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Decision No •. ___ 6_9_8_9_4 

BEFORE THE FUBLIC UT~I'IIES COMMISSION OF '!BE STATE OF CALIFORl~IA. 

.Investiga:ion into the status) ) 
safety ~ maintenance, use and ) 
p~otection or closing of the ) 
crossing at grade of tbe lines » 
of tbe l.>ACIFIC ELEC'IRIC F.A!JJ,JAY. 
COMPANY in the CITY OF HUN'IINGION ) 
BEACH, Califo~nia, with Edinge: ) 
A'V~ue; Crossing No. 6NC-30 .. 20. ) 

Case No.. 8103 
(Filed January 12, 1965) 
(Amcmded YJArch 23 ~ 1965) 

Randolph Kau and Walt A .. Steige-r, by 
Randolph Karr, for 2acific Electric 
Railway Company, and Arthur L. !(assan, 
for City of Huntington Be:ach ,re.spondents .. 

Elmer Sjostrom, for the Commission staff .. 

OPINION 
-------~ 

A public hearing on the' 'above-entitled matter was held 

before Commissioner Grover and Examiner Patterson in Santa Ana 

on YlaY 12 ~nd 13, 1965.. !be matter was bea:rd on a. consolid::l.1:ed 

record with Cases Nos .. 8105 and 8111, involving ?acific Electric 

Railway crossings in ,the City of Santa ADa and the City of 

Stanton,respectively.. All three matters were submitted on 

May 13, 1965, and separate decisions will be rendered in each .. 

Another matter, Case No.. 8104, invol ving ~o crossings 

of the Southern Pacific Company in tbe County of orange, w.as 

continued to a date to 'be set, upon sta1:emene5 of counsel that 

agreement had been %eaebed between Soutbern Pacific Company and 

the County of Orange to install automatic gateS at the ~o 

c:rossings. 

Investigation herein concerns the cross~ at grade of 

Edinger Avenue with tracks of the Pacific Elecexic Ra.1lway Company 
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in the City of Huntington. 'Beach (Cxossing No. 61'1C-30 .20)., The 

investigation was illstituted to determine wbe,ther or not public 

heal. tb , safety .and welfal:e xequire the l:elocation, widening, 

closing or other alteration of the crossing.; the instal1.a:tion and 

maintenance of additional or improved protective devices at the 

crossing; and,if any changes a:re made, on. what terQl$ the work 

should be done and how the cost should be apportioned. 

An Associate Transportation Engineer of the Commission 

staff prepared and pres~ted a report (Exhibit 1) eove%ing his 

analysis ~nd recommendations for improved proteetion at the three 

Pacific Eleet'ric Railwa.y Company c-rossings. His evidence con

cerning the Edinger Avenue crossing may be s'unmarized as 

foll~Ns: The cross~g consists of one brancb line track ~nd one 

siding track eaCh at a 9O-degree angle with Edinge:r Avenue,wbich 

runs east and west. Width of the crossing and approaches is 

28 feet. Visibility is impaixed £0% eastbound vehicle drivers 

by a large bean warehouse located adj aeent to the exossing, in 

the. southwest quadxant, the visibility to the, right being only 

40 feet at a distance of 100 feet from the t1:ac!~. Duxing a 

six-boOX' exa£fic check commencing at noon, Monday, March 1, 1965, 

the staff engineer counted 4,346 vehicles using· the C%ossing 

including 34 school buses, Some of which did uot contain pupils. 

The observed speed of the automobiles was approximately 50 miles 

per .. hour. He testified that the Ciey of Huntiug1:on '&eacb exlgineer 

bas estimated the toeal daily traffic to be 10,000 vehicles. The 

t-rain traffic consists of one :round t%ip per day plus required 

SWitching. During the period of dle traffic cheek the staff 

engineer observed one southbound ttain and two switching movements 

all at appro:x:ilca.eely 2 :00 p.m. In the northeast qua.d%antof, 
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the c:rossing a laxge shopping a:rea is being developed with some 

portions scheduled fo:r completion in the Fall of this year. A 

school is planned for construction in the northwest quadrant. The 

San Diego freeway passing northeast of the crossing is scheduled 

for completion as far as Beach Boulevard by November 1965. A full 

interchange with the freeway will exist at Beach Boulevard just 

~orth of Edinger Avenue. Be testifiedtbe completion of ~is 

interchange and o1:her nearby inte:rc:hauges with the freeway sbould 

:esult in inc~ezsed traffic on Edinger Avenue. 

The accident record at the crossing since January 1, 

1960) consists of two accidents in which thX'eepersOllS wexe injured. 

Present protection CODSists of two Standard No. 1 Teflect:orized 

crossing signs wi~ two reflectorized advance warning signs. 

Based on the use of the aossing by approximately 

10,000 vehicles per day, the speed of such vehicles and the re

st:ricted visibility in one quadrant,tbe staff engineer concluded 

that better protection than t:hat presently provided is needed. 

