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Decision No. 85165 

BEFORE ISE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF '!'BE STA.'I:E OF C\l.IFORNIA 

Applicae:.on of the County of Humboldt ) 
.sctingtbrougb. its Board of Supervisors ~'~ 
for an order authorizing the conversion 
of a private crossiDg at grade across 
the main line of the Northwestern ) 
Pacific Railroad> being, Crossing ) 

Application No. 5478$ 
(Filed April'4~ 1974; 

.a:nended September 3, 1974) 

No. 5C.4:.-291.44~ into a public crossing.. S 

John Cook, Deputy County Counsel, and'" .John K .. Facey, 
for applicant.. , 

Harold S. Lentz, Attorney at Law~ for: Northwestern 
Pacific Riilroad Company, interes ted party .. ' 

Stephen Wong, Jr., for the Coamlission'staff. 

Q.!!'!!'Q.! 
By this application, as amended,. the county of Humboldt 

(County) seeks authority to convert a private crossing at grade 

across the tracks of the Northwestern Pacific R4ilroadCompany 
(NW~) to a public crossing. The proposed public crossing .is to- be " 

id~tified· as Crossing No. 5CA.-29l.B4. :two Standard NO'. S flashir:g. 
light signals are proposed to protect; the e:ossing". 

With the exception of the protection to be installed, NWP 
and the County agree to 'the conversion to apul>l:ic crossing_ NWP' rec­
otmlendee. that the protection should consist of flashing, li&ht signals 
eugmente4'! with automatic gates. Due to the difference of opinion 'as 
to 'the prote,ction facilitiesrequired~ the County requested a, public 

hear:i.ng. A public hearing. was held before Examiner Tanner at Eureka 
on July 24, 1975 at which time the matter was: sUbmitted: for' deeis:i:on~ 
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'Ib.e supervising engineer of the Coun1:y' s Department of 
?ublic Works testified in support of the application.. He- explained 
that the rO:ld in question was an extension of "rt Street~ Arcata» 
whiell terrxd.llates at a parld.ng area used by Arcata in connec::t:i.on w5-ttl 

its boat harbor facility. The County had agreed to f1..1rnish.on 

et:.Sen:ent or access to the boat haxbor facilities. 
The engineer testified that a traffic count· made during 

tb.c 'Week. of .July l4~ 1975 indicated 85 to 90 automobiles per day 

ove= the crossing. He was uncertain as to the volume of' rail 
traffic. He cited.& nucber of other crossings in the general area 
h3.ving up to 1 »000 cars per day ~a.ll of which lack automatic 
protection. He was of the opinion t:b.a.t aut:oma.tie protection at the 
p:oposed public crossing is not w3%Tanted.. 'J:h.e Co1J:lty thereupon 
mo\·ed to amend the apl>l:i.catiou " ..... to conform with. the witnesses 
position ••• " (Tr .. ». page 22).. No ruling was made O!1 the motion~ but 
with the concurrence of the parties» the hearing was continued for 
the purpose of receiving evidence pertaining to the level ofautottatic 
prot:ection~ It wes understood that should. the Commission conclude 
that other than automatic protection should be 1.nstalled,. the 
matter would be :reopened for further hearings. 

In support of its position the County cited the relatively 
l~ tre.ffic activity at the crossing in question and· the existence of, 
public crossings which lack automatic protection ~bile experienc~ 
higb.er t.::'a££ic volWle. No evidence was offered '~qhieh' would shed 
ligh~ on the question of safety. The motion is denied. 

NWP offe:ed evidence through its district superintendent 
~d the public projects engine~r of the Signal Office» Southe...-n 

Pacific 'Xranspo=tation Company.. Aceordi:D,g to the dis t:ico.::super-:­
in'tendec.t» there are a minimuc of six trains ever the croSsing ~ly» 
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excluding Sunday. Necessary switching' increases' the number of train 

movements f:om 8 to 12 daily. He pointed out that current business 
. .' 

activity is below normal end tha.t normal activity woul~ further 
increase the train movements to as many as 14 daily .. 

The engineer testified regarding the physical layout of 
t:he 'track, road., and obs tractions.. He recommend'ed that thecross:tng. 
be protected by flashing. lights, and automatic gates. His recommenda~ 

tion was based on the train traffic activity and the lim:tta~ions on 

visibility due to obstructions and the crossing angle. Additionally, . 

he pointed out that installation of gates at the time of initial 
construction is much less costly than adding gates at: a. lat:er dete. 

There is no question that this crossing requires,autometic 
protection; however, the evidence of record is not convincing .that 
automatic gates are required at this time. It is clear' that such 
protection is desirable and: the County should seriously consider the' 
potential long-run cost saving of installing automatic gates' at the 
time of initial construction. 

After consideration we find: 
1.. The County should be authorized to' convert the private 

c:ossing, located at the intersection ofAreats Landfill Road and the 

main line track of NWP, ,county of Humboldt, to a public crossing. 
2.. '!'he cross:tng sbo~ld be protected by two Standard No. S 

flasbing light signals. 
3. Costs of cOn3tructing the crossing should be borne'by =he 

County. 

4. Installation and maintenance costs of the automatic 
protection should be borne by the County. 

5. Dim.e'nsions, configurations, cle.a.rSllces,and wa.lkways 
should be substantially in accordance with the plans; set: 'forth in the 

amended applie8:tion and com;>lywith' the ap~11c:able rules;.a,ncl general 
orders of the cOmmission. 
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6. It can be seen w:Lth reasonable certainty t:hat: the .-proj ect: 

involved in this proceeding will not have a significant- effect 'on 

the enviroImleZlt. 

On the basis of, the forego::!.ng find:tngs,we conclude that 
tAle application should be granted as set forth in the following­
o:der. 

OR.DER 
~--~-

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The county of Humboldt is authorized to convert a. private 
cross~ at grade of Landfill Road across the track of the North­
,,"'estern Pacific Railroad Company's mai:l line in Humboldt County to 
a public cross1ng~ to be identified as Crossiug No. 5CA-29l.84. 

2. Mlnimnm protection at the crossing shall be two Standard 
No. 8 flashing light -signals (General Order No. 75-C). 

3. Construction of the crossing shall be eqt:alor superi~r 

to Standard No. 2 (General Order No-. 72-8). crossing width sballbe 

:lot less than 24 feet with tops of rails flush with the roadway­
SUZ'fa.ce. 

4. Clearances shall conform to General Order No. 26-D. 

walkwa.ys shall conform to General Order. No. lIS. 

S. Construction expense of the crossing and installation 
eoS1: of the automatic protection shall be'borne by the county of 

RUItboldt. 

6. 2-'..a.intenance of the eross:tng shall be in accordance with· 
General Order No. 72-3. Maintenance cost of the a.utomatic p:rotect!o~ 
s'ball be borne by the county of Humboldt pursuant to: the proviSiOns 

0: Section 1202.2 of the Public Utilities Code. 
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7. 'Within thirty days after completion pursuant to this 
or:rer ap,Ucant shall s()o advise the Commission :in writing .. 

This· authorization shall expize if not'exere1sed·within 
one yaar l:.nl.ess time be extended or if the above conditions a-re 'D.o't 
complied with. Authorization may be revoked 0= mocl1f1ed, if public 
cotlV'euienee~ necess1ty~ or safety so require. 

The effective date of this order s00.11 be twenty days. 
afte: the date hereof. ' 

Dated at San Ftandaec>. 
day of NOVEMBER , 1975. 

~ California, th1s 

COllll15:J1oner V'O);"nOll' z,..., S'U~&80~~. be~n.·~ 
:noc:o:~ly ab50nt .... d1d.ao.t ~~ie1pat..' 
~ tho, d1spos1Uon·or-,tlU.a', J>;rooOlcUq~ , 

. ' .. ,' , 
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