PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Complaint Docket No. 18925

BOROUGH OF HOM:J00D AND BOROUGH OF BIG BEAVER
Ve
' DENN CENTRAL TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, DEPARTMENT OF
HIGHWAYS OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
 PENNSYLVANIA TURNPIKE COMMISSION AND COUNTY OF BEAVER

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION, JUNE 17, 1974:

This matter is before us upcn’fdrmal complaint filed
by Boroughs of Homewood and Big Beaver, in Beaver County, on
MaY‘G;”i§70, élieging'bf dangerous condiﬁicné°éx15ting at the
lengthy viaduct structure which carries an ﬁnnumbeféd"public‘
highway (ol&‘TfaffiC"Roﬁte 18) above the grade of three
ﬁréékéfofnﬁéhhucéntrai Tran3portéti0n Compahy and the Pennsylvania
Turnpike, and connects the two boroughs. The COmpiéint was
sﬁstéihéékﬁifpribr order of this Commission issued August 23,
lei?fﬁﬁidhidrdéfléirééted‘thé:paﬁﬁies responsible for o
méinféﬁéncé of thé‘st£ﬁctu£é’to cdnduétﬁin—depﬁh‘ihS§QCtiohs
aﬁdiEG;fébbffatﬁé fiﬁdings thereof. Hearihg upon:the‘fihdings
aﬁﬁlrééémﬁéﬁdatibns‘fesuiﬁing'from.those ihspectibns was
held on April 26, 1973. Subsequent to that hearing, a
supplemental inSpéction of the structure was performed by an
englneerlng complement representlng all involved partles to
the proceedlng, 1nclud1ng a Commission staff englneer. As a
result thereof thlS Comm1551on, by Interlm Order 1ssued
June 29, 1973 dlrected Penh Central Transportatlon Company
to forthwith erect three-ton vehiCular'Wéight limit signs on
each approach to the structure, and install supplemental
éﬁépd}tiﬁg hﬁits‘at{£WOkof thé most deteriorated substructure
ﬁhifs.'.BY”leﬁtér“aaéedFNovember 29, 1973, this Commission was

aGViSéd:bf'tHé’railroad‘comyanyfthat its Chief Engineer had

1ssued orders to commence the work dlrected LO be doneﬁundf

the' terms,of “the’ Inter1m~0rder.
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At the hearing held April 26, 1973, Penn'Centrai
:Transpoftation Company présénted testimony and exhibits
through S. C. Walker, Civil Engiﬁeer, whose functibnévwith"
éﬁerCOmpény over the'pisf 24 years have pertained to structures,

’Sridges:andbiailthghway crossingé; The compahy‘s Exhibit

Wo. 1, identified by the witness and admitted into the
‘féébfd;‘cdnSisté of 54 sheets, including a Iocation plan,
Y".icbaarivlérétk"i;rig"'“c‘<:->m‘t_’:‘oﬁutz~;;‘I:‘:i'o'"ns, }_)’1'10'5!:0g'rap’hs’alnd‘c'ie"‘scryi'ptioyriis of the
‘inspection findings as performed by the railroad's engineering
forces. Based on this inspection, it is the opinion of the
féémﬁaﬁy'é‘éffﬁcfufal engineers that the bridge has reached
‘such an édvaﬁced state of deterioration that it would not be ?
‘féaSibléftb attempt restoration to its origiﬁal capacity, and
‘recommend instead that a sfudy be made tb‘replace all but

‘the spans over the railroad and the turnpike, which sections

Céhiﬁézéélv5ged without excessive work. Thé Study.shoﬁldyﬂzr
ﬁiﬁ%éétigété the edonomics of a combination of structure and/or
‘earth-£ill portions, as well as the possibility of realignment
:Bf;tﬁé”fdadﬁay to best serve traffic flow and to achmmddaté |
véh'ékiStiﬁg'stream and a borough street preSently paééing 7
beneath the southerly spans of the viaduct.

