic interes~ to 
authorize ill'Oecliate construction of the proposed spur tra.ck, the 
CoQm1ss1ont s act10n 1n issUing Decis10n No. 83945 was proper. 
Accordingly, haVing considered each ana every allegation of 
Petitioner in its pet1t1or. for rehear1ng, the Comm1z51on is of 
the op1n10r. that good cause tor rehearing anO stay na.s not 'been 
shown. 

IT IS ORDERED that rehear1ng and stay of DeCision 
No. 83945 is hereby'denied. 

The effective da.te of this order is the date hereof .. 
Dated at San Francisco, California, th1s II zz. day 

of FEBRI lAir , 1975 • 

. 'tL __ ~~_ 

ColDl1l1ssioners 


