PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

,~Complaint Docket No. 18925

‘BOROUGH OF HOMEWOOD AND BOROUGH OF BIG BEAVER
‘Vo

PENN CENTRAL TRANSPORTATIOH COMPANY DEPARTMENT

OF HIGHWAYS OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA TURNPIKE COMMISSION‘and COUNTY OF

BEAVER -
"ORDER P T ;ﬁ.‘}“
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‘BY THE COMMISSION, AUGUST 23,1971z = = . 0% =mee LI COURT,
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) This matter is before us upen complaint filed May 6, 1970, by -
Bproughs5ququewooddaﬁd~Big.Beaver,'siEUate:in'Beaver‘County3 alleging
dangerous. conditions  existing at the crossing, above grade, where a public
higpway»oonnectingLthewtwo‘contiguous‘boroughs‘crosses over and above the
graée,pf?three;tracks‘of;Penn Qenpral‘Tnansportation“Company and the
LPennsylvaniagTurnpike, said highway being: partly in Homewood Borough and
partly in Big Beaver Borough. -

- It is alleged in the complaint that respondents, Penn Central
Transportation Company and Department of Highways of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (now,Departmentgof‘Transportation~of*the~GommonWealthVof
Pennsylvania),,have.failed to maintain and keep in safe repair and c¢on-
dition, as was originally constructed, the existing 16-span steel and .
reinforced concrete bridge and viaduct at this location and that, as a
result: thereof, said bridge:and viaduct fail to provide adequate support for
‘persons and vehicles passing over same and create a hazard to the life, limb
and property of the public using same and located near and beneath same.

The record in this. proceeding reveals that the subject ¢rossing,
abqve«grade,:was,constructed,under order of the Public Service Commission
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania issued May 10, 1921, as modified
April 17, 1922, -at. Complaint Docket No. 1971. At that time, State Highway
Route 77 (Trafflc Route. 18) crossed, at grade, two separate legs of a
triangular network of tracks comprising the intersection point of the Fort
Wayne Branch and the Pittsburgh, Youngstown & Ashtabuia Branch of The

Pennsyl?ania Railroad Company, now Penn Central Transportation Company.




These at-grade crossings were e¢liminated and abolished in 1922 by the con-
spructien of the subject viaduct over and above the tracks on a realigned
segment of State Highway Route 77, westerly of the original location, which
allowed for a shorter total length of required structure.  Vehicular access
to the station building was' provided-by ‘a side ramp leading off the main
viaduct: spans;: eastwardly into the area encompassed by the tracks.

A ;;Ih;lQSO;.construction'afathe wegtern extension of the Pennsylvania
Turnpikey roughly parallel to the railroad tréeks*iﬁfthevarea of the c¢ross-
ing, necessitated the construction of.aﬁ“addiﬁional‘three gpans at the
noryherly;endacfvthe“original“viaduet; t@tcarrvatatéinghway Route 77 over
the new limited access highway. - Pennsylvania Publie Utility Commission, by
order issued October 16, 1950 at. Application Docket No. 76051, approved
th%xalueraulon of the crossing, above grade, in that manner. . -

The orders at: C. 1971 directed the Borough'of Homewood to maintain
bheﬁstaﬁion_ﬁémpy;the,Pennsylvania Highway Department to maintain the paving
across -the viaduet and The Pennsylvania Railroad Company to maintain the
vi%@ﬁctﬁfon,its;{zhen):entire-lengthg By reason of the order issued at
%g,?§05l,uDepar§mentﬂQf;Highways.WaSVdirected to also maintain the paving
aeppegfthe;additienalflength‘of;viaduct,vas»extended,ewith'the structural
quQiQQSat@etegf:po}bemmainﬁainedAby Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission. -

Alﬁe'in>1950,gbepartment of.Highwayaerelccated,andureconstrueted
a three-mile long segment of State Highway Route 77 in the v1c1nLtygef the
subaect crosslng, to a location approx1mately 1,500 feet easterly of th;
viaduct. By reason thereof, the department filed application with this
Commission, at Docket A, 76076 to construct a new crosszng, below grade, of
the tracks of the Plttsburgh Youngstown and Ashtabula Branch to accommodate
vehicular trafflc on the new segment of the hlghway,> A rev1ew of the record
and order in that proceedlng 1ssued November 20 1950 reveals no mention
of any changes or relief ‘to be sought on behalf of. the department at the

subject cressing structure,
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By further actlon before this Commlsslon, at Sompiaznt Docket
15932, orders thereat issued July 26, 1954 and February 28, 1955, dlrected
thao the dangerous and 1nadequate statlon ramp be barrlcaded and closed to
all vehlcular trafflc as a result of deterloratlon and lack of proper
malntenance, said ramp hav1ng requlred the 1nstallat10n of addltlonal
supportlng tlmber bents as early as 1938

;l | Now by JOlnt complalnt flled May 6, 1970 Boroughs of Homewood
and Blg Beaver seek rellef from alleged deterloratlng condltlons on the
main‘viaduot spansq At the hearing in this matter held October 8, 1970

complainants submltted testlmony through four w1tnesses, together with

' exhlblts, in support of 1ts contentlons that Penn Central Transportatlon

Company and Pennsylvanla Department of Transportatlon, or their respectlve

predecessors, have falled to comply w1th the orders dlrectlng them to

malntaln the cr0351ng structure in a proper manner. |
Complalnants7 Exhlblts Nos. 1 and 2, admltted at thlS hearlng,

are maps of Beaver County (dated 1970) ‘and of Blg Beaver Borough (rev1sed

to 1968) respectlvely, show1ng ‘the roadway systems, political subd1v131ons,

rall llnes and other cultural features in these areas. Exhlblts Nos. 34

‘through BQ are a series of 17 photographs show1ng varlous aspects of the

ex1st1ng v1aduct, 1nclud1ng plers, superstructure, roadway, curbsﬁ 31dewa1ks‘

‘and parapets at dlfferent locatlons°

- The pre51dent of Homewood Borough Council testlfled at the hearing
held October 8 1970 that the railroad line running north out of Beaver
Falls branches 1nto two llneS'w1th1n the borough one segment continuing

northward and one turnlng Westward The westerly segment, passing beneath

.the subgect cr0551ng structure, essentially blsects both Homewood Borough

and Blg Beaver Borough° Accordlng to this w1tness, the Homewood flre
department is located at the south end of the brldge, and would be requlred
to travel an addltlonal five mlles to service p01nts north of the tracks,
1f use of the brldge is restrlcted | | | |
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Traffic counts conducted by the Borough indicate 976 vehicles and

:75 pedestrians crossed the V1aduct between 6 a.m., and 8 p.m. on beptember 22,
1970 “and 979 vehlcles and 63 pedestrlans on September 24, 1970, Metered '
ivehlcular counts furnished by the county at the borough’s request showed 880
vvehlcles on September 23 1, 105 vehlcles on September 243 l 197 vehicles on
September 25, 1 052 on September 26 and l 246 on September 27, 1970, All
4the latter counts,:w1th the exceptlon of September 23, are for 24=hour
perlods° o B o | | | | R .

ks : Thls w1tness testlfied as to hlS observations ‘of the condltlon of
the structure, averrlng, 1nter al1a, that concrete deterloratlon has pro»l
gressed to the p01nt where steel reinforcement bars are exposed in many
areas, 1nclud1ng bottoms of maln roadway beams and pler cap cantllevers,
that holes have developed through the roadway in certaln areas, that in
1969 a pedestrlan was hospltallzed after stepplng 1nto an openlng whlch had
developed at one of the numerous expan51on 301nts, that spalllng concrete |
and debrls falllng from the structure endangers people and property beneath
the spans; that as early as l9h3 or l9hh steel beam pler cap re1nforc1ng
was requlred at one locatlon due to threatened loss of structural adequacy;
that curbs, 31dewalks and roadway surfa01ng has deterlorated to the point
where patchlng no longer holds, that sharp, Jagged pleces of metal and h
concrete (51b) in the area of falllng expan31on dams pose hazard to pa351ng
trafflc, and that the department on occa31on, generally due to accldents on
the newer parallel section of Trafflc Route 18 has used the structure as a
detour or byepass route. The w1tness also averred that the bulk of the
condltlons complalned of are exlstent on the older portlons ‘of the viaduct
for whlch the rallroad has structural malntenance respons:.blln.tya

| ; On cross- examlnatlon, thls w1tness stated that whlle he is not

an engineer, the appearance of the structure causes concern as to 1ts
safety,‘ In addltlon, the borough has patched potholes on the v1aduct road-
kway whenever they have progressed to the p01nt of belng a potentlal hazard.
Such repalr work ‘in the oplnlon of the borough, is a respon51b111ty of the
department by.reason of the outstanding orders of this Commission and/or its’
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predecessor body. 'The borough agrees that State Highway Route 77 (Traffic
Route’lé)‘formerly trarersedsthevstructure, but is not sure whether State
Bighway Route 04057 (Traffic Route 651, klocally‘known as Friendship Road)
also crosses the structure as it approaches the general area of the cr0531ng'
from the southwesta | ’ |
A second w1tness for Complalnants, the a551stant superlntendent
kfor Blg Beaver Falls School Dlstrlct ‘testified that there are three
elementary schools in the area of the borough surroundlng the cross1ng 81te
and that, in the 1nterest of safety, 1t has’ curtalled use of the v1aduct
by several buses normally u31ng same. Presently, only three 60 to 66
passenger buses are routed over the structure° Due to the additional
mlleage requlred to be traversed on the alternate routes between Homewood |
Borough and the Koppel Elementary School the school district is already
laborlng under 1ncreased transportatlon costs. If the structure were not
avallable, addltlonal,buses would have to be added to accommodate properly
the'studentsiinfthis'area;y’Buéh busesnare:presently'costing the school
dlstrlct $h 950 each, per 180 day school term. The tremendous costs. of
transportatlon make the school dlstrlct keenly 1nterested in the retentlon
of a safe and adequate cross:Lng° . | |
R The Mayor of Blg Beaver Borough testlfled for Complalnants,
descrlblng the type and condltlon of the successive rall cross1ngs
westerly of the subJect viaduct, as follows
‘Mldvale Road (Townshlp Road 633) at grade, approx1mately
.'one—half mlle west, along the tracks, allegedly unsafe due
Bjto sharp drop of grade on north side. e |
BAley Hlll Road (Township Road 665), at grade, approx1mately
;?one mlle further west allegedly more unsafe, due to sharper
'drop and steeper gradeo |
Friendship Road (State nghway Route 04057), above grade,
approxmmately one mlle 1urther west; closed to all trafflc |
due to deterlorated condltlon°
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McKinley Road (Township Road 627), at grade, approximately
one mile further west, allegedly unsafe due to steep approach
gradlent and poor sight dlstance,
The only railroad—hlghwey crossing east of the subgect v1aduct
is by way of the newer sectlon of State nghway Route 77 (Traffic Route 18).
While separated by but lese than half a mlle, the routing of trafflc via
this alternate route entaile the flve mlle detour mentloned in prev1ous
testimony, and use of a restrict1Ve underpass crossing structure south of
the subject locatlon. leew1se, use of any of the cross1ngs westerly of the
subject vmaduct entalls travel considerably in excess of the distances to
same along the tracks, as eV1denced by an examlnatlon of Complalnant’
Exhlblt No. 2. ' B |
- The w1tness further testlfied that, should the Homewood v1aduct
be closed, emergency services to citizens north of the tracks could be
prov1ded only by way of alternate routes of up to 20 mlles, seriously
Jeopardlzlng the effectiveness of these operatlons by reason of delays in
travel tlme. ‘In addltion, 1t was averred by this w1tness that malntenance
operatlons by the department both along Trafflc Route 651 and on the |
v1aduct surfaclng, have been notlceably m1n1ma1 |
“ | The w1tnesses for both Blg Beaver Borough and Borough of Homewood
each dlsclalmed any obligatlons for malntenance of the viaduct structure, on
the part of thelr respectlve mun101pa11ties, and denled that they should be
assessed any of the costs of any 1mprovement; ’

" A fourth witness for Complalnants who lives adjacent to the
v1aduct, recounted for the record an 1nstance occurrlng approxlmately six
months prlor to the hearlng, when sectlons of concrete fell from the viaduct
1nto her yard narrowly m1s51ng her two llttle grandchlldren, These con-
crete spalls were described as "about a foot lcng - two blg pleces" (sic).
o | Respondent Penn Central Trensportatlon Company presented
tésﬁimbny at the hearing held October 8, 1970 through its witness, the
company ] Reglonal Engineer of Structures, who stated that the company
operates ‘over three tracks at thls location, owned by the Pittsburgh, Fort
Wayne and Chlcago Railway Company. Trafflc on the eastbound main track
consists of 15 freight and five passenger train movements daily, operated

at authorized speed of 35 miles an hour; the westbound main track carries
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20 freight and flVe passenger train movements dally, also at 35 mlles an
hour; while the Y. connectlon to the Koppel secondary track has but one
train movement over it, per week at flve mlles an hour.,

‘ Accordlng to thls w1tnessg the structure 1nvolved prov1des a
23mfoot w1de rcadway between curbs, and a flVeefoot pedestrian walk along
the west side. Roadway allgnment 13 b331ca11y tangent throughout the 695-
foot 1engthg/except for a short sectlon of 12=degree curve near the middle
thereof Gradlents are varlable alcng dlfferent sectlons thereof but dc not
exceed 1, 75 percent at any polnto. Vertlcal clearances are a minlmum of 21
feet 5 1nches above the trackso’ The company admlts to malntenance
respon31b111ty, with the exception of paving, for the substructure and
superstructure of the orlglnal 13 southerly spans of the v1aduct9 and
ccntends that these portlons are structurally adequate ‘and safe for “the
posted loading of 15 tons. | |

i Several 1ssues were probed 1n depth at both dlrect and cross
examinatlon, among whlch were length cf detours9 orlglnal de51gn capacltyg
extent cf deterloratlon, present load=carry1ng capaclty and the scope and
extent of,repairsldeemedknecessaryo In the oplnlon of the company, the

;,maximnm‘iength of‘detcnr‘necessary, utillzing‘tne exmstlng underpass ‘south
of the subject‘viadnct‘crossing,,is but four and cneshalf miles. In
additlons it is of the cplnlon that the spalllng of concrete from the
Varlous areas. of the structure is but superflclal in nature, unsightly in
appearance and 1nconsequent1al 1n 1ts effect on the structural capac:.tyo
The steel=beam repairs made to the cap of Pler No. 8, in 1939, are con31dered
to be permanent in nature, albelt such work was deemed necessary at that
tlme as .a result of loss of bearlng beneath certaln of the reinforced
_concrete Tebeam strlngers, The testlmony of the company 's w1tness was to
the effect that 1t feels there 1s no danger to the users of the viaduct.
» Commentlng upon varlous of the complalnants photographic
exhlblts, the w1tness for Penn Central Transportatlon Company admitted to
spalllng of concrete to the extent that relnforcement bars are exposed in
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e ,Varying degrees at Aumerous 1ocatlons (bottoms of slabs, along deck
stringers, on pler caps and oantilever overhangs, et al)e In each specific
1nstance of such bar exposure, the ramlflcatlons or serlousness of same
were dismlesed by comment to the effect that adequate bond st111 remained,
that loss of steel section has not reached CTltiC&L proportions, that '

| orlglnal overade31gn of eertaln members proV1des leeway for such occurrences,

E or that the exposed bars are. but secondary stress»carrying mem.bers° It was
further stated by the w1tness that whlle the spans over the tracks were
1nspected 1n 1970 the company has no record of any detalled or 1n=dep§h
1nspectlons belng performed on the remalnlng portlons of the viaduct, other
than scallng of loose concrete on occ351on, and ‘hence no analytlcal
computatlons of the present capaclty of the struoture and 1ts component
partsa The oompany s positlon regarding the 15=ton safe loadlng is based
prlmarlly on. the results of v1sua1 1nvest1gat10ns alonea ' ‘

: o Inasmuch as the rallroad company belleves no work is necessary
other than, perlodlo scallng of 1oose concrete, 1t w111 not agree to do any
Work beyond thatg nor to _prepare any rehabllltetion plans, and due to the
flnanelal status of Penn Central Transportatlon Company, 1ts position is

‘that 1t cannot agree to assume any future malntenance responelblllty at
this tlmeo,‘ e g | o B ‘
| A w1tness for Pennsylvanla Turnplke Comm1531on testlfled at

the hearmng held,October 8 1970 that sa1d Commissmon constructed a
three«span exten51on at the northerly end the orlginal v1aduot under-
order, of the Pennsylvanla Publlc Utlllty Comm1531on 1ssued October 16 1950
at Ac,760510k The Turnplke Comm13510n admlts respon31b111ty for the
fmaintenance of those three spans, exclu31ve of the roadway pav1ng between
curb lines, and contends that those portlons are in excellent structural
oondltlon, as valldated oy annual 1nspections performed by Commlss1on
maintenancevpersonnel_and by independent_consultlng englneers retained by
ehgecommissiono,_Therwitness testifieddthat these'threevnortherly spans
are entirely adequate to handie highway’loadings but could make no comment
relative to portions of the structure beyond the Turnpike Commission's

responsibility.
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SollCItOT for County of Beaver stated for the record that the
County Cemm1531oners support the complalnants 1n,thls matter and request
that opportunity be afforded the county‘to rev1ew any englneerlng reports
on the structure prior to subm1ttal by it of any testlmony pertlnent to an
improvement or allocation of costs. It 1s the county s contentlon that the
railread company. should be requlred to submlt a detailed englneerlng report
on the condition and adeguacy of the structure9 whlch 1t ‘has not done to

datea R e, o . o . ) (
Department of Transportation of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

(fofuerlifDepaftment‘of‘HighWaYs) presented testimony through an engineer
witﬁéés who stated that no State Highway Route presently traverses the
cros31ng st‘r’ucture9 and hence the department has no maintenance obllgatlon
thereato Therefore,rlt has no ‘knowledge or opinion as to whether the
v1aduct is adequate and safe for public use.

B According~to this witness State Highway Route 77 (Traffic Route
18)9 whlch once crossed above the tracks of the carrier on the subject.
v1aduct structure, ‘was relocated to its present position easterly of said
structure, upon completlon ‘of the new undergrade erossing constructed by
1t in 1950 at A, 76076, At some later date, circa 1954 or 1955, the old
| Trafflc Route 18 allgnment and right of way was abandoned by the department,
dfrom‘whlch tlme payments have been made by the department to Homewood
Borough, from quuld Tuel Tax Fund monies, for maintenance purposes on
that abandoned portlon 1y1ng within the confines of said borough.

- Ex1st1ng State Highway Route 04057 (Traffic Route 651},
iditendinngene?ally westwardly from the borough, now terminates at a point
some 200 to 300 feet south of the south end of the viaduct, at its peint
‘»of connectlon w1th Townshlp Road 680 {the abandoned portion of 'old' State
nghway Route 77).

' While providlng physical connection to other public highways
Vand streets, thls 1solated terminus of State Highway Route 0OLO57 is not
’the usual practlce on Commonwealthwmalntalned roadways although similar
situations are existent in certaln locatlons, generally as a result of
highway relocations.
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Tnasmuch as the department contends it has no obligation at the
v:Laduct9 1t w111 not agree to perform any inspections, prepare any plans,
do any work or pay any costs of construction or future maintenance at this
location. = B

A LAt:theFCOnclusion of testimony presented at the hearing held
October 8, 1970 counsel for Pemnsylvania Turnpike Commission moved that
the complalnt be dismlssed as to that Commission, in that the complalnt
seeks no spe01f1c rellef frem it as a respondent and that no testimony was.
adduced whlch placed burden upon said Commission.

R We have carefully rev1ewed the record in this proceedlng and
are of the oplnlon ‘that while the record contalns considerable statements
of oplnlen regardlng the adequacy'w ‘or inadequacy, as the case may be =
of the ex1st1ng crossing structure, the extent of deterioration, loss of
sectlon, remalnlng available capacity, riding qualities; maintenance |
respons:L‘bllthless types and effectiveness of repairs made or proposed to be
ade, the 01rcumstances faced by vehicular and pedestrian traffiec, the
histery of the structure and of the parties' actual or presumed involvements,
we feel that‘thefeﬁis‘a‘iittle matter of récord, of definitive quality and
quantlty, upon whlch to base an opinion relating to the scope and extent
,‘of an 1mprovement if any, which should be ordered at this location.
| We are not convinced that the general loss of concrete section,
ev1dent from observatlon of the structure, from roadway stringers, bearing
yareas, pler caps and cantilevers, and the resultant exposure, loss of bond-
~Length and p0331ble reduction of sectlon of the steel reinforcement bars in
significant areas of the structure, have had no detrimental effect (elther
in whole or in part) upon the capacity and 1ntegr1ty of the structure and
the acceptable safety-factors of orlglnal de31gnﬁ We are not conv1nced
that sufficient concrete of adequate quallty remalns in many areas of prlme
load=-carrying elements, as to provide proper bond length or anchorage for |
. those relnforcement bars subjected to maJor stress levels, nor can we
accept the apparent dlsmlssal of w1despread exposure of stlrrup bar reinforce=
ment as insignificant, in that concrete de51gn theory dictates the inclusion
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of proper stirrup reinforcement, where reqpired due to'sheaf effects,
and failure to provide for same or even to check the necessity for same
during design would constitute a gross errer of negllgence or om1351on°
The failure of such bars, provided as deelgn requlrements dlctat99 to
function properly would be of no less consequence than the omission of same
during construction. Neither are we setlsfied that an adequate, con=
scientious program of malntenance, pursued over the years in compllance
with the obligations imposed in outstanding orders of this Commission and
its predecessor body, would have toleraﬁed the’progressive‘deterioration
of the various components of the structure to thelr present state,
including the curbs, sidewalks and readway surface on the traveled wayo
It would appear that but minimal effort has been expended in
maintaining this structure and the contiguous ramp to the statioﬁ areas
Inwadditieng-the~establishedrneed for supplemental structurel systems to
both portions, circa 1938 and 1939, and the subsequent‘elesure’of'the ramp
to vehicular traffic in 1955,>suggest_that more than cursory'attention
should be given to a determination of the overali integrity and’adequacy
of the viaduct at this time. Accordlngly, we will order the performance
of a detailed; in-depth 1nspect10n of the structure, complete, and the
submittal of a comprehensive englneerlng report and assessment of the
findings thereof,‘together with recemmendatlcns as to the scope and extent

of any changes, alterations or repgjré deemed necessary at this time to

‘assure the safety of vehicular and pedestrian traffic using the crossing.

We wnll also, at this time, deny the pleas and/or contentlons of Pennsy1=

vania Turnpike Commlss1on and Department of Transpertatlon for dlsmlssal as

respondents, until such time as a final determination of their respectlve

‘responsibilities has been established; THEREFORE,

IT I8 ORDERED°

1, .That the 1nstant complaint filed by Boroughs of Homewood
and Big Beaver be and 1s’hereby sustained as to the necessity for a
determination of a true and realistic evaluation of the structural integrity
of the crossing structure and its adequacy for public use.
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2. That Trustees of Penn. Central Transportatlon Company |
forthwith undertake a program of inspection-in-depth of all portions of the
existing crossing structure for which it has malntenance responsibility in
accordance w1th/any outstanding orders of Pennsylvanla Publlc Utlllty
Commission and/or Public Service Commlssion of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl=
Vanla, for purposes of determlning the present state of condltlon, adequacy,'
integrlty and safe loadacarrylng capac1ty of each 1nd1v1dua1 part or component
of sald portlonso - P -

3. That Trustees of Penn’ Central Transportation Company, withln
nine months. from date of serv1ce hereof, prepare and submlt to thls
Commission and to each other party of record hereto, a detalled summary of
the results and. flndlngs of the 1nspectlon hereln ordered performed by it,
together with coples of such englneerlng computatlons and assessments of the ,
safe: loadwcarrying capa01t1es of the Various components, adjusted to
reflect existing condltlons of the concrete, relnforcement bars9 avallable
bond :length or any. other. factors pertlnent thereto, and in addltlon,
prepare and submit a. detailed summary. of all such work of repalrs,
rehabllltatlon, changes;. alterations, relocatlons,,reconstructlon or other
ssuch measures,. if any, deemed necessary, 1n 1ts opinion, to be undertaken
at this crossing location in order to restore sald portlons of the existing
structure, or any part. thereof to a condltlon and safe load=carry1ng
‘capacity as per originally. designea and constructed together w1th an
-estimate of the costs. of performing same.

ilys  That Pennsymvanla Turnplke Commlss1on forthw1th undertake
‘a program of. 1nspectlon=inwdepth of all portlons of the ex1sting cro831ng
‘structure. for which it has maintenance respon81b111ty in accordance w1th
‘any outstandlng orders of Pennsylvania Public Utlllty Comm1531on and/or Public
‘Service Commission of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvanla, for purposes of
determining the present state of conditlon, adequacy, integrity and safe
load-carrying capacity of each individual‘pant or component'of said

‘ portions.
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5, That Pennsylvania Turnpika Commission, within nine months
from date of service hereof, prepare and submit to this Commission and to
cach other party of record hereto, a detailed summary of the results and
findings of the inspection herein ordered performed by it, together with
copieé’af‘sueh‘engineering computations and assessments of the safe load-
carrying capaeities'cf“the various components, adjusted to reflect existing
conditions of the concrete, reinforeement bars, available bond length or
any other factors peértinent thereto; and in addition, prepare and submit
a detailed summary of all such werk of repairs, rehabilitation, changes,
éltefétiéﬁé,”feioéatibns,“rebehétruc§i©n~or other such measures, if any,
deemed neceséary;fin its  opinion, to:be undertaken at this crossing
location in order to restore said portions of the existing structure, or
any part thereof to a econdition and safe load-carrying capacity as per
originally d951gned and constructed, together with an estimate of the costs
of*p@rfbrming*same; ‘ ,

~6, “'That Borough of Homewood forthwith undertake a program of
inspection-in-depth of all portions of the existing crossing structure
for which it has maintenance responsibility in accordance with any out-
standing orders of Pennsylvania Publie Utility Commission and/or Public
Service Commission of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, for purposss of
determining the presentJStateﬁof condition, adequacy, integrity andksafe

icadwcarfying'éépacity of each individual part or component of said portions.
‘ 7. That Borough of Homewood, within nine months from date of

service hereof, prepare and submit to this Commission and to each other

party of record hereto, a detailed summary of the results and findings of
‘the inspection herein ordered performed by it, together with copies of such

engineering computations and asseéessments of the safe load=-carrying

capacities of the various components, adjusted to reflect existing conw’
ditions of the cencrete, reinforcement bars, available bond length or any
other factors pertinent thereto; and in addition, prepare and submit a
détailed summary of all such work of repairs, reﬁabilitation, changes,




i

alterationsy relocations, reconstruction or other such measures, if any,
deemed'nécessary, in its opiﬁion, to be undertaken at this crossing location
in order to restore said portions of the sxisting structure; or any pard
thereof, to a condition‘and safe load=carrying capacity for the«purposes,
if any, that said portions now serve, together with an estimate of the
costs of performing same.

8, That Pennsylvania Department of Transportation forthwith
undertake & program of inspectioﬁ'of'the vehicular roadway wearing surface,

expansion dams and their underlying supporting elements across the entire

length of the viaduct {exclusive of the station ramp), for purposes of

determining the present state of condition, adequacy and integrity thereof,
and for purposes of determining whether any condition exists throughout
said length of viaduct which precludes or compromises the department's
abiiity to establish and properly maintain thereon a smooth, uniform and
uﬁbrpkén roadway wearing surface, or which otherwise affects the safety
and convenience of the traveling public (both vehicular and pedestrian).

9. That Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, within nine
months from date of service hereof, prepare and submit to this Commission
and to each other party of record hereto, a detailed summary of the
results and findings of the inspection herein ordered performed by it;
and in addition, prepare and submit a detailed summary of all such work
of répairs, rehabilitation, changes, alterations, relocations, reconstruction
or other such méasures, if any, deemed necessary, in its opinion, to be

undertaken at this crossing location in order to restore and effectively

maintain the wearing surface to a safe and proper condition, together with

an estimate of the costs of performing same.

10. That upon receipt of the information herein ordered submitted,
this case be set for further hearing for purposes of admitting testimony
and exhibits relevant to the inspections and reports, and upon the adoption
of such course of action at this locatien as properly evolves or is indicated

by the record theréin developed.

. | - L - ¢
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11. That until such time as a final determination be made in

this matter, Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission and
Transportation shall continue to be recognized by
respondents to this proceeding atv C,,kl8925'o

12, That in all respects not otherwise
our prior orders in this proceeding and any other
subject structure remain in full force and effect

order by this Commission shall issue which alters

Pennsylvania Department of

this Commission as proper

inconsistent herewith,
orders pertinent to the
until such time as further

or amends the directives

thereof; and that until such time, the party or parties named therein as

responsible for maintenance of the various portions of the subject structure

perform their respective obligations in such manner as to pfovide the

optimum in convenience® and safety to the traveling public,

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

(signed) George I. Bloom

Chairman

ATTEST:

Secretary
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