At The C6ﬁpéhy‘s‘witnéés testified'that; if so ordered
ﬁ?ffﬁé‘cdmmiésidn, Penn Central TfanSportatiOn Cbmpany would
‘not object to undertaking the studies and the design of a new
‘structure to replace those exiétingvportions requiring same.
It is estimated that preliminary plans could be prepared in
‘approximately five months time, while completed, detail
construction plans would réqﬁire’nine months, such plans

to be prepared under contract by a consulting engineering
firm;,iihé’ﬁiﬁneSSLWasfclear; hOWever;,thatkthiS‘offer by the
compahyifd*prepare a reconstruction plan does not infer any
willingnéss 6nvits part to absorb the costs of this work,

nor to share in any degree in’the,performance or costs of
eﬁentual construction at this location.
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On.oss—examination, testimon’yf the company's

witness indicates that visual inspection of the structure
reveals that, beyond certain support beams installed in the

early 1940's, little routine maintenance has been performed

on the bridge by the cc.pany since its construction in 1922.
It was. stated that srnce the type of constructlon involved
dld not lend 1tself well to routlne malntenance, deterloratlon
‘ has progressed to the p01nt that major reconstructlon 1s | |
suggested as the only economlcally fea31ble solutlon.
4 k ‘t Department of Transportatlon of the Commonwealth of |
}Pennsylvanla, through H. A. Sellers, ClVll Englneer 1n 1ts
Des1gn Bureau, presented testlmony relatlng to 1ts report of an
n—depth 1nspectlon of the wearlng surface, expans1on dams

and underlylng supportlng elements, as submltted to the

Comm1551on by 1ts letter of May 8, 1972 Accordlng to thls

report,Aand as ampllfled by the w1tness testlmony, ‘Ap
complete removal and rebulldlng of the entlre roadway‘wearlng
surface, expansron dams, certaln concrete strlngers and

other supportlve elements 1s necessary, at an estlmated cost
of $32 200 to attaln a safe and proper’roadway for the
travellng publlc.u It was emphas1zed, however, that thls C

work can be performed and w1ll be effectlve, only if extenslver
structural repalrs are made to the concrete deck and 1ts

supportlng beam system, by those partles respon51ble for

these portlons.w

. pi In the oplnlon of the department, through study

!of therlnspectlon report by Penn Central Transportatlon Company
and through v1sual conflrmatlons, 1t does not appear fea31ble
nor economlcally practlcable to attempt restoratlon of the -
majorlty of the v1aduct._ Accordlngly, Lhe department concurs
w1th the rallroad's recommendatlon relatlng to reconstructlon
or replacement of the deterlorated concrete spans, 1n.wh1ch
case the department s estlmate for repalrs to the wearlng

surface, at a cost of $32 200, would no longer be appllcable.
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G. E. Schwartz, Bridge Engineer for Pennsylvania
Turnplke Comm1551on, testlfled that hls 1nspectlon report on
the condltlon of varlous portlons of the vraduct for whlch
the turnplke 1s respons ble, was forwarded to Pennsylvanla
Publlc Utlllty Commlss1on 1n October of 1972 The conclu51on
reached Ain that report 1s that the three spans and supportlng
plers malntalned by Pennsylvanla Turnplke Comm1551on are

PR

structurally sound, and requlre nothlng beyond minor malntenance
'1tems to-contlnue to carry legal hlghway loadlngs. The

Turnplke Comm1ss1on agrees to perform certaln mlscellaneous
ropalr work under its contlnulng program of brldge malntenance,

in accordance w1th 1ts obllgatlons at this locatlon under

prlor Publlc Utlllty Comm1551on orders. It has no spe01f1c
recommendatlon w1th respect to portlons of the structure
currently malntalned by others, but agrees that the recommendatlon
made by Penn Central Transportatlon Company to replace the
southerly spans w1th an earth embankment, is a fea51ble o
alternatlve.‘ R
: Pres1dentrof Homewood Borough Coun01l,7A” E. ”DeSanzo,
testlfled that the borough‘s 1nspect10n of the land-flll portlon
of a s1de ‘ramp serv1ng as a pedestrlan walkway, revealed the
flll and brlck Wearlng surface to be in excellent condltlon.

It 1s the borough's p051tlon that two structural spans
comprlslng a part of thls pedestrlan way, connectlng the land-
flll poltlon w1th the maln v1aduct spans, are the respon31b111ty
’of Penn Central Transportatlon Company Accordlng to the‘
W1tness, Borough of Homewood w1ll not W1111ng1y agree to
partlclpate 1n any of the costs of restoratlon or reconstructlon

of the brldge, but agrees to contlnue to malntaln the 1and—f111

portlon of the ramp as a pedestrlan walkway.
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D. H Cunning, Mayor of Big B;er Borough, testified
that the borough has no present recommendation to make with
regard to cost allocations for an improvement, but prefers
to reserve any such comment.until such time as a plan is
prepared and presented on the record for review.