He reco:omeudec1 that: there be installed two' Stand.ard No. 8 flashing 

light signals supplemented with automatic gates ~ the installation 

cost to be apportioned SO-SO between the Railway and the Ci~_ 

He recommended the use of automatic gates rather than' flashing 

lights alone because installations with automatic gates have 

proven superior. In this reg~rd a report he had prepare~ ~ted 

October 1, 1964, entitled '~f£ectiveness of Automatic Crossing 

Gates in Southern California, 1954 through 196Z" was introduced 

(Exhibit 2) - This report~wbich was a study of aecident experience 

over a ten-year period at 132 points ~ Southern California where 

automatic crossing gates were in place on Lecember3l, 1963, shews 

that of the 101 installations where crossing protection had been 
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upgraded to automatic gates, accidents have been decreased by 

57 percent, deaths decressed.,by 89 percent and injuries decreased 

by 88 percent .. 

A Public Projects Engineer for the Railway testified that 

in recent years significant improvements have been ~de in equip

ment and.. techniques for crOSSing protection. He stated that in 

the early stages of crossi:lg protection it was considered necessary 

only to wa=n motorists of the presence of tbe track and for ~ny 

years a signhl device such as a crossing sign or a crossing sign 

~ugmented with flashing lights was d.eemed sufficient. He s1:3ted, 

however, tba t .a s the volume and speed of motor vehicle travel have 

increa~ed this type of protection bas become less adequate, so that 

the presence of a positive barrier to the motorist, it now bas 

been concluded, is the best crossing protection available, except 

for grade separation, and ~at lesser types of automatic protection 

are not economically justified. He stated that, in.his opinion, the 

installhtion of flashing lights without crossing gates would pro

vide little or "no added ~otection over tbe presently installed 

Standard No.1 crossing signs. He pointed out furthertbat there 

is an additiOtUll accicent hazard existing at the Edinger Avenue 

crossing. because of the switching movements which are made at thi~ 

crossing and because of the frequent positioning of cars on tbe 

siding, which may lead a motorist to believe that ws:ming Signals 

have been actuated by the cars on the Siding rather than by an 

approaching train. 

The installation proposed by the Railway at this crossing 

would include a Marquardt GCP Control Predictor. Predictors sucb 

as this, which have been in general use for about three years, 

have ~de the installation of automatic gates, particularly at 
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crossings where switching is performed, much l:lOre feasible than 

in the past, as the predictor eliminates unnecessary operation of 

the g~tes. 

A Maintenance and Const:ntetion Engineer for the Railway 

presented in Exhibit 3 estimates of costs for upgrading the 

crossing protection. His est~te for installation of two Standard 

No.8 flashing light:s with ¥.axquardt GCP Control is $14,835 wi1:h 

an annT.l8.1 maintenance cost of $672. If automa.~ic gates 3.%'e added 

to the ins1:allation,the total cost is estimated to be $20,585 with 

8:'Jl annual maintenance cost of $896. He gave an approximate 

estimate that if the predictor cout::ol were ':0 be el;m;nated from 

either installation the cost would be reduced by an amount of 

$4,500 to $5,000. 

The City of Huneington Beach takes the poSition that 

conditions at the crossing do not warrant the expenditure of funds 

in excess of those necessary to install flashing lights. The 

City's traffic engineer testified that at the Warner Avenue cross

ing appr¢ximately one mile south of Edinger Avenue and which 

carries approximately 12,000 vehicles per day the protection was 

upgraded to flashing lights within the last two years and gates 

were neither ~ecommended nor installed. Be also stated that,since 

checks have revealed the 85 percentile speed of .... ·ebicles on 

Edinger Avenue to· be a.pproximately 40 miles per bour,tbis section 

of the street will be posted for a maxirmml speed limit of 40 miles 

per how:. In addition be testified that construction of a new 

scl'lool east of Beacb Boulevard to serve Fountain Valley should 

eliminate more than two thirds of the school bu..~es now· using the 

exos'sing,. 
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Based upon the evidence of high speed and beavy volume of 

vehicular traffic carried by Edinger Avenue; the regular train 

movements of one round erip per day plus required switching, the 

presence of the siding track, the restricted visibility for motor

ists in one quadrant, the use of the c~ossing by scboolbuses, and 

tbe rapid commercial development the surrounding area is experienc

icg, the Commission finds that the proeection provided at the 
, I 

crossing is inade~uate. The Commission further finds that public 

health, safety and welfare require that the crossing be proeected 

by toNo Standard No.8 flashing light signals supplemented with 

automatic gates equipped with predictor controls and that the cost 

of the installation sbould be apportioned SO percent to the City and 

50 percent to the Railway. The Cotcmission concludes that such 

addition.'31 protection should be ordered, with the cost of installa

tion apportioned as hereinafter provided. 

OR.DER 
-~- ..... -

IT IS ORDERED tha t: 

1. Pacific Electric Railway Company sball, wi:hin 180 days 

after the effective date hereof, replace its existing protection at 

the Edinger Avenue crOSSing in the City of Huntington Beach (C:ossing 

No. 6NC-30.20.) with two Standard No. S flashing light signals sup

plemented with Buto~tie gates equipped with predictor controls. 

2. '!be installation costs for said protective devices shall 

be apportioned on toe basis of SO percent to be paid by :tbe Ciey .of 
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Huntington Beach and 50 percent to be paid by Pacific Electric 

Railway Company. 

!be· effective date of this order sball be twenty days 

after the date hereof. ~ 

Dated at ___ .::o:;Sa=.n:.."Fr:t:;..:..;.::' n.:.:.;('.:.;,j~~_-" California, this __ ;;.;;...).."""'_,,\_ 

day of __ ..;.;.N.=..OV.;..;;E;;,;;.M_BE~R ___ , 1965. 