F57'V"Cft')-‘v;ni‘é’e‘l for the two involved boroughs reguested for
‘the’ record ‘that all due haste be pursued in the preparation
OF ‘Whatever ‘plan for improvement may be forthcoming, inasmuch
‘a& tHe ‘structure in question is already limited to a three ton
‘capacity, severely restricting use by heavy traffic, including
'$&hooY buses, fire trucks and other emergency service vehicles.

“U7 e have carefully reviewed the record in this

proceeding, inclﬁdihg'the*téstimbny and exhibits presented
g 'the ‘latest ‘hearing, and have studied the information con-
>£§iﬁéd>iniéhéfrepcft§*of'iﬁgpéctioﬁsﬂfiled'by«the°various
partiss. Tt is evident that there is full concurrénce with
V%ﬁe”réilfoéd”ébmpany‘s:stdtement‘that:the'eXisting bridge has
“deteriorated beyond the point where répai£s~arejpraéticable,
"and ‘that rQCOﬁstruCtiOn*OI‘feplacement‘is‘deemed advisable.
TThe@bﬁéervéficﬂs‘made‘by‘thé'enginéering~staff70f this
Commission confirm the improbability of effectuating a proper
*feméay4%hfoﬁgh repairs and/or rehabilitation. It is thereby
‘concliuded that a plan, foi‘rembval‘bf major portions of ‘the
‘structure, and construction of a suitable alternate form-of
‘Yehicular passage must be prepared; presented on the record
ffof'approval;*anaﬂcoﬁstrudtidn*Started thereon, as soon as is
'praéticablé;“*ﬁli”factorsfbeiﬁé*considered; this Commission
iié?df*the*oﬁiﬁidh*thaﬁ such plans should be the responsibility
“60f Penn‘Central Transportation Company to prepare, and we will

86 '6rdery THEREFORE,
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IT IS ORDERED:

l, That Penn‘Central Transportation Company, at its
initial cost and expense, forthwith undertake design and
location studies, and preparétion of final detailed construc—

tion plans, providing for the removal of all non-~salvageable

portions’ of ‘the existing viaduct structure subject hereof;

and the construction, in lieu thereof, of a suitable alternate

facility to accommodate all legal vehicular and pedestrian -~

traffic over and across its tracks at this locationj such =
plan to provide for thé retention of the existing spans over -
the Pennsylvania turnpike on the northerly end of said
viaduct; and, if feasible, ‘the retention and rehabilitation
of”ﬁhé”éiisfing>S£eéi°giraEr spaﬁs7CrbsSing over the tracks
of ‘the company. =
2. That the plan herein ordered prepared shall

provide; ‘insofar as is feasible, for'rdaawaY”alignménts and
‘gradients on the southerly approach to the ‘crossing, which
will accommodate and meet the needs and requirements of all’
existing roadwdys in this vicinity, and which will provide
for the reasonable free flow of traffic along such roadways;
ailfésftb’bé‘deiérmihéd'throﬁgh*cénsultaticﬁ'an&*COoperaﬁion
with Boroughs of Homewood and Big Beaver.

“**””ff*é; “that during the course of the design studies

and preparation of the plan, Penn Central Transportation

Conipany cooperate with all other parties to this proceeding; =

and ‘to consult with those ‘appropriate parties regarding any

féatures of the planning or ‘design which may affect ‘the - -

interests thereof; ‘and in addition, to keep all parties and -




4. Tﬁat’on or before February 1, 1975, Penn
Central Transportation Company submit to all parties and to
this Commission a copy of the completed detail construction
plan herein ordered prepared; and that following receipt
thereof, this proceeding be set for further hearing upon the
adoption thereof, the allocation of the costs and expenses
incident to the construction and maintenance thereof and
upon any other matters pertinent to this proceeding.

5. That Penn Central Transportation Company
forthwith advise this Commission as to the status of work
directed to be performed by it under numbered Paragraph 3 of

the Commission's order in this matter issued June 29, 1973,

relating to the installation of supplemental supports at

piers Nos. 10 and 12 of the existing structure.
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
(signed) George I. Blﬁom
Chairman

ATTEST:
Secretary

ORDER ADOPTED: June 17, 1974

ORDER ENTERED:




