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INTRODUCTION 

I n  September 1985 t h e  Bureau publ ished t h e  Oregon C i t y  and County 
Energy Management Study. During t h e  s tudy  most Oregon c i t i e s  and 
c o u n t i e s  were surveyed about energy expend i tu re s  and types  of 
energy e f f i c i e n c y  i m p r ~ v e ~ e n t s  made i n  b u i l d i n g s ,  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
motor v e h i c l e s .  One of t h e  major f i n d i n g s  was t h a t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  
were t h e  number one energy-related expendi ture  f o r  most Oregon 
c i t i e s .  

Seventy-seven c i t i e s  repor ted  s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  payments t o t a l i n g  
over  $3 m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  1983-84. However, t h e  energy expend i tu re  
was not  r e a d i l y  d i s c e r n i b l e ,  because a  l a r g e  p o r t i o n  of most c i t i e s '  
s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  payments i s  f o r  equipment r e n t a l  and maintenance.  
Except f o r  c i t i e s  t h a t  owned and maintained t h e i r  own s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  
a  breakdown of expendi ture  by energy ,  r e n t a l  and maintenance was n o t  
r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e .  

Th i s  s tudy ,  a  follow-up t o  t h e  Bureau 's  s t a t ewide  energy management 
s tudy ,  had two b a s i c  goa l s :  

1 ,  To analyze t h e  inventory  and expend i tu re s  of c i t y  
s t r e e t  l i g h t s  i n  Oregon. 

2. To i d e n t i f y  a v a i l a b l e  o p t i o n s  f o r  c i t i e s  t o  reduce 
s t r e e t  l i g h t  expendi tures .  

A comprehensive s t a t ewide  s t r e e t l i g h t  inventory  was compiled and c i t y  
expend i tu re s  were c a l c u l a t e d  from in fo rma t ion  ga thered  from a l l  
u t i l i t i e s  t h a t  provide c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t i n g  i n  Oregon. For each c i t y ,  
u t i l i t i e s  were asked t o  i d e n t i f y  each l i g h t  by l i g h t  t ype  ( e .g . ,  
mercury vapor ,  h igh  p re s su re  sodium vapor ,  e t c . ) ,  l i g h t  s i z e  (e .g . ,  
70 w a t t ,  200 w a t t ,  e t c . ) ,  and ownership and maintenance arrangement.  
A l l  u t i l i t i e s  use  t h i s  in format ion  t o  b i l l  c i t i e s  each month; however,  
t h e  informat ion  i s  not  g e n e r a l l y  l i s t e d  by ca tegory  on monthly b i l l s .  
Expenditures  were ca l cu la t ed  by mul t ip ly ing  each inventory  component 
by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  u t i l i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e .  

Af t e r  d a t a  were ga the red ,  inventory  and expendi ture  informat ion  was 
compiled and analyzed us ing  dBASE I11 and Lotus 1-2-3. Complete 
inventory  informat ion  was compiled f o r  211 of Oregon's 240 c i t i e s ,  
covering over  98 percent  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  c i t y  popula t ion .  

Because new s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  being added a l l  t h e  t ime and conversion 
t o  more e f f i c i e n t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  i s  a l s o  an ongoing process ,  by t h e  
t ime t h i s  s tudy i s  publ i shed ,  t h e  inventory  and expendi ture  i n f o r m a t i o n  
a l r eady  w i l l  be  s l i g h t l y  da t ed .  For  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  c i t y  of Po r t l and  
inventory was compiled a t  t h e  end of 1985. By t h e  end of 1986 t h e  
c i t y  w i l l  have converted approximately 13,000 a d d i t i o n a l  l i g h t s  from 
mercury vapor t o  high p re s su re  sodium vapor l i g h t s .  



The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  r e p o r t  examines a l l  inventory and expendi ture  
f ind ings .  Per c a p i t a  and per m i l e  i n d i c a t o r s  were c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  each 
c i t y  so t h a t  c i t i e s  can be compared. A t  t he  end of the  f i r s t  s e c t i o n  
a r e  b r i e f  d i scuss ions  of l i g h t i n g  technology and s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s .  
There i s  a l s o  a  c a l c u l a t i o n  of t h e  energy use  and power requirements 
of Oregon's c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  system. 

The second s e c t i o n  explores  va r ious  opt ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c i t i e s  t o  
reduce s t r e e t l i g h t  expenditures.  These op t ions  inc lude  removing 
l i g h t s ,  conver t ing  t o  more e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t s ,  purchasing t h e  system 
from t h e  u t i l i t y ,  reducing t h e  hours of s t r e e t l i g h t  opera t ion ,  and 
reconf igur ing the  system. Case s t u d i e s  based on the  exper iences  of 
va r ious  c i t i e s  a r e  used t o  i l l u s t r a t e  these  opt ions .  

The appendixes include extens ive  information on t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  
inventory ,  expendi tures  and u t i l i t y  r a t e s ,  a s  we l l  a s  o t h e r  p e r t i n e n t  
documentation used i n  compiling and analyzing Oregon's c i t y  s t r e e t -  
l i g h t s .  I n  t h e  inventory and expendi ture  s e c t i o n s ,  some t a b l e s  a r e  
broken down by u t i l i t i e s  and o t h e r s  by c i t y .  Numerous t a b l e s  show 
inventory and expenditure i n d i c a t o r s  (e .g. ,  l i g h t s  per c a p i t a ,  d o l l a r  
per mi le)  f o r  each c i t y .  These t a b l e s  a r e  genera l ly  s o r t e d  alpha- 
b e t i c a l l y ,  by c i t y  s i z e ,  by popula t ion ,  and by t h e  i n d i c a t o r s .  A 
s e c t i o n  on u t i l i t y  r a t e s  inc ludes  cu r ren t  r a t e s  from a l l  u t i l i t i e s  f o r  
s e l e c t e d  l i g h t s  and a  ten-year r a t e  h i s t o r y  f o r  s e l e c t e d  l i g h t s  from 
s e l e c t e d  u t i l i t i e s .  The raw inventory d a t a  can be found a t  the  end 
of t h e  appendixes . 



MAJOR FINDINGS 

I n  1985 Oregon c i t i e s  paid u t i l i t i e s  more than  $10 m i l l i o n  f o r  
s t r e e t l i g h t s - - 5 3  percent  f o r  energy,  37 percent  f o r  r e n t i n g  and main- 
t a i n i n g  t h e  l i g h t s ,  and 10 percent  f o r  pole  r e n t a l  and maintenance. 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  money c i t i e s  pay u t i l i t i e s  f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  t o t a l  
c i t y  expend i tu re s  a l s o  would inc lude  c a p i t a l  and maintenance c o s t s  
f o r  c i t i e s  t h a t  own and ma in ta in  t h e i r  own l i g h t s .  

The average  Oregon c i t y  makes u t i l i t y  payments of $8.22 per  c a p i t a  o r  
$1,030 per  road m i l e  f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  These i n d i c a t o r s  va ry  s i g n i f i -  
c a n t l y  by ownership and maintenance arrangements w i t h  t h e  se rv ing  
u t i l i t y .  When a c i t y  owns and ma in ta ins  i t s  own s t r e e t l i g h t  system, 
u t i l i t y  payments a r e  u sua l ly  lower than when t h e  system i s  owned o r  
maintained by a u t i l i t y .  

Only t h i r t e e n  c i t i e s  own and main ta in  most of t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  An 
a d d i t i o n a l  seven c i t i e s  own most of t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t s  but t h e  u t i l i t y  
ma in t a ins  them. Many of t h e  l a r g e r  c i t i e s ,  i nc lud ing  Por t l and ,  Eugene, 
S p r i n g f i e l d ,  Medford, Lake Oswego, and Ashland a r e  i n  t h e s e  two c a t e -  
g o r i e s .  Due t o  t h e  s i z e  of t h e s e  c i t i e s ,  52.2 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t r e e t -  
l i g h t s  i n  Oregon a r e  owned by c i t i e s  (16.6 percent  a r e  maintained by 
c i t i e s  and 35.6 percent  a r e  maintained by u t i l i t i e s )  and 47.8 percent  
a r e  owned and maintained by a u t i l i t y .  

There a r e  c u r r e n t l y  over  114,500 s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  s e r v i c e  i n  Oregon's 
c i t i e s .  Nearly 80 percent  of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  served by Por t l and  
General E l e c t r i c  (55 percent )  and P a c i f i c  Power & Light  (24  p e r c e n t ) ,  
wi th  t h e  remaining 21 percent  d i s t r i b u t e d  among twenty-one o t h e r  
p r i v a t e  and pub l i c  u t i l i t i e s .  Over h a l f  of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t s  have 
been converted t o  ene rgy -e f f i c i en t  l i g h t s .  The bulk  of t h e  energy- 
e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t s  a r e  h igh  p re s su re  sodium (HPS) vapor  l i g h t s ,  which 
use  roughly h a l f  t h e  energy t h a t  t h e i r  mercury vapor  predecessors  u sed  
t o  produce s i m i l a r  l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s .  Only t h e  c i t y  of S p r i n g f i e l d  has  
i n s t a l l e d  low p r e s s u r e  sodium (LPS) vapor l i g h t s ,  which a r e  even more 
e f f i c i e n t  than  HPS vapor.  

The average Oregon c i t y  has 8.7 l i g h t s  f o r  every 100 r e s i d e n t s ,  which 
i s  equ iva l en t  t o  10.7 l i g h t s  f o r  every c i t y  road m i l e .  These numbers 
g e n e r a l l y  f l u c t u a t e  w i th  t h e  s i z e  of t h e  c i t y .  Small c i t i e s  wi th  low 
popula t ion  d e n s i t i e s  tend t o  have more per  c a p i t a  l i g h t s  bu t  fewer 
l i g h t s  per  m i l e  than  l a r g e  c i t i e s .  Fac to r ing  i n  t h e  s i z e  of t h e  
l i g h t s  by mul t ip ly ing  each l i g h t  by t h e  number of lumens i t  produces,  
t h e  average Oregon c i t y  provides  935 lumens f o r  each r e s i d e n t  and 
119,000 lumens f o r  each road m i l e .  

Thi r ty-e ight  percent  of t h e  c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  175-watt mercury 
vapor l i g h t s ,  making them by f a r  t h e  most common l i g h t  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  
Most of t he  175-watt mercury vapor  l i g h t s  t h a t  have been converted 
have been rep laced  by 100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s .  However, many 
a l s o  have been changed t o  70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  which a r e  more 



e f f i c i e n t  and l e s s  c o s t l y  than  100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  b u t  put  ou t  
l e s s  l i g h t ,  and S p r i n g f i e l d  has  conver ted  t o  55-watt LPS vapor l i g h t s .  
While t he  175-watt mercury vapor l i g h t s  supply 7,000 lumens, a 100-watt 
HPS vapor l i g h t  s u p p l i e s  9,500 lumens, and a 70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t  
s u p p l i e s  5,800 lumens. Both PGE and PP&L a r e  encouraging t h e  u s e  of 
100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  because of t h e i r  h ighe r  l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s .  
However, c i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  s t r u g g l i n g  t o  ba l ance  l i g h t i n g  needs w i t h  
r e s t r i c t e d  budgets  may be  a b l e  t o  u se  70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  f o r  
most s t r e e t l i g h t  needs. 

S t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  have e s c a l a t e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  ove r  t h e  p a s t  decade.  
For  i n s t a n c e ,  PGE's r a t e s  have inc reased  an  average of 8.9 percent  
per  yea r  f o r  t h e  l a s t  decade f o r  175-watt mercury vapor  l i g h t s  t h a t  
a r e  owned and maintained by t h e  u t i l i t y .  For  175-watt mercury vapor  
l i g h t s  t h a t  a r e  owned by a c i t y  b u t  main ta ined  by t h e  u t i l i t y ,  t h e  
annual  e s c a l a t i o n  has  been 9.9 p e r c e n t ,  and f o r  t hose  t h a t  a r e  owned 
and main ta ined  by a c i t y ,  t h e  annual  e s c a l a t i o n  has  been 11.2 pe rcen t .  

S t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  va ry  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  among u t i l i t i e s .  Municipal 
u t i l i t i e s  and pub l i c  u t i l i t y  d i s t r i c t s  a lmost  always have compara- 
t i v e l y  lower r a t e s  than  p r i v a t e  u t i l i t i e s .  One i n t e r e s t i n g  f i n d i n g  
i s  t h a t  PPbL, Salem E l e c t r i c ,  and Consumers Power charge  more f o r  a 
100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t  t h a t  i s  owned and maintained by t h e  u t i l i t y  
than  f o r  i t s  175-watt mercury vapor c o u n t e r p a r t  (PP&L charges  $7.57 
pe r  month f o r  t h e  100-watt HPS vapor  and $6.98 per  month f o r  t h e  
175-watt mercury vapor ) .  Th i s  t y p e  of r a t e  s t r u c t u r e  does  l i t t l e  t o  
encourage c i t i e s  t o  i n i t i a t e  convers ion  t o  more e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t i n g .  

Based on t h e  energy and power requi rements  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  inven to ry ,  
i t  was c a l c u l a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p re sen t  Oregon c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  i nven to ry  
consumes approximately 103 m i l l i o n  k i l o w a t t  hours  of energy a yea r  and 
r e q u i r e s  24.4 megawatts of power. By conve r t ing  t h e  remaining mercury 
vapor and incandescent  l i g h t s  t o  HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  i t  i s  es t imated  
t h a t  t h e s e  f i g u r e s  could be reduced t o  82  m i l l i o n  k i l o w a t t  hours  of 
energy a yea r  and 19.2 megawatts. However, t h e s e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  assumed 
convers ion  of t h e  remaining 175-watt mercury vapor  l i g h t s  t o  100-watt 
HPS vapor l i g h t s .  I f  convers ion  was t o  70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  o r  
t o  t h e  even more e f f i c i e n t  55-watt LPS vapor l i g h t s ,  t h e  sav ings  would 
i n c r e a s e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  . 
Conversion t o  more e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t i n g  i s  one o p t i o n  f o r  reducing c i t y  
s t r e e t l i g h t  expendi tures .  While most of t h e  convers ions  t o  d a t e  have 
been f inanced  through BPA's S t r e e t  and Area Light ing  Program, t h i s  
program i s  no longer  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  system-wide convers ions .  U t i l i t i e s  
a r e  c u r r e n t l y  i n s t a l l i n g  HPS vapor l i g h t s  only when mercury vapor  
f i x t u r e s  f a i l  o r  on new s e r v i c e .  The re fo re ,  c i t y - i n i t i a t e d  convers ion  
i s  t h e  primary avenue a v a i l a b l e  t o  c i t i e s .  Depending on t h e  se rv ing  
u t i l i t y ' s  r a t e  schedule and convers ion  cha rge ,  a c i t y  could o b t a i n  
s u b s t a n t i a l  s av ings  through conversion.  

Removing s t r e e t l i g h t s  e i t h e r  t empora r i l y  o r  permanently i s  another  
op t ion  a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  governments t o  curb s t r e e t l i g h t  expendi tures .  



Many c i t . i e s  i n  Oregon a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  o v e r l i t  a s  a r e s u l t  of h i s -  
t o r i c a l l y  inexpensive s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  and/or "free" s t r e e t l i g h t s  
a s  par t  of the  u t i l i t y  f r anch i se  agreement. 

Several  c i t i e s  i n  Oregon have e i t h e r  temporari ly turned l i g h t s  of f  o r  
permanently removed s t r e e t l i g h t s .  Many u t i l i t i e s  charge c i t i e s  f o r  
the  permanent removal of s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  based on t h e i r  labor  c o s t s  and 
the  book value  of the  equipment, minus the  salvage value .  Other 
u t i l i t i e s  remove the  l i g h t s  a t  no charge t o  the  c i t y .  For temporary 
delamping, some u t i l i t i e s  not only charge f o r  l a b o r ,  but  r equ i re  t h a t  
the  c i t y  continue t o  pay the  maintenance and r e n t a l  fees--only 
forgiv ing the  energy charge. 

C i t i e s  t h a t  do not own t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t  system can a l s o  consider 
purchasing i t  from the  u t i l i t y .  On a purchase, c i t i e s  usua l ly  have 
the  option t o  take  over the  maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  or  l e t  the  
u t i l i t y  continue t o  maintain the  system. For smaller  c i t i e s ,  
absorbing the  maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  may not be f e a s i b l e .  To 
assess  whether purchase of the  system i s  f e a s i b l e ,  a c i t y  would need 
t o  examine the  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e  b e n e f i t s  from such a change and 
nego t i a t e  a s e l l i n g  p r i c e  with the  serving u t i l i t y .  The c i t y  of 
Portland purchased i t s  s t r e e t l i g h t  system severa l  y e a r s  ago from PGE. 

Other opt ions  f o r  c i t i e s  t o  explore include system reconf igura t ion  
and reduced opera t ing  hours. I f  c e r t a i n  a reas  only need t o  be l i t  
f o r  c e r t a i n  por t ions  of the  n i g h t ,  c i t i e s  might be a b l e  t o  save money 
by having u t i l i t i e s  i n s t a l l  t imers.  While t h i s  i s  not an arrangement 
t h a t  i s  commonly a v a i l a b l e  through most u t i l i t i e s ,  i t  i s  an opt ion  
t h a t  c i t i e s  might want t o  explore .  C i t i e s  can a l s o  look a t  b e t t e r  
s t r e e t l i g h t  placement o r  the  replacement of seve ra l  l i g h t s  c l u s t e r e d  
i n  one a rea  wi th  a s i n g l e  higher i n t e n s i t y  l i g h t .  





STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

The Bureau survey i d e n t i f i e d  114,500 s t r e e t l i g h t s  c u r r e n t l y  i n  u s e  i n  
Oregon c i t i e s .  Nearly 80 percent  of c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  Oregon a r e  
serv iced  by only two u t i l i t i e s - - 5 5  percent  by PGE and 24 percent  by 
PPbL. The remaining 21 percent  i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  among twenty-two o t h e r  
pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  u t i l i t i e s  ( s e e  Appendix I - ~ ~ 1 ) .  

S t r e e t l i g h t  Types 

One important  f i n d i n g  i s  t h a t  over  h a l f  of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  Oregon 
a l r eady  have been converted from mercury vapor and incandescent  t o  
t he  more e f f i c i e n t  h igh  p r e s s u r e  sodium (BPS) vapor .  Some convers ion  
of l i g h t s  t o  low p res su re  sodium (LPS) vapor and of l a r g e ,  mercury 
vapor l i g h t s  t o  me ta l  h a l i d e  has a l s o  occurred.  

Table 1 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 

Light  Type Number Percent  

HPS Vapor 57,663 50.4% 
Mercury Vapor 52,905 46.2 
Other* 3,932 3 . 4  

T o t a l  114,500 100 .O% 

* Pr imar i ly  c o n s i s t s  of LPS vapor bu t  
a l s o  inc ludes  incandescent  and meta l  
h a l i d e  l i g h t s .  

The use  of ene rgy -e f f i c i en t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  Oregon c i t i e s  appears  t o  
be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  than  i n  most o t h e r  s t a t e s .  A comparable 
s tudy f o r  Arizona c i t i e s  conducted by t h e  Arizona Energy O f f i c e  i n  
1984 found a u se  of ene rgy -e f f i c i en t  l i g h t i n g  of on ly  30  pe rcen t .  
("Economic Analysis  of Arizona S t r e e t l i g h t  R e t r o f i t  P o t e n t i a l , "  by 
Jerome Dixon and David J. Sakata  f o r  t h e  Arizona Energy O f f i c e  
(19851.) A n a t i o n a l  survey of f i f t y - e i g h t  u t i l i t i e s  i n  twenty-six 
s t a t e s  conducted by t h e  American Pub l i c  Power Assoc ia t ion  i n  1984 
found a u se  of ene rgy -e f f i c i en t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  of 28 pe rcen t .  ( " s t r e e t -  
l i g h t s  Providing New Chal lenges ,  Energy Savings,"  by Michael Bergman, 
Pub l i c  Power (March-April 1984).)  The only  n o t a b l e  excep t ion  i s  
C a l i f o r n i a ,  where u t i l i t i e s  a l r eady  have converted over  93 percent  of 
a l l  u t i l i t y  owned l i g h t s  t o  HPS vapor under t h e  encouragement of t h e  
C a l i f o r n i a  Publ ic  U t i l i t i e s  Commission's S t r e e t l i g h t  Conversion Program 
i n i t i a t e d  i n  1977. 



Utilities differ substantially in the amount of conversion to more 
efficient lighting that has occurred within their service territories. 
Although almost half of all HPS lights in Oregon are in PGE1s service 
territory, 54 percent of PGE's lights are still mercury vapor. In 
PP&L1s service territory, 60 percent of the lights are still mercury 
vapor. In contrast, most of the public utilities have converted all 
their lights to more efficient HPS and LPS vapor. The Springfield 
Utility Board is the only utility in Oregon that has converted its 
lights to LPS vapor. (See Appendix I-A.2 for utility distribution.) 

Most of the streetlight conversion in Oregon has been financed through 
Bonneville Power Administration's Street and Area Lighting Program. 
This program, which began in 1981, paid for 100 percent of streetlight 
conversion costs. Although this financing arrangement is primarily 
responsible for the conversion to efficient lighting by publicly owned 
utilities, even PGE and PPSL have used BPA funding to convert street- 
lights. (See page 39 for more details.) 

Ownership Patterns 

Unlike most city buildings and facilities, streetlights are often 
not owned by the cities they serve. Approximately 48 percent of the 
streetlights in Oregon cities are owned and maintained by utilities. 
An additional 36 percent are owned by cities but maintained by 
utilities. Only 17 percent of the lights are owned and maintained 
by cities. However, for all ownership arrangements, cities pay 
utilities for electricity to operate the streetlights. 

Table 2 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE 

Ownership Type Number Percent 

Utility Owned and Maintained 54,761 47 .8% 
City Owned and Utility Maintained 40,724 35.6 
City Owned and Maintained 19,015 16.6 

Total 114,500 100 .O% 

Only about 8 percent of the city lights in both PGE and PP&L1s service 
territories are owned and maintained by cities. PP&L owns and main- 
tains 92 percent of the city streetlights in its service territory, 
while PGE owns and maintains 31 percent of the city streetlights in 
its service territory and maintains an additional 61 percent that are 
owned by cities. Many streetlights in public utility districts are 
owned and maintained by cities. (See Appendix I-A.3.) Cities that 
have municipal utilities obviously own their streetlights. 



Most s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  191 of t he  211 c i t i e s  included i n  t h i s  study a r e  
owned and maintained by a  u t i l i t y .  Only 13 c i t i e s  own and ma in ta in  
t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  and an a d d i t i o n a l  7  c i t i e s  own most of t h e i r  
l i g h t s ,  b u t  t h e  l i g h t s  a r e  maintained by a  u t i l i t y .  However, some of 
Oregon's l a r g e s t  c i t i e s ,  inc luding  Por t land ,  S p r i n g f i e l d ,  Lake Oswego, 
Eugene and Medford, a r e  included i n  t h e  l a s t  two c a t e g o r i e s  ( s ee  
Appendix 11-E) . 
S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory I n d i c a t o r s  

When a l l  inventory  informat ion  was ga thered  f o r  each u t i l i t y ,  inven- 
t o r i e s  were cons t ruc ted  f o r  each c i t y .  For t h e  few c i t i e s  t h a t  have 
s t r e e t l i g h t  s e r v i c e  from more than  one u t i l i t y ,  s e p a r a t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  
from each u t i l i t y  were combined. 

To c o n s t r u c t  t h e  inventory  informat ion  i n  a  form t h a t  would be  u s e f u l  
f o r  comparing s t r e e t l i g h t i n g  among c i t i e s ,  two i n d i c a t o r s  were d e r i v e d .  
The f i r s t  i n d i c a t o r  i s  t h e  number of l i g h t s  per  hundred popula t ion .  
For  t h i s  c a l c u l a t i o n ,  1985 popula t ion  f i g u r e s  were used from the  Cen te r  
f o r  Popula t ion  Research and Census a t  Por t land  S t a t e  Un ive r s i t y .  

The second i n d i c a t o r  i s  t h e  number of l i g h t s  per  mi l e .  Road mileage 
informat ion  f o r  each c i t y  was obta ined  from t h e  Oregon Department of 
T ranspor t a t ion .  To c o n s t r u c t  t h i s  i n d i c a t o r ,  c i t y  owned and main ta ined  
mileage was combined w i t h  county and s t a t e  owned mi leage  w i t h i n  the  
c i t y  l i m i t s  f o r  each c i t y .  Appendix I-C con ta ins  t a b l e s  of t hese  
i n d i c a t o r s  sor ted  a l p h a b e t i c a l l y ,  by c i t y  s i z e ,  by u t i l i t y ,  by l i g h t s  
per  hundred popula t ion ,  and by l i g h t s  per mi le .  

Table 3  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  mean f o r  a l l  c i t i e s  i s  8.6 l i g h t s  per 
hundred populat ion.  The range of l i g h t s  per  hundred popula t ion  i s  0.9 
t o  28.6. A s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  of 3 .9 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  about  two- th i rds  
of t h e  c i t i e s  a r e  w i t h i n  ( i . e ,  p l u s  o r  minus) 3 .9 l i g h t s  of t h e  
8.6 mean. Table 3  a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  mean drops  a s  c i t y  s i z e  
increases- - la rge  c i t i e s  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  more dense ly  populated and t h u s  
have fewer people per  l i g h t ,  even though they have more l i g h t s .  

Table 3  

City Size Cataory 
All Under 500- 1,000- 2 , S  5,000- 10,000- 25,000- Over 

Itan Cities 500 999 2,499 4.999 9,999 24,999 100,000 100,000 

*an 8.60 11.45 9.75 7.72 7.14 7.21 7.32 6.99 7.19 
Standard 

Deviatio~ 3.87 4.89 3.63 3.61 2.57 2.12 2.51 1.87 2.25 
l4inhm 0.90 0.90 32% 1.04 1.59 5.14 2.06 5.05 4.94 
lbcirmu 28.57 28.57 18.91 26.35 13.83 14.75 12.99 11.04 9.43 
limber 

of Cities 211 40 39 51 29 21 21 8  2  



Table 4  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  mean f o r  a l l  c i t i e s  i s  10.7 l i g h t s  per  
mi le .  The range of l i g h t s  per m i l e  i s  0 .5 t o  48.1. A s t anda rd  
d e v i a t i o n  of 5.7 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  about  two-thirds  of t h e  c i t i e s  a r e  
w i t h i n  ( i . e . ,  p l u s  o r  minus) 5.7 l i g h t s  of t h e  10.7 mean. 

Table 4  

City Size Category 
A l l  Uader 500- 1,000- 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000- Over 

Iten Cities 500 999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 100,000 100,000 

&an 10.69 7 . 9  9.34 9.85 12.09 11.99 14.66 16.20 15.64 
Stamlard 

Deviation 5.70 5.02 3.99 6.86 4.24 2.84 6.38 3.81 4.23 
Minimrn 0.54 0.54 2.89 1.68 1.65 6.66 6.04 10.58 11.41 
Maximan 48.10 26.28 19.73 48.10 19.80 17.27 30.38 21.41 19.a 
Nmber 

of Cities 211 40 39 51 29 21 21 8  2  

It a l s o  appears  from examining t h e  mean v a l u e s  t h a t  t h e  number of 
l i g h t s  per m i l e  r i s e s  f a i r l y  s t e a d i l y  w i t h  c i t y  s i z e .  Again, t h i s  
would be expec ted ,  a s  l a r g e  c i t i e s  w i th  high popu la t ion  d e n s i t i e s  
g e n e r a l l y  have h ighe r  s t r e e t l i g h t  d e n s i t y  t han  more r u r a l  c i t i e s .  

Each c i t y  can f i n d  i ts  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  t h e  a l p h a b e t i c a l  t a b l e  i n  
Appendix I -C. l  and compare them w i t h  t h e  means and s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n s  
f o r  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  i t s  s i z e  c l a s s  a s  shown i n  t a b l e s  3  and 4. A 
c i t y  t h a t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  o r  lower t han  t h e  mean of i t s  s i z e  
c l a s s  may want t o  t a k e  a  c l o s e r  look a t  i t s  s t r e e t l i g h t  system. . I t  
i s  important t o  remember t h a t  t h i s  i s  only a  f i r s t - c u t  comparison, 
and no f i n a l  d e c i s i o n s  should be made wi thout  c l o s e r  examinat ion of 
t h e  phys i ca l  system i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  l i g h t i n g  i n t e r e s t s  of t he  c i t y ,  
c i t y  f i s c a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  e t c .  

L ight  S i ze  D i s t r i b u t i o n  

S t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  i n  v a r i o u s  l i g h t  t ypes  (e .g. ,  HPS vapor ,  
mercury vapor ,  e t c . )  and i n  a  range of s i z e s .  There a r e  two b a s i c  
ways t o  d e f i n e  l i g h t  s i z e .  The f i r s t  i s  by t h e  amount of power t h a t  
t h e  l i g h t  r e q u i r e s  measured i n  w a t t s  (e .g . ,  70 wa t t s ,  200 w a t t s ,  1 ,000 
w a t t s ) .  The second i s  by i t s  l i g h t  ou tput  measured i n  lumens (e .g. ,  
5,800 lumens, 20,500 lumens, 100,000 lumens). 

Oregon's c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  inventory  i s  broken down by s p e c i f i c  l i g h t  
t ype ,  inc luding  wat tage  and lumens of each l i g h t  t y p e ,  i n  Table 5. 
The most widely used l i g h t  i n  Oregon i s  175-watt mercury vapor ,  repre-  
s en t ing  over 38 percent  of t o t a l  inventory .  The next  f o u r  most widely 
used l i g h t s  a r e  a l l  HPS vapor l i g h t s .  L ight ing  w i t h  incandescent  
l i g h t s  s t i l l  r e p r e s e n t s  about 1.5 percent  of a l l  l i g h t i n g ,  even though 



i ncandescen t s  produce l e s s  than one-third t h e  l i g h t  pe r  k i l o w a t t  hour 
t h a n  any o t h e r  l i g h t  type.  

Table  5 

LIGHT TYPE DISTRIBUTION 

Percent  of 
Lip;ht Type L i g h t s  T o t a l  Rated 

Mercury vapor 175 wat t  43,999 
HPS vapor 100 wat t  22,63 5 
UPS vapor  200 wat t  11 ,065  
BPS vapor  150 wat t  9.215 
BPS vapor  70 wa t t  8,299 
Mercury vapor 400 w a t t  8,006 
BPS vapor  400 wat t  3 ,614  
BPS vapor  250 wa t t  2,757 
LPS vapor  90 wa t t  1 ,124  
Incandescent  300 w a t t .  7 57 
Incandescent  182 wat t  57 6 
LPS vapor 5 5  wat t  540 
Mercury vapor 250 wa t t  50 5 
LPS vapor 135  wat t  440 
Mercury vapor 1,000 wa t t  3 11 
Incandescent  405 wat t  150 
Metal h a l i d e  1,000 w a t t  136 
LPS vapor 180 wat t  125 
Mercury vapor 100 w a t t  82 
Incandescent  92 wa t t  5 0 
Metal h a l i d e  400 wat t  3 4  
Metal h a l i d e  250 wat t  29 
Metal h a l i d e  175 wat t  1 8  
Incandescent  690 wat t  4 

Lumens* 

* Lumens shown here a r e  PGE lumen f i g u r e s .  F igu re s  d i f f e r  
some among u t i l i t i e s ,  

** T o t a l  does no t  equa l  114,500 because s i z e  was n o t  r e a d i l y  
d i s c e r n i b l e  on a smal l  number of l i g h t s .  

Energy-ef f ic ien t  l i g h t s  have a g r e a t e r  l i g h t  ou tpu t  per  u n i t  of power 
measured i n  lumens per w a t t .  For i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  most common s t r e e t l i g h t  
today,  t h e  175-watt mercury vapor l i g h t ,  produces approximately 7,000 
lumens. These l i g h t s  a r e  being r ep l aced  by e i t h e r  70-watt HPS vapor ,  
which produce approximately 5,800 lumens, 100-watt HPS vapor ,  producing 
9,500 lumens, o r  55-watt LPS vapor ,  producing 8,000 lumens. Thus, 
r e p l a c i n g  an e x i s t i n g  l i g h t  w i th  a more e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t  p rovides  
comparable l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s  whi le  u s ing  on ly  30 t o  60 percent  of t h e  
energy. ( ~ e c h n i c a l  l i g h t  comparisons a r e  d i s cus sed  i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  
i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  beginning on page 25. ) 



Table 6 shows s t r e e t l i g h t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  by lumen s i z e .  The n o t e  t o  
Table 6 c o n t a i n s  a second t a b l e  t h a t  shows groupings  of l i g h t s  of 
s i m i l a r  ou tput  and e x p l a i n s  t h e  method of d e r i v i n g  t h e  lumen 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  t a b l e .  Although some c i t i e s  a r e  u s ing  some l i g h t s  t h a t  
produce 100,000 lumens, over  94 percent  of t h e  l i g h t s  used by c i t i e s  
produce l e s s  than  22,500 lumens. While almost  h a l f  of t h e  l i g h t s  
f a l l  i n t o  5,000 t o  8,000 lumen r ange ,  t h e s e  l i g h t s  account  f o r  only 
one-quarter of t h e  lumen ou tpu t .  

Table 6 

STREETLIGHT DISTRIBUTION AND LUMEN OUTPUT 
BY LUMEN SIZE 

Percent  Lumens Percent  
Lumen Range L i g h t s  T o t a l  (1 ,000)  T o t a l  

T o t a l  114,389 100.0% 1,435,406 100.0% 

NOTE: Ranges a r e  not  cont iguous ,  r e f l e c t i n g  a c t u a l  lumens 
of d i s c r e t e  l i g h t  type  f o r  each range.  T o t a l  lumens i n  
each ca tegory  were de r ived  by m u l t i p l y i n g  t h e  t o t a l  l i g h t s  
by t h e  weighted lumen e s t i m a t e s  shown below. 

Weighted Lumen Light  Types 
Lumen Range Es t imate  i n  Th i s  Range 

NOTE: I = incandescent ;  H = high  p re s su re  sodium vapor ;  
L = low p res su re  sodium vapor ;  MH = meta l  h a l i d e ;  MV 
mercury vapor.  The weighted lumen e s t i m a t e s  a r e  based on 
t h e  number of l i g h t s  f o r  each l i g h t  t ype  t h a t  f i t s  i n t o  
t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  lumen ca tegory .  Lumen r a t i n g s  va ry  among 
l i g h t  manufacturers .  The above e s t i m a t e s  a r e  based on 
lumen r a t i n g s  f o r  PGE-stocked l i g h t s .  



Light  S i z e  I n d i c a t o r s  

Other i n d i c a t o r s  f o r  c i t i e s  t o  check, which provide  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
in format ion  than  t h e  l i g h t s  per  one hundred popula t ion  and l i g h t s  per  
m i l e ,  a r e  lumens per  c a p i t a  and thousand lumens per  mi le .  The d i f f e r -  
ence between t h e  l a t t e r  i n d i c a t o r s  and t h e  former i n d i c a t o r s  i s  t h a t  
t h e  lumen i n d i c a t o r s  t a k e  i n t o  account t h e  s i z e  of t h e  l i g h t ,  whi le  t h e  
s t r a i g h t  inventory  i n d i c a t o r s  do n o t .  

To ta l  lumen f i g u r e s  were c a l c u l a t e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  a c t u a l  c i t y  inven- 
t o r i e s  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r s  shown i n  Table  6 ( s e e  Appendix IV-A). 
Lumen i n d i c a t o r s  were de r ived  by us ing  the  same mileage and popu la t ion  
f i g u r e s  a s  desc r ibed  above. I n d i c a t o r s  a r e  l i s t e d  f o r  each c i t y  i n  
appendixes IV-B.l  through IV-B.4 and a r e  s o r t e d  a l p h a b e t i c a l l y ,  by 
popu la t ion ,  by lumens per  c a p i t a ,  and by lumens per  m i l e ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

Each c i t y  can  compare i t s  i n d i c a t o r s  w i t h  o t h e r  c i t i e s  w i th  s i m i l a r  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Table 7 shows t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  summary of t h e  two 
i n d i c a t o r s  f o r  a l l  c i t i e s .  The mean lumens per  c a p i t a  i s  935, wh i l e  
t h e  mean thousand lumens per  mi l e  i s  119. 

Table 7 

LUMEN DISTRIBUTION SUMMARY TABLE 

Thousand 
I tem Lumens Per  Cap i t a  Lumens Per  Mile 

Me an 93 5  
Standard Devia t ion  466 
Minimum 6 1  
Maximum 3,505 





STREETLIGRT UTILITY PAYMENTS 

I n  1985 Oregon c i t i e s  paid more than  $10 m i l l i o n  i n  u t i l i t y  b i l l s  f o r  
s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  which included e l e c t r i c i t y  c o s t s ,  r e n t a l  f e e s ,  mainte- 
nance f e e s ,  po le  charges  and some c i r c u i t r y  cha rges .  When a u t i l i t y  
owns and ma in ta ins  s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  c i t i e s  no t  on ly  pay f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  
bu t  a l s o  pay a monthly charge f o r  r e n t i n g  and ma in ta in ing  t h e  equip- 
ment. Po le  charges  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  a s se s sed  only when l i g h t s  a r e  
placed on poles  o t h e r  than  s tandard  wood u t i l i t y  d i s t r i b u t i o n  poles .  
Unlike a l l  o the r  e lec t r ic i ty-consuming end uses ,  most s t r e e t l i g h t s  
a r e  not  metered,  b u t  a r e  charged a f l a t  monthly amount based on 
es t imated  use.  

The $10 m i l l i o n  f i g u r e  p e r t a i n s  only t o  money t h a t  c i t i e s  pay t o  
u t i l i t i e s  f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  When maintenance on t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  
system i s  provided by the  c i t y ,  c o s t s  such a s  l a b o r  and equipment a r e  
paid d i r e c t l y  by t h e  c i t y .  These a d d i t i o n a l  c i t y  c o s t s  have not  been 
f ac to red  i n t o  the  a n a l y s i s .  Therefore ,  t h e  $10 m i l l i o n  f i g u r e  under- 
e s t ima te s  t h e  t o t a l  d o l l a r s  spent  on s t r e e t l i g h t s  by Oregon c i t i e s  by 
omi t t i ng  expend i tu re s  f o r  maintenance and c a p i t a l  expend i tu re s  i n c u r r e d  
by some c i t i e s .  However, i t  does inc lude  t h e  e n t i r e  energy component 
of s t r e e t l i g h t  expend i tu re s ,  which i s  t h e  primary o b j e c t i v e  of t h i s  
s tudy . 
It was determined t h a t  energy accounts  f o r  about 53 percent  of c i t y  
s t r e e t l i g h t  payments t o  u t i l i t i e s ;  expend i tu re s  f o r  o p e r a t i o n  and 
maintenance, roughly 37 percent ;  and pole  cha rges ,  t h e  remaining 10 
percent .  Expenditures  a r e  broken down i n t o  component p a r t s  f o r  each 
c i t y  i n  Appendix 1 1 - D . l  and f o r  u t i l i t i e s  i n  Appendix 11-D.2. A 
s t a t ewide  summary i s  shown i n  Table 8 .  

Table 8 

STREETLIGRT UTILITY PAYMENTS 
BY COMPONENT COST 

Item Amount Percent  

Energy $5,192,245 53% 
Rental  andMaintenance  3,589,145 3 7 
Poles  1,001,724 - 10 

Total* $9,783,114 100% 

* T o t a l  c o s t  does n o t  equal  $10,159,608 because 
component c o s t s  could not  be determined f o r  
every  u t i l i t y .  



T o t a l  expend i tu re s  f o r  each c i t y  were d e r i v e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  each 
component of a  c i t y ' s  inventory  (e .g. ,  70-watt FlPS vapor c i t y  owned 
and ma in ta ined ,  17 5-watt mercury vapor  u t i l i t y  owned and main ta ined)  
w i t h  t h e  corresponding u t i l i t y  r a t e s  and then  combining t h e  components 
t o  b u i l d  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t y  expend i tu re s .  C i t y  expend i tu re s  were com- 
bined t o  d e r i v e  t h e  u t i l i t y  expend i tu re  t a b l e s .  

C i t i e s  i n  PGE's s e r v i c e  t e r r i t o r y  spent  approximately $6 m i l l i o n  on 
s t r e e t l i g h t s  i n  1985. I n  PP&L1s s e r v i c e  t e r r i t o r y ,  c i t i e s  spent  
approximately $3 m i l l i o n  f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  A l i t t l e  over  $1 m i l l i o n  
was spen t  by c i t i e s  served by t h e  remaining twenty-two u t i l i t i e s .  
The f a c t  t h a t  c i t i e s  i n  PGE and PP&L's s e r v i c e  t e r r i t o r y  account f o r  
almost 90 percent  of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  expend i tu re s  i n  1985 w i t h  only  
80 percent  of t h e  l i g h t s  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  two 
u t i l i t i e s  have a  h ighe r  percentage  of l e s s  e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t s  and a  
h ighe r  percentage  of u t i l i t y  ownership than  most of t h e  o t h e r  
u t i l i t i e s .  (See Appendix II-A.1.) 

While t h e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  of c i t y  l i g h t i n g  s tock  i s  UPS vapor l i g h t s ,  
t h e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  of expend i tu re  i s  f o r  mercury vapor l i g h t s .  Again, 
t h i s  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t he  g e n e r a l l y  h ighe r  r a t e s  f o r  mercury vapor l i g h t s  
compared t o  HPS vapor and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most mercury vapor  l i g h t s  a r e  
u t i l i t y  owned and maintained.  

Table  9 

STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS, BY LIGHT TYPE 

I tem Amount Percent  

Mercury Vapor $ 4,9 58,7 40 48.8% 
BPS Vapor 3,936,134 38.7 
Other L i g h t s  238,209 2.3 
Poles  1,026,526 10.1 

T o t a l  $10,159,608 100.0% 

Over 55 percent  of 1985 c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  payments were f o r  
l i g h t s  t h a t  were owned and maintained by u t i l i t i e s .  Th i s  percentage 
i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  than t h e  inven to ry  t h a t  i s  u t i l i t y  owned and 
maintained (48 pe rcen t )  (and would be even h ighe r  than  55 percent  i f  
t h e  pole  charges  were f a c t o r e d  o u t )  due t o  t h e  h ighe r  r a t e s  f o r  l i g h t s  
i n  t h i s  ownership ca tegory .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  l i g h t s  t h a t  a r e  c i t y  owned 
and maintained make up approximately 7 percent  of annual  u t i l i t y  
payments, wh i l e  they account f o r  17 percent  of t h e  inventory .  (See 
Appendix II-A.3 f o r  u t i l i t y  breakdown and Appendix II-B.3 f o r  c i t y  
breakdown. ) 



Table 10 

STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE 

Item Amount Percent  

U t i l i t y  Owned and Maintained $ 5,605,280 55.2% 
C i t y  Owned and U t i l i t y  Maintained 2,883,400 27.9 
C i t y  Owned and Maintained 694,402 6 . 8  
Poles  1,026,526 10.1 

T o t a l  $10,159,608 100,OX 

S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure  I n d i c a t o r s  

To compare expendi ture  f i g u r e s  between c i t i e s ,  two i n d i c a t o r s  were 
developed--dollars per  c a p i t a  and hundred d o l l a r s  per  mi l e .  Tables  
can be found wi th  t h e s e  i n d i c a t o r s  f o r  each c i t y  i n  appendixes 11 -C . l  
through 11-C.4. These appendixes s o r t  t he  informat ion  i n  a l p h a b e t i c a l  
o rde r ,  by c i t y  s i z e ,  b y . d o l l a r s  per c a p i t a ,  and by hundred d o l l a r s  per  
mi le .  

The mean c i t y  expendi ture  per  c a p i t a  f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s  dur ing  1985 was 
$8.22. The mean c i t y  expendi ture  per  m i l e  was $1,030. However, s i n c e  
i t  i s  no t  u s e f u l  f o r  c i t i e s  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  ownership arrangements t o  
compare expendi ture  i n d i c a t o r s ,  Appendix 11-E d i v i d e s  t h e  c i t i e s  i n t o  
t h r e e  d i s c r e t e  l i s t s ,  depending on t h e  predominant ownership arrange-  
ment. Table 11 con ta ins  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  summary of t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  
f o r  each ownership type.  

Table 11 

SCREEEIGHT WILlTY PAYMENT INDI- 

Utility b n d  City (Xmed a d .  City h e d  
A l l  Cities and &tained uti l i ty  Maintained and Maintained 

$01 $1001 $1001 $1001 

Mean 
Staadard 

Deviation 
Minimm 
Ihcimm 
Nmber 

of Cities 

$/Capita Mile $/Capita Mile $/Capita Mile $/Capita Mile 



The mean dollars per capita were $8.67 for cities where lights are 
predominantly owned and maintained by a utility, $6.97 where lights 
are predominantly owned by the city but maintained by a utility, and 
$2.86 where lights are owned and maintained by the city. The dollars 
per mile were $1,065 for cities where lights are predominantly owned 
and maintained by a utility, $1,343 where lights are owned by the 
city but maintained by a utility, and $508 where lights are owned and 
maintained by the city. 



STREETLIGHT ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND POWER REQUIREMENTS 

Energy consumption and power requirements  f o r  Oregonls  c i t y  s t r e e t -  
l i g h t  system were c a l c u l a t e d  based on t h e  114,500 l i g h t  inventory  
and t h e  r a t e d  wat tage  of each l i g h t .  L i g h t s  were assumed t o  be i n  
o p e r a t i o n  4,200 hours  a yea r  (which i s  what PGE u s e s  and i s  based on 
roughly twelve hours  per  day) .  The s t r e e t l i g h t s  consumed approximately 
86 m i l l i o n  k i l o w a t t  hours of e l e c t r i c i t y  dur ing  1985 and r equ i r ed  
approximately 20.4 megawatts of power. These f i g u r e s  a r e  f o r  l i g h t s  
on ly  and do no t  i nc lude  energy u s e  o r  power requi rements  a t t r i b u t e d  
t o  l i n e  l o s s e s  o r  l i g h t i n g  b a l l a s t  ope ra t ion .  Line  l o s s e s  and b a l l a s t  
o p e r a t i o n  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  assumed t o  add from 1 5  t o  25 pe rcen t  t o  bo th  
energy consumption and power requirement f i g u r e s ,  depending on t h e  
l i g h t  type .  Using a 20 percent  average,  more a c c u r a t e  consumption 
and power requirements  t h a t  i nc lude  b a l l a s t  and l i n e  l o s s e s  a r e  
103 m i l l i o n  k i l o w a t t  hours  and 24.4 megawatts. 

Although t h e r e  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  more HPS vapor l i g h t s  than  mercury vapor  
l i g h t s  i n  Oregon c i t i e s ,  mercury vapor l i g h t s  r e q u i r e  54 percent  of 
t h e  power, whi le  HPS vapor l i g h t s  r e q u i r e  42 p e r c e n t .  Incandescent ,  
LPS vapor ,  and meta l  h a l i d e  l i g h t s  combined r e q u i r e  l e s s  than  one 
megawatt of power and consume l e s s  than 5 percent  of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  
energy. 

Table 12 

ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND POWER REQUIREMENTS, 
BY LIGHT TYPE 

1985 

Energy Consumed Power Requirements 
Light  Type (1,000 KWH) (MW) Percent  

Mercury Vapor 46,484 11.07 5 4% 
HPS Vapor 36,013 8.58 42 
Incandescent  1 ,680 0.40 2 
LPS Vapor 8 93 0.21 1 
Metal Ha l ide  6 7 2 0.16 - 1 

T o t a l  85,743 20.42 100% 





STREETLIGHT RATES 

Ci ty  s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  payments a r e  determined by t h e  l o c a l  s t r e e t -  
l i g h t  inventory  and t h e  se rv ing  u t i l i t y ' s  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s .  Each 
u t i l i t y  i n  Oregon has a  d i f f e r e n t  r a t e  schedule f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t s ,  
which i n  theory  r e f l e c t s  t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  c o s t  of e l e c t r i c i t y ,  c a p i t a l  
c o s t s ,  l abo r  c o s t s ,  p r o f i t  margin,  e t c .  To compute expend i tu re s  
f o r  each c i t y ,  r a t e s  f o r  every l i g h t  type  and s i z e  from each of t h e  
u t i l i t i e s  were ga the red .  Table  13 shows s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  f o r  f i v e  
of t h e  most preva len t  l i g h t  t ypes  from e i g h t  s e l e c t  u t i l i t i e s .  
( ~ a t e s  f o r  a l l  u t i l i t i e s  can  b e  found i n  Appendix V-A.)  

Table 13 

MNMLY SmEEZLm RATE m a ,  BY LICHT TYPE AND aaERsmP 
(Selected Utili t ies,  Camon Lightd 

1985 

Private Uti l i t ies  Public Utili t ies 
Light 'ISrpe/ CP Lincoln Northem City of 

PGE FTU, National PUD WEB Wasco Ashland Uwnershig* 

m Vapor 
70 Watt 

A $6.06 
B 3  .84 
C 1.73 

HPS Vapor 
100 Watt 

A 6.98 
B 4.59 
C 2  .42 

HPS Vapor 
200 Watt 

A 9.84 
B 6.95 
C 4.72 

brcury Vapor 
175 Watt 

A 8.13 
B 5.99 
C 4.15 

Mercury Vapor 
400 Watt 

A 13.12 
B 10.85 
C 8.92 

* A = ut i l i ty  a m 4  and maintained; B = city awned snd ut i l i ty  maintained; 
C = city awned d maintained. 



Severa l  of t h e  u t i l i t i e s  do not  o f f e r  a f u l l  range of s t r e e t l i g h t  
ownership op t ions .  For ins tance ,  Northern Wasco PUD does not have 
r a t e s  f o r  c i t y  ownership o r  c i t y  maintenance of l i g h t s .  WEB and the  
c i t y  of Ashland o f f e r  only schedule C (energy-only) r a t e s .  The two 
l a r g e s t  p r i v a t e  u t i l i t i e s ,  PGE and PPCL, o f f e r  a f u l l  range of r a t e  
opt ions  f o r  a l l  l i g h t  types.  However, PPCL's schedule B r a t e s  a r e  not  
shown because they a r e  not  uniform throughout the  u t i l i t y ' s  s e r v i c e  
t e r r i t o r y ,  and PGE only al lows schedule C opt ion  l i g h t s  i n  c e r t a i n  
circumstances. 

S i m i l a r l y ,  n o t  a l l  u t i l i t i e s  o f f e r  every l i g h t  type and l i g h t  s i z e .  
Both Lincoln PUD and the  c i t y  of Ashland, having converted a l l  of 
t h e i r  mercury vapor l i g h t s  t o  HPS vapor, no longer o f f e r  r a t e s  f o r  
mercury vapor l i g h t s .  Northern Wasco does not  o f f e r  a 100-watt HPS 
vapor,  al though i t  does o f f e r  o t h e r  HPS vapor l i g h t s .  Lincoln PUD 
and severa l  o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s  no t  shown i n  t h e  t a b l e  o f f e r  100-watt 
HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  bu t  not  the  more e f f i c i e n t  and l e s s  expensive 
70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s .  None of the  u t i l i t i e s  o f f e r  50-watt HPS 
vapor l i g h t s ,  which a r e  commercially a v a i l a b l e  and recommended a s  
replacements f o r  c e r t a i n  incandescent l i g h t s .  

For smaller  wattage l i g h t s  ( i . e . ,  70- and 100-watt HPS vapor ) ,  the  
schedule C r a t e s  a r e  approximately 25 t o  33 percent  of t h e  schedule A 
r a t e s  f o r  a l l  u t i l i t i e s  t h a t  o f f e r  both opt ions .  For l a r g e r  l i g h t s  
( i . e . ,  400-watt mercury vapor) t h e  schedule C r a t e  i s  45 t o  75 percent  
of the  schedul-e A r a t e .  This r e l a t i v e  change occurs because, a s  the  
l i g h t  g e t s  b igger ,  t h e  energy component of the  schedule A r a t e s  
becomes l a r g e r  i n  comparison t o  c a p i t a l  and maintenance cos t s .  

There i s  a cons iderable  d i f f e r e n c e  between publ ic  and p r i v a t e  u t i l i t y  
r a t e s  shown i n  Table 13. General ly,  publ ic  u t i l i t i e s '  r a t e s  a r e  l e s s  
than those of p r i v a t e  u t i l i t i e s .  The primary reason f o r  the  d i f f e r -  
ence i s  the  lower e l e c t r i c i t y  r a t e s  t h a t  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  
have compared t o  p r i v a t e  u t i l i t i e s ,  For i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  h ighes t  r a t e  
f o r  a schedule C l i g h t  serviced by a public  u t i l i t y  i s  l e s s  than hal f  
the  lowest p r i v a t e  u t i l i t y  r a t e  f o r  each of t h e  l i g h t s  shown. For 
schedule A l i g h t s ,  where energy becomes a smal ler  component of the 
monthly charge,  the  r a t e s  a r e  somewhat c l o s e r ;  however, public  u t i l i t y  
r a t e s  a r e  u s u a l l y  l e s s  expensive. 

The two l a r g e s t  u t i l i t i e s ,  PGE and PPCL, have f a i r l y  s imi la r  r a t e s  
f o r  a l l  l i g h t s  on schedule C.  PGE's schedule C r a t e s  a r e  s l i g h t l y  
higher than PPCL's f o r  every l i g h t  except 400-watt mercury vapor. 
However, f o r  schedule A l i g h t s  t h a t  inc lude  c a p i t a l  and maintenance 
c o s t s ,  PPCL's r a t e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher than PGE's f o r  a l l  HPS 
vapor l i g h t s ,  while PPGL's r a t e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  f o r  mercury 
vapor l i g h t s .  This i s  due t o  the  d i f f e r e n t  methods used by each 
u t i l i t y  f o r  c o s t  accounting and charges f o r  labor  and overhead. 
(See Table 18 f o r  both u t i l i t i e s '  HPS vapor i n s t a l l e d  cos t  component 
charges. ) 



One s t rong  d i s incen t ive  f o r  c i t i e s  t h a t  want t o  convert t h e i r  175-watt 
mercury vapor s t r e e t l i g h t s  t o  HPS vapor l i g h t s  i n  PP&Lts s e r v i c e  
t e r r i t o r y  i s  t h a t  c i t i e s  o f t en  w i l l  pay more f o r  using more e f f i c i e n t  
l i g h t s .  According t o  PP&Lts r a t e s ,  a c i t y  would be a b l e  t o  reduce 
i t s  $6,92 per month charge f o r  a 175-watt mercury vapor only by 
convert ing t o  a 70-watt BPS vapor a t  $6.57 per month, but  could not  
p r o f i t  by converting t o  the  more popular 100-watt BPS vapor,  which 
would c o s t  $7.57 per month. 

Most c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  mounted on s tandard  wood u t i l i t y  d i s t r i b u -  
t i o n  poles .  C i t i e s  a r e  not genera l ly  assessed an a d d i t i o n a l  f e e  f o r  
these  poles.  However, c i t i e s  a r e  charged monthly f e e s  f o r  u t i l i t y  
owned and maintained poles t h a t  a r e  used f o r  the  purpose of s t r e e t -  
l i g h t s  only. S t r e e t l i g h t  poles come i n  a wide v a r i e t y  of types and 
s i z e s ,  ranging from inexpensive wooden poles t o  more expensive meta l  
poles. Like l i g h t s ,  s t r e e t l i g h t - o n l y  poles a r e  assessed a r e n t a l  and 
maintenance fee .  Statewide,  c i t y  s t r e e t l i g h t  pole charges account 
f o r  approximately 10 percent of t o t a l  s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  payments. 
These c o s t s  range from 0 t o  36.85 percent  of t o t a l  s t r e e t l i g h t  u t i l i t y  
payments. (See Appendix 1 1 - B . l  t o  Appendix 11-B.3.) 

U t i l i t y  pole charges va ry ,  I n  some cases  (e .g. ,  PPCL), the  pole 
charge i s  combined with the  s t r e e t l i g h t  charge,  and each l i g h t  
type and s i z e  has a d i f f e r e n t  r a t e  f o r  each type of pole. Other 
u t i l i t i e s  ( e .g . ,  PGE) charge c i t i e s  d i s c r e t e  f e e s  f o r  each type 
of s t r e e t l i g h t  pole and add them t o  t h e  c i t i e s 1  o v e r a l l  s t r e e t l i g h t  
b i l l .  

S t r e e t l i g h t  Rate Trends 

Ten-year r a t e  h i s t o r i e s  f o r  each type of l i g h t  were gathered from 
each u t i l i t y .  Appendix V-C shows the  ten-year h i s t o r i e s  f o r  the  f i v e  
l a r g e s t  u t i l i t i e s  f o r  f i v e  s e l e c t  l i g h t s .  This  t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
some u t i l i t i e s  have only r e c e n t l y  begun s e r v i c e  f o r  HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  
and Idaho Power discontinued mercury vapor s e r v i c e  a l t o g e t h e r  i n  1982. 
PGE i s  the  only u t i l i t y  t h a t  has provided most types of l i g h t s  under 
a l l  ownership arrangement during the  pas t  decade. 

Annual e s c a l a t i o n  r a t e s  were derived a t  the  bottom of each of t h e  
h i s t o r y  columns i n  the  Appendix. Table 1 4  shows PGE's s t r e e t l i g h t  
e s c a l a t i o n  r a t e s .  PGE i s  a good example because i t  has o f fe red  a 
f u l l  range of l i g h t  types and ownership arrangements longer than any 
o ther  u t i l i t y  and because i t  se rves  a major i ty  of Oregon c i t i e s '  
s t r e e t l i g h t s .  For l i g h t s  t h a t  a r e  owned and maintained by the  c i t y ,  
e s c a l a t i o n  r a t e s  ranged from 6 percent  per year  f o r  70-watt HPS vapor 
l i g h t s  t o  13 percent per year  f o r  400-watt mercury vapor l i g h t s .  
Lights  owned by the  c i t y  but  maintained by a u t i l i t y  e sca la ted  from 
2.5 t o  12.5 percent per year .  Lights  t h a t  were owned and maintained 
by a u t i l i t y  esca la ted  from 0.5 t o  9.5 percent per year  during t h e  
past  decade. 



Table 14 

PGE'S ANNUAL ESCALATION IN STREETLIGHT RATES 
BY OWNERSHIP TYPE 

1976-1 985 

Utility Owned City Owned and City Owned 
Light Type and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained 

70 HPS* 0.57% 2.63% 6.05% 
100 HPS* 1.43 3.42 7.06 
200 HPS** 5.87 6.33 6.31 
175 MV 8.86 9.90 11.24 
400 MV 9.63 11.42 12.78 

Figure 1 shows PGE's ten-year rate history for all three types of 
ownership arrangements for 175-watt mercury vapor lights. The graph 
clearly shows that all three rates have risen significantly over the 
past decade. The rate for 175-watt mercury vapor lights that are 
owned and maintained by PGE rose from $3.48 per month in 1976 to $8.13 
per month in 1985. During the same period, the rate for energy only 
(owned and maintained by the city) for the same light rose from $1.43 
per month to $4.15 per month. 

Figure 1 

PGE 175-WATT MV RATE HISTORY 

I 

tom t o n  107s low t o m  1061 l o g  106s 1oM 10- 

plus - c i t y  owned and u t i l i t y  maintained; diamond - c i t y  ovned 
and maintained; aquare - u t i l i t y  owned and maintained 



STREETLIGHT TECHNOLOGY 

Over the  l a s t  two decades, s i g n i f i c a n t  improvements i n  l i g h t i n g  
technology have enabled c i t i e s  t o  use more e f f i c i e n t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  
t h a t  can produce s i m i l a r  l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s  with l e s s  e l e c t r i c i t y  
consumption. A s  a r e s u l t  of these  improvements, c i t i e s  have 
replaced most of t h e i r  incandescent l i g h t s  with mercury vapor l i g h t s .  
More r e c e n t l y ,  c i t i e s  and u t i l i t i e s  have begun t o  r ep lace  the  mercury 
vapor l i g h t s  with the  even more e f f i c i e n t  HPS and LPS vapor l i g h t s .  

Light e f f i c i e n c y  i s  r a t ed  i n  lumens per  w a t t ,  which i s  b a s i c a l l y  t h e  
amount of l i g h t  produced by a l i g h t  per u n i t  of e l e c t r i c i t y .  F igure  2 
shows t h e  r e l a t i v e  e f f i c i ency  of va r ious  l i g h t  types used f o r  s t r e e t -  
l i g h t s .  There i s  obviously a b i g  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  l e a s t  e f f i -  
c i e n t  incandescent l i g h t s ,  which produce from 10 t o  25 lumens per  
w a t t ,  and the  most e f f i c i e n t  LPS vapor l i g h t s ,  which produce a s  much 
a s  180 lumens per wat t .  The most common l i g h t  types mercury vapor 
and HPS vapor,  produce roughly 50 lumens per wat t  and 110 lumens per  
w a t t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

F igure  2 

EFFICIENCY OF VARIOUS LIGHTS 

SOURCE: "Energy Conservation Through the  Use of More 
E f f i c i e n t  Outdoor Lighting ," Publ ic  Works ( ~ a n u a r y  
1980). 
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A s  ind ica ted  i n  Table 15 ,  high e f f i c i e n c y  t r a n s l a t e s  d i r e c t l y  i n t o  
low opera t ing  c o s t s .  LPS vapor,  HPS vapor,  and metal  h a l i d e  l i g h t s  
a l l  have below average opera t ing  cos t s .  Higher e f f i c i e n c y  l i g h t s  
a l s o  tend t o  l a s t  longer.  While incandescent l i g h t s  a r e  est imated t o  
l a s t  only 3,000 t o  6,000 hours,  HPS vapor l i g h t s  can l a s t  up t o  24,000 
hours and LPS vapor l i g h t s  a s  long a s  18,000 hours. Mercury vapor 
l i g h t s  t y p i c a l l y  l a s t  from 16,000 t o  24,000 hours. Under normal burn 
cond i t ions  of roughly 4,200 hours ,  an BPS l i g h t  should burn every 
n igh t  f o r  f i v e  or  s i x  yea r s  be fo re  it needs t o  be replaced.  

Table 15  

STREETLIGHT CHARACTERISTICS 

Rated I n i t i a l  
Lumens/ Li fe t ime Operating Cap i t a l  Color & 

Light Type Watt (000 h r s )  Costs Investment Features  

Incandescent 

Mercury Vapor 

Fluorescent  

Metal Halide 

High-Pressure 
Sodium 

Low-Pres s u r e  
Sodium 

10-25 3 -6 High Lowest White, Broad 
Spectrum 

30-65 16-24 Average Low Bluish-White, 
Wide Spectrum 

45-100 9-1 2 Average Average White, Broad 
Spectrum 

80-125 7.5-20 Below Above White, Broad 
Average Average Spectrum 

65-140 24 Low Average Golden-Yellow, 
Wide Spectrum 

100-1 83 18 Lowest Average Yellow, Narrow 
Spectrum 

SOURCE: Michael Bergman, " S t r e e t l i g h t s  Providing New Challenges,  
Energy Savings,  I' Public Power (March-April 1984). 

Use of high-eff iciency l i g h t s  a l s o  r e s u l t s  i n  longer p rese rva t ion  of 
l i g h t  i n t e n s i t y .  While the  lumen output  of LPS vapor l i g h t s  i s  main- 
ta ined over the  l i f e t i m e  of the  f i x t u r e ,  t h e  lumen output of mercury 
vapor l i g h t s  decreases  25 t o  50 percent .  HPS vapor l i g h t s  f a l l  between 
t h e  two, decreasing up t o  25 percent .  Performance of t h e s e  l i g h t s  a l s o  
depends on how wel l  they a r e  maintained. Although accumulation of d i r t  
on f i x t u r e s  does not  n e c e s s a r i l y  reduce the  l i f e  of the  l i g h t ,  i t  can 
reduce l i g h t  output by up t o  40 percent .  Routine s t r e e t l i g h t  mainte- 
nance g ives  c i t i e s  the  most from t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t  d o l l a r s .  

Low-efficiency l i g h t s  cannot be replaced by high-eff iciency l i g h t s  
without r ep lac ing  the  f i x t u r e s .  ( ~ o t e :  The only except ion  i s  the  
new screw-in f luorescen t  tube t h a t  can f i t  i n  an incandescent socket ,  
but  i t  i s  pr imar i ly  f o r  indoor use.) High-efficiency s t r e e t l i g h t  
f i x t u r e s  not  only inc lude  l i g h t s  and l i g h t  housing but a l s o  s p e c i a l  
b a l l a s t s  t h a t  energize  the  l i g h t s .  These b a l l a s t s  a l s o  r e q u i r e  



energy.  B a l l a s t s  can add an a d d i t i o n a l  7  t o  25 percent  t o  t h e  power 
requi rement ,  depending on t h e  l i g h t  s i z e  and type .  Genera l ly ,  power 
requi rements  a r e  p ropor t iona te ly  g r e a t e r  f o r  b a l l a s t s  on smal l  
f i x t u r e s  than  f o r  those  on l a r g e  f i x t u r e s .  

F igu re  3 

STREETLIGHT ANATOMY 

I PHOTOCELL REFLECTOR 

BALLAST 6 ELECTRICAL I 

I COMPONENTS 

B a l l a s t s  a r e  p re sen t  i n  a l l  h igh  i n t e n s i t y  d i s c h a r g e  (HID) f i x t u r e s  
( i . e . ,  mercury vapor ,  LPS vapor ,  HPS vapor) .  The i r  purpose i s  t o  
r e g u l a t e  t h e  amount of c u r r e n t  t o  t h e  l i g h t .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  b a l l a s t s  
provide  proper  s t a r t i n g  c o n d i t i o n s ,  l i m i t  c u r r e n t  dur ing  o p e r a t i o n ,  
and adapt  t h e  l i g h t  t o  a  v a r i e t y  of v o l t s .  Without t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  
t h a t  b a l l a s t s  provide,  t h e  c u r r e n t  would i n c r e a s e  and t h e  l i g h t s  
would be des t royed .  

The amount of energy used by b a l l a s t s  v a r i e s  among d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t  
types  and s i z e s .  Genera l ly ,  b a l l a s t s  u s e  1 5  t o  25 percent  of t he  
energy. However, common HPS b a l l a s t s  u se  from 10 t o  3 5  percent  and 
MV b a l l a s t s  from 16 t o  25 pe rcen t .  (Ca lcu la t ed  from PGE and PP&L 
monthly average  consumption informat ion . )  B a l l a s t s  f o r  LPS l i g h t s  
account f o r  up  t o  71 percent  of t h e  l i g h t s '  energy use.  (North 
F l o r i d a  Planning Counci l . )  Recent improvements i n  b a l l a s t  technology 
have produced e l e c t r o n i c  b a l l a s t s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  only  5 percent  of a  
l i g h t ' s  energy consumption. 

Care should be  taken i n  choosing b a l l a s t s .  B a l l a s t s  must be matched 
t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  l i g h t  t ypes  and manufac turers '  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  t o  avoid  
h igh  b a l l a s t  l o s s e s  and premature l i g h t  f a i l u r e s .  C i t i e s  should 
cons ider  conver t ing  t o  h igh-ef f ic iency  b a l l a s t s  when r e t r o f i t t i n g  o r  
r ep l ac ing  f i x t u r e s .  

Many s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  c o n t r o l l e d  by p h o t o c e l l s .  P h o t o c e l l s  a r e  
s enso r s  t h a t  t u r n  s t r e e t l i g h t s  on and o f f ,  depending on t h e  l e v e l  of 
ambient l i g h t .  Use of p h o t o c e l l s  t o  c o n t r o l  s t r e e t l i g h t  burning t ime 
s i m p l i f i e s  t h e  c o n t r o l  process  and ensu res  t h a t  l i g h t s  a r e  o f f  when 
n a t u r a l  l i g h t i n g  i s  s u f f i c i e n t .  However, l i k e  f i x t u r e s ,  pho toce l l s  
need p e r i o d i c  c l ean ing  f o r  proper  ope ra t ion .  



The types of HID lights are visually identified by the different 
colors of light they emit. Colors include the bluish-white of 
mercury vapor, yellow of LPS vapor, and peach of HPS vapor. While 
both mercury vapor and HPS vapor lights render a wide spectrum of 
colors similar to incandescents, LPS vapor lights offer a narrow 
spectrum, which renders most colors gray and brown. The yellow 
appearance and poor color rendition of LPS vapor lights have resulted 
in resistance to their wide-scale use. However, LPS lights are used 
by the city of Springfield and numerous California cities, including 
San Jose and Long Beach. In California, proliferation of streetlights 
has caused a great deal of light pollution. Light pollution is 
bothersome to observatories, and LPS vapor lights are astronomers' 
preference because their narrow color spectrum is more easily filtered 
than light from HPS vapor or mercury vapor lights. 



OPTIONS FOR REDUCING ENERGY-RELATED STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURES 

Streetlights are generally the largest energy-related city expenditure. 
Over the past decade, most Oregon citiesf annual streetlight expenditure 
more than doubled. However, as streetlight expenditure requirements 
rose, city revenue sources became increasingly restricted. As a result, 
many Oregon cities are actively pursuing various methods to provide 
adequate streetlighting within a reasonable budget. 

Regardless of whether a city wants to shelter itself from future 
streetlight expenditure escalation, reduce its expenditure immediately 
by a given percentage or dollar amount, or, as in the case of the 
city of Umatilla, cope with a failed streetlight levy, there are a 
variety of approaches that can be examined to reduce streetlight 
expenditure. These approaches include: 

Delamping--Temporary or permanent removal of selected 
streetlights. 

Conversion--Replace existing lights with more energy- 
efficient ones (e.g., replace mercury vapor with HPS vapor 
lights). 

System Purchase--Buy system from utility. City can maintain 
system or have utility continue maintenance. 

Other Opt ions : 

Reduction of Operating Hours--Decrease the hours of street- 
light operation to a portion of the night instead of from 
dawn to dusk. 

System Redesign--Possible reconfiguration of the system (i.e., 
reduce lumens for a given location, or replace several small 
lights with one large light). 

Each of these options is discussed in greater detail in the following 
sections. Brief case studies are used to illustrate particular options. 
Selecting the appropriate option for a particular city depends on 
numerous factors, including present streetlight inventory, utility 
rate structure, local needs and perceptions regarding streetlights, 
city expertise (for ownership and maintenance considerations), and 
city budget constraints. 

Streetlight Options Table 

Table 16 illustrates several options available to cities to reduce 
streetlight expenditure. If a city has accomplished certain tasks, 
such as converting to more efficient lights or purchasing the street- 
light system, "AC" (already accomplished) is used in the ( $ )  column 



and a 0.0 percent i n  the  percent-saved column. Each c a l c u l a t i o n  was 
made by us ing the  a c t u a l  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  f o r  t h e  serving u t i l i t y .  
When r a t e s  were not  r e a d i l y  d i s c e r n i b l e  (e.g.,  c i t y  owned and u t i l i t y  
maintained r a t e s  f o r  numerous u t i l i t i e s ) ,  NA (not  a v a i l a b l e )  was used 
i n  both t h e  ( $ 1  and the  percent-saved columns. A dash i s  used when 
t h e  op t ion  i s  not app l i cab le ,  a s  i s  t h e  case  f o r  t h e  " c i t y  owns, 
u t i l i t y  maintains" op t ion  when t h e  c i t y  a l ready owns and mainta ins  
t h e  system. 

The f i r s t  column d i sp lays  the  cu r ren t  annual s t r e e t l i g h t  expenditure 
f o r  each c i t y .  For c i t i e s  wi th  more than one serving u t i l i t y ,  both  
expendi tures  a r e  displayed on separa te  l i n e s .  The remaining d o l l a r  
columns represen t  the  new annual d o l l a r  expenditure a f t e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
op t ion  has been exerc ised ,  with t h e  percent  saved shown immediately 
t o  t h e  r i g h t .  

The f i r s t  two opt ions  a r e  f o r  permanent delamping of 10 and 20 percent  
of e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  These c a l c u l a t i o n s  assume t h a t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  
a r e  removed propor t ionate ly  ac ross  a l l  l i g h t  types  and l i g h t  s i z e s .  
The next  two opt ions  d i s p l a y  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  savings t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
c i t y  from purchasing s t r e e t l i g h t s  from t h e  u t i l i t y .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  
case ,  the  c i t y  owns t h e  l i g h t s ,  but  the  u t i l i t y  cont inues  t o  mainta in  
them. I n  the  second case ,  the  c i t y  both owns and mainta ins  the  
l i g h t s .  

Conversion t o  HPS vapor assumes t h a t  a l l  175-watt mercury vapor l i g h t s  
a r e  converted t o  100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  not  t o  70-watt BPS vapor 
l i g h t s ,  which would save c i t i e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more d o l l a r s .  A negat ive  
s ign  i n  t h e  conversion percent-saved column i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  annual 
expenditure would a c t u a l l y  inc rease  by conversion t o  more e f f i c i e n t  
l i g h t s .  Conversion i s  discussed i n  d e t a i l  i n  the  conversion s e c t i o n  
beginning on page 3 9. 

It should be noted t h a t  t h i s  t a b l e  d i s p l a y s  only t h e  annual u t i l i t y  
expenditure.  It does not take  i n t o  account i n i t i a l  expenditure t h a t  
might be requi red  t o  delamp, convert  t o  HPS vapor, o r  purchase a l l  o r  
a  por t ion  of the  s t r e e t l i g h t  system. Nor does the  t a b l e  take  i n t o  
cons ide ra t ion  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i f  a  c i t y  purchases t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  system, 
some of t h e  maintenance and/or replacement c o s t s  w i l l  be t r a n s f e r r e d  
from the  u t i l i t y  t o  the  c i t y .  A l l  t hese  c o s t s  vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
between u t i l i t i e s  and c i t i e s  and a r e  discussed i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  i n  
the  fol lowing sec t ions .  

Since a c i t y  might p re fe r  a combination of op t ions ,  the  combined- 
opt ion  column should be considered by c i t i e s  a s  more o r  l e s s  the  upper 
bound on p o t e n t i a l  savings.  This op t ion  assumes t h a t  the  c i t y  removes 
20 percent  of the  l i g h t s ,  owns and maintains the  system, and converts  
a l l  l i g h t s  t o  HPS vapor. The only way a c i t y  could decrease  i t s  annual 
expendi tures  f u r t h e r  would be t o  s u b s t i t u t e  70-watt BPS vapor l i g h t s  
f o r  100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  convert t o  LPS vapor ins tead  of HPS 
vapor, o r  remove more than 20 percent  of t h e  l i g h t s .  
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372 76.8 
NCI w 

72.22 79. % 
27.795 U.8% 

M-4 w 
937 73.5% 

2,7&2 78.5% 
1,551 76.8% 

852 73.7% 
16.871 20.0% 
3.164 77.1% 
1.578 Ed. 1% 
2,217 78.1% 
2.903 75.w 
1,5Z 53.6% 
9.279 73.7% 
2,417 74.3% 
2.075 55.7% 
2.358 71.1% 
526 55.5% 

1,715'67.8 
la MA 

38,171 61.& 
11.983 78.U 
7,185 76.91 

67.094 69.6% 
IM w 

12.949 74.B 
511 85.3 

3,169 72.1% 
13,W 73.1% 
2.447 75.4% 

681 03.3% 

C. WWER 
W&L 
I M  
wsl 
C. PMJER 
P6E 
PP&L 
M D  
W&L 

PPk 
PDY- 

m 
C W T L  
BMlcA 
6 E  
PGE 
TiiLFlrtWH 
E6E 
kQ&L 

C. E. 
WCL 
*K  
G M T L  
?PK 
W Y  
Wac 
m n  
w6L 
?6€ 
w&L 
PPec 
W K  
CJTSKCW: E 
PU 
CRIVEQ 
P6E 
C.BASIN 
wsl 
PP&L 
P6E 
W&L 
C. WUER 
WCL 
m n  
W k  
aal 
WE 
M", 



City 

m w  
3ETAOIT 
W W  
WFUR 
3k'NDEE 
WNES CITY 
E M  
ERGLE WIN1 
ELW 
EL6IN 
3TERPRISE 
E S T M  

FnIRVIEY 
=4Ls C!TY 
ROAENCE 
FORST GROVE 
FOSSIL 
aRImI 
m1ON 
WTES 
GER WRT 
GENWS 
GLROSTON 
ECEHDIYE 
Wan H I U  
G R M  PClSS 
GRRSS WYLM 
5REW 
WINES 
WWIIY 
WSEY 
"4m'dD 
MRRISWRG 
HLIX 
CZPR(ER 

*WISTa( 
HIUSBORO 
4INES 
H M D  RIVER 
mwfm 
HUlfIffinwc 
I W  
I R u R  
IYDEYWlMCE 
ImE 
!W CITY 
JRCHSONVILLE 

Pumase 
Utility Haintains 

Ptdase 
City Maintaim 

Dwcent 
($1 saved -- 
M *w 
HR M 

2,516 28.9% 
M '4 

6,513 35.31 
FYI FYI 

5.W 13.2% 
FYI w 
FYI FYI 
nn w 
m FYI 

11,659 27.5% - - 
9, la 21.a 
w FYI 
NA w - - 
w R 
NA ra 

3,811 23.9% 
w MI 
FYI HR 

4,855 30.4% 
34,985 8.3% 

w R 
NA nn 
R MI 
FYI HR 

218, Wl 35.6% 
FYI Ma 

1,929 36.9% 
FYI FYI 
MI w 
W r a  
FYI FYI 
FYI FYI 
HR FYI 

161,269 52.3 
IYI m 
W H R  

10,571 35.6% 
3,170 38.9% 
m FYI 
FYI w 
FYI R 
NA Nf4 
FYI FYI 
FYI FYI 

wrcent 
0)  saved - - 

656 88.5% 
tCI trCl 

1.743 56.7% 
tw MA 

4,216 58.9 
W 89.8% 

3 ,  39.3% 
10,M 40.6% 
3,856 44.1% 
3,283 81.0% 
7,175 52.4% 
8,571 46.7% 

PC 0.Q 
6,619 43.3% 
2,618 39.0% 
3,154 89.0% 

PC 0.0% 
W F Y I  
m !a 

2.826 43.7% 
1,837 56.3% 
5,351 38.4% 
3,179 54.5% 
23,467 37.7% 
4.004 38.4% 
2,136 65.5% 
72,481 44.6% 
1,240 40.8% 

144,681 S.7% 
1,338 61.0% 

NA HR 
5,312 29.0% 
2,927 37.31 
7,800 39.7% 
992 42.1% 
FYI FYI 

24,599 56.8% 
113,485 66.5% 
1,970 81.8% 
9,767 25.52 
7,425 54.8% 

U llR 
MI rYI 
744 74.0% 

14,171 41.1% 
m HR 

1,176 74.9% 
3*e26 66.1% 

Convert 
To k@S 

oercent 
($1 saved -- 

FIG 8.W 
10,099 -47.a 
3.m 13.7% 

FYI 
9,157 9.5% 

PC 0.0s 
5.- 19.5% 

20,894 0.3% 
6.885 0. i3 

PC 8.0% 
15,633 -3.8% 
13,260 17.5% 

AC 0.82 
9,745 16.5% 
4, e 3  -3.82 

cU: 0.0% 
AC 8.0% 
LY; Y:.M 
FY: 0.Q 

4,128 17.7% 
4,234 -9.6% 
9,817 -3.7% 
69221 18.9% 
38,563 19.1% 
8,510 -9.2s 

LY; 0.M 
114,104 12.L 
2,271 -0.51 

291,328 10.71 
3,479 0.1% 
2,978 2.6% 
6,849 8.9 
5,272 -12.92 
12,479 4.6% 
1,817 -5.W 

AC 0.0% 
51,654 -3.4% 
307,739 9.0% 

K @.0% 
12,106 7.6% 
14,333 12.7% 
5,866 2.3% 
4.263 -43.7% 
2,804 2.1% 
22.611 6.0% 

LY; 0.0% 
4.S78 2.4% 
11,582 -2.0% 

Wined 
Dot  on 

m e n t  
($1 saved -- 
525 90.0% 
luCI NQ 
013 77.0% 
w NII 

2,186 78.5% 
466 91.9% 

1,813 71.3% 
5.201 73.8% 
1.791 74.0% 
2.707 04.6% 
4.149 72.5% 
3,164 75.3% 
61.045 28.0% 
3, 23: 72.3% 
1. !90 72.3% 
2,523 91.2% 
i3.872 20.8% 

hFI hCl 
M cCld 

1.274 74.6% 
!,218 71.H 
2,072 76.2% 
1,624 76.7% 
11,755 68.8% 
1,915 75.4% 
1,707 72.4% 
32,061 75.5% 

574 72.6s 
76.622 76.5% 

625 82.1% 
!a FYI 

1.638 78.1% 
1.220 73.9% 
3,642 72.2% 
1.238 27.8% 

m HR 
13.435 73.1% 
56,755 83.a 
1.69 84.6% 
2,854 78.a 
3.513 78.6% 
ul NCI 
Nll U 
529 81.5% 

6.141 74.5% 
HR Na 
713 84.8% 

2,655 76.5% 

Utilitv 

L I U h  
C. PMlER 
xx 
NWClScn 
PEE 
L I m Y  
!=6€ 
wrl 
WCL 
CPhClrl 
WLt  
KiE 
EUEB 
E E  
PPBL 
L I F O L V  
CUEST G9 
C. MIN 
TILLMC!JI 
P6E 
P P k  
W K  
M€ 
P6E 
waL  
PPk 
W k  
u'&4 
P6E 
CPNcln 
ID!M 
W 6 l  
PPLL 
PPK 
W k  
C. MSIq 
w4L 
Kx 
CPWTL 
PPbL 
VGE 
IIrCWO 
C. WR 
cmn 
WKL 
C. MIY 
C M T L  
waL . t 



Fmnual 
Expenditure 1 

C1ty ($1 

EFFERSON 7.855 
JOHN MY 17,345 
JOmSDN CITY 1,863 
JDRM WLEY 1,721 
JCEml 3,192 
UCTIM CITY .a 100 
YEIZER 5,933 
HEIZER 40,495 
HIM3 CITY 2,299 
HWlYlTH F U S  183,623 
WRY ETTE 12,359 
L A 6 M  72,098 
M E  OSYEGO 200, 357 
LWESIDE 9,056 
' S E V I E Y  26, W 
LEBWW 4,411 
If5RNON 71,957 
LEXINGTON 1,524 
LlHXKN CITY 186,462 
LW ROM( 153 
-lM cm 5,2! 
LDSTINE 1,349 
,DELL 1,826 
LYOWS 5,5815 
W M  15,139 
N I N  3,653 
WNZMITCI 7,764 
rnIWILLE 28,014 
*EDFORD 223.378 
KRRIU 7,415 
ETDLIUS 2,584 
FILL CITY 18,237 
~!tXRSBURG 12,076 
MILTON FREWTER 7,677 
VILWIE 239,779 
nOLRUR 36,196 
Pr3mrW 14,635 
MONROE 3,499 
M.90 3,434 
CT. RN6a 16,829 
fi. M W  6,584 
QYRTLE CAW 18,463 
'IYLTCE WIN 38.290 
NMCYM 5, 
'Lwffi 79,459 
W R T  75,438 
MliQRTH BEND 78,263 
NORTH PLClIHS 5,886 

Delamo 
23 percent 

($1 

6.284 
13,876 
1,498 
1,377 
2. ss4 

20,006 
4,746 
32,336 
1.840 

02,890 
9,887 

58,319 
166,686 

7,885 
8.w 
3,528 

57,565 
1,219 

05,121 
122 

4, ~n 
1,072 
1,461 
4, a 

12,110 
2,923 
6,211 

16,011 
178,702 

5,932 
2,867 

14,590 
9.661 
6,142 

191,823 
28,952 
11,788 
2,799 
2,747 

13,460 
5,267 

14,770 
24,258 
4,454 

63.567 
68,344 
62,610 
4,783 

%rchse 
Uti l i ty  Maintains 

Purdase 
Citv Haintaim 

oercent 
$ saved 
- - 

4,055 48.4% 
4,231 75.6% 
1.733 3.7% 

Pa MI 
1,885 68.5% 

14.042 46.9% 
4.2% 27.7% 

10,868 75.3% 
1.507 34.4% 

68,859 34.31 
6.188 58.6s 

15,589 78.71 
1 3 0 , s  37.3% 

1,849 89.4% 
12,863 53.8% 

M 
43.660 39.3% 

HR R 
55,399 47.91 

HR NCl 
946 81.9% 
794 40.8s 
%6 69.81 

3,622 35.2% 
6,688 59.8% 
2,770 24.a 
w !a 

15,697 21.6% 
157.M15 8 . 4 s  

4,496 39.4% 
832 67.8% 

8,428 53.8% 
7.093 41.3% 

CY: 0.0% 
117.366 51.1% 
18.936 47.7% 

AC @.I 
l,&i 46.8% 
2,834 48.8% 
4% 46.8% 
1,212 81.6% 
7,527 59.a 

14,659 51.6% 
M R 

48.294 49.3% 
8,709 88.5% 

36,921 52.8% 
2,916 53.51 

Convert 
To la 

m t  
$ saved --  
8.220 -4.7% 

17,688 1.5% 
1,126 39.5% 
1,670 2.91 

RC 0.w 
~3,017 0.4% 
3 . m  36.7% 

FIC a.w 
1,793 26.81 

98,393 5.W 
10,576 14.4% 
72,314 0.8% 

163.15 21.7% 
RC 0.81 

~5,847 -O.a 
6,247 -41.6% 

66.917 7.81 
CY: 8.W 

189,W -2.5% 
FIC 8.81 
RC 0.0% 

1,453 -8.5% 
FIC a,@% 

4,759 14.8% 
15.241 -0.7% 
4.512 -23.5% 

FY: 0.0% 
W: 8.0% 

198.383 11.2% 
7,214 2.7% 
2,607 -0.91 

15,389 16.1% 
10,966 9.2% 

FIC a.Bx 
203.688 15.3% 
3 0 , m  16.5% 

W: 0.0% 
3.557 -1.7% 
3.724 -0.5% 

14,334 14.8% 
RC 0.0% 

18,588 -0.2% 
31.456 -3.81 

CW: 0.0% 
67,610 14.9% 

W: 0.m 
79,831 -1.1% 
5.090 13.5% 

Combined 
[lot ion 

wrcent 
$ 1  saved 
-- 

2.885 74.51 
3,387 00.9% 

B36 55.1% 
Nii ha 

004 74.8% 
6,868 72.7% 
1.716 71.1% 
8.W 00.2% 

631 72.5% 
36.2!1 65.1% 
2.634 n.:* 

1 2 , a  63.1% 
62.458 78.82 

839 91.5% 
7 , W  73.8% 

NQ Na 
28,862 71.1% 

NFI %A 
35,171 bb. 3% 

NCI NR 
799 84.7% 
367 72.6% 
453 75.2% 

1.988 73.4% 
4 . m  72.2% 
l,Z53 65.7% 

ti4 NFI 
12,557 37.31 
95.& St. i% 
1,973 73.4% 

565 78.1% 
4.135 n.3 
3,413 71.7% 
6,142 20.a 

53,875 77.5% 
8 , W  76.81 

11.788 20.W 
957 72.7% 
941 72.6% 

4,369 74.0% 
1.046 84.1% 
4.44 75.w 
8,827 70.91 

r4 la 
19.405 75.6% 
6.%7 9.8% 

22,770 70. % 
1,340 76.4% 

W&L 
pmn 
C ' 6 E  
i D*O 
W6L 
wal 
4 E  
S. E. 
F'GE 
w6L 

WE 
WTL 
PSE 
C l XOLV 
PPLL 
C. WE? 
F'PCL 
C. MSIV 
XCL 
C. WSIFi 
C W T L  
PDK 
EPUD 
*b 
Y&L 
w&L 
TILLFWIOCIK 
WU'~I~VNVILL 
"&L 

Wk 
==&L 
Wk 
X&L 
*ILTM FFiE 
P6E 
P6E 
W T H  
w64 
W k  
f f i E  
UWTL 
w6C 
.?D& 

' I L L r n  
K E  
LIWLY 
W i  
FG€ 



City 

UCRTrl W R  
m w  
WKuW 
W R I E  
CNTRR!C 
OREGON CITV 
E!uLEIM( 
PHIUWlRTW 
W Y I X  
PIlM ROCK 
OOSTLAND 
WRS 
3WlRIE CITY 
pIi€SW- 
PRINEVILLE 
RRINIES 
WIHIER 
REWT(0 

REDW 
REEHORT 
Sf N W  
RIDDLE 
m!!WCIY 
ROWE RIVER 
ROSEWIIG 
SCllP 
s u n  
W D Y  
s- 
SCRPPOOSE 
S I O  
m'ps U I U  
Sffi iM 
SEHEUI 
WY CPJE 
SMR!O(Y( 
warn 
s 1 m z  
51 LVERTON 
SISTERS 
YSIYGFIELD 
STRNFIaD 
srflY?m 
ST. HLENS 
ST. MLEIG 
ST. WL 
SULldITY 
SUmRVIU 

Purcha~p Purchase 
Utility Waintaim City Maintains 

Delamo Del- 
l~ ~ e ~ t  a w ~ w t  ~er tent  o e m m t  

($1 ($1 I wved ($1 ~ v e d  - - -  - .  
4.812 492'17 tW W 1,818 81.1% 

13,289 11,813 9.885 39.0% Nil NCl 
5.845 4.484 N(I HR 2.735 51.2% 

27,554 24,493 NCI hW 8.588 72.81 
42,774 38.W 3&%5 l8.H W N C l  

118,784 105,SlS 91,528 3 . 5 %  67,227 49.0% 
!88.7?2 89.515 NCI 55.2% 58.7% 
19,741 13,992 WI W 9.419 46.1% 
1eJ,m 9.500 NR HR 4,866 59.B 
12,758 11,548 NCI R 8,372 4U.B 

2,445,887 2,173,339 2,W,818 8.7%1,698,118 37.L2, 
6 5,655 R NLI 3,529 %.I% 
J1181 4,534 MI N4 1 . M  01.6% 
l,m9 1,679 NA M 875 58.3% 
35,648 31,687 W W 16.452 56.5% 

W 368 R R 174 61.4% 
12,237 18.877 9.787 28.H 6,785 3 .7% 
48,868 42,727 NCI Ml 27,312 48.W 

.w MI HR IIWl n(R 

28,849 24,932 NCL NC\ 3,265 8 9 . 3  
1,235 1,116 820 41.28 W W 
7,668 6,816 HR NF\ 3,866 55.52 

14.720 I3.M NCI MI Ml MA 
9,446 8,397 W NA 5,738 45.3% 

lBJ.442 93,727 HR W 63,491 45.8% 
585,219 449,883 376,652 32.9 278,176 3.4% 
68.828 54,%9 37,564 44.4% 27,094 59.9% 
a,498 26,213 8,384 22.5% 18,589 43.3% 
1 8 , s  16,317 13.778 2 .4% 18.133 58.1% 
15,663 13,923 NCI NCI 6,144 64.7% 
5,855 5,205 M MI 2,233 65.71 
1,581 1 , M  1,078 38.6% . 491 71.9% 
42,036 3€1,U76 MI W 21.W 54.9% 
1,392 1,237 U MI 457 78.4% 
1,98% 1,669 W Ml 1.147 45.7% 

17,W 15.786 14,€27 25.5% i0,S49 46.2% 
17.158 15.22 14,379 24.6% 9.666 4 8 , s  
5,388 4,790 NCI NCI 534 91.1% 

35,652 31.690 a. 181 26.3 21.591 45.5% 
w IYI R Ml NR WlnR 

89.414 79.479 M h4 48,026 51.7% 
11,688 9,056 NFl R 6.558 46.U 
27.667 24,593 M N(I 18.199 40.8% 
56,688 50,383 47,886 25.4% 34,877 44.6% 
5 , a  4,681 MI NCI 2.133 63.5% 
4, ~5 3,933 3,755 23.61 2, ne 43.51 
9,851 8,762 NR W 5,815 54.2% 
1,497 1,U8 R Ml 290 82.6% 

Comrrt Comb~ned 
To HPS Oot lon - 

wKent Q e m  
($1 saved 0)  saved ---- 

AC 8.8% 981 83.1% 
14.423 2 . 3  NCI ha 
5,622 -9.3% 1.323 76.4% 

W NA W hfl 
46,812 !. 5% W W 

111,825 15.8% 31,713 76.9% 
187.79 3.8% 36.046 73.2% 
17,P7 2.6% 4.623 73.5% 
11.928 4 . 4 %  3.961 74.2% 
13.958 1 3.791 73.3% 

,443.378 la. 1% 1.112.423 59. !% 
7.315 -3.5% 2, l k  69.1% 

K 8.0% YB4 84.1% 
RC 8.81 700 66.6% 

4,475 -2. a 18, @% 74.5% 
4C 8.0% !39 69.1% 

11,779 15.4% 3.191 76.5% 
52,517 1.7% 15.415 71.1% 

9C 8.0% NCI M 
CW: 8.0% 2,628 91.6% 

1,384 8.7% MI 1U 

8,542 -0.3% 2,257 73.5% 
RC 0.9% NCl NCI 

1U,448 6.5% L 6M 74.7% 
114,133 2.6% 33.W 7 i . 3  
4%,W 11.6% 154.495 72.5% 

FC 8.N 21,676 67.W 
26,349 15.6% 8.779 73.2% 
17,477 14.3% 4.921 75.9% 

K 8.0% 4,915 71.8% 
!X 8.0% 1,766 72.6% 

1.757 8.0% 335 77.5% 
54,834 -15.2% 13.W 71.4% 
1 ,  3.9% 23? 65.8% 
Z, 179 -3.2% 571 73. 6% 
:6,536 15.7% 5,986 74.5% 
16.689 12.5% 5.345 72.6% 

CW: 6.9% 427 %.4% 
33,785 14.7% 18,W 72.7% 

CW: 0.H W hA 
AC 8.0% 79,479 20,s 

11,956 3.W 3,38973.12 
28,518 7.H 7 ,w74 .3% 
52.865 17.3 16,176 74.3 

!X @.BZ 1.797 7P.B% 
4 , M  17.7% 1,266 74.2% 

18,915 8.3% 2.653 75.0% 
wC 6.W 232 66.8% 

U t l l l t ~  

C M T ?  
IDFYtO 
ma: 
L&E 
!DFlm3 
PGE 
Wbl  
PDK 
3D&- 

W k  
ir E 
;pal 
C ~ W T L  
CRIVER 
3 b L  
CRI'JEP 
u6E 
wal 
C.f. 
LIUCOCN 
I DClnC \ 

T'&L 
TILiFIC(OOK 
@k 

PGE 
5. E. 
4.F 
E6E 
CRIVEP 
PPLL 
XE 
WaL 
zphra-~ 
3561- 
%E 
zr6E 
cINCJLN 

P6E 
C. E. 
SUB 
PPK 
Wk 
P6E 
CqIJE? 
K E  
DD&L 

C F W X  * < 



c i t y  

W T E R  
S U ~ A L I Y  
SWEnHIM 
TFlLMT 
WE OClUES 
TIWRO 
TI- 
TOLWl 
W T I N  
NMR 
WTIUR 
UNION 
'JNITY 
w 
'JEYTR 
VENETF) 
W R T  
LJCKLOCYl 
WRRaCrrn 
WSM 
UCITEllLW 
WEST LI#  
KSTW 
WEER 
~ I r n W l  
U I L W I L L E  
UINSTO)( 
r n D  VILLRGE 
MIODWRW 
YMTS 
YWHIU 

Purchase 
Utilitv Maintains 

Delmo 
20 wrcent m t  

(I) (0 saved 
--- 

2,149 NCI NCI 
6.585 M NCI 
44,973 FYI NCI 
8.454 U I 

79.889 NII w 
74.6% 63.540 31.91 

FYI 
38.792 N(1 Nfl 
75.487 79.438 15.7% 
9,271 7 . m  34.W 

17.326 NR tY\ 

7,868 NA M 
545 436 36.0% 

11.881 8.422 39.m 
4.273 NII NLI 
2.895 lu(l w 
9,647 M W 
4.512 NII FYI 

14.785 NCI HCI 
289 NCl !&I 

1.532 FYI ta 
116,185 96.131 37.9% 

6,286 NR NCI 
3.322 HCI I 

14.666 13,673 25.4% 
9,063 38.060 55.5% 
13,488 W FYI 
11,888 9,839 33.3% 
70.527 55.338 37.m 
4.338 W t Y 1  
5.376 4.937 26.5% 

Purchase 
Citv Maintains 

wrcent 
(0 saved - - 

469 62.6% 
21,285 42.4% 
a.333 47.8% 
5.253 9.5% 

Mi ta 
45,420 51.3% 

w ta 
4.907 89.7% 

58.585 46.3% 
5.565 52.0% 

12.669 41.5% 
2.0% 76.7% 

EYI ta 
w HCI 

1,706 68.1% 
789 72.94 

1.271 89.51 
1.770 68.5% 

13,388 28.0% 
198 45.1% 

1.126 41.1% 
61,296 S7.81 
4,874 37.2% 
I I 

la057 45.1% 
19.215 71.6% 
12.978 23.0% 
7,185 51.9% 

38.645 %.a 
555 89.8% 

3.538 47.4% 

Gmvert 
To HPS 

OerCent 

S saved --  
IY: 0.0% 

35.739 3.4% 
56.238 -0.H 
1e.m 4.1% 

MI NCI 
80.722 13.5% 

CY: 8.M 
RC 0.0% 

79.437 15.7% 
9.881 14.7% 

20.549 5.1% 
8.699 1.5% 

FY: 0.0% 
13,456 2.6% 

Fc 8.0% 
r4 M 
RC 8.0% 
RC 8.0% 

17.528 5.2% 
363 -0.5% 

1 . m  2.5% 
129,361 10.9% 

8.229 6.1% 
RC 8.0% 

15.233 16.9 
63.434 6.1% 
18.732 -11.1% 
12.772 13.5% 
77.611 12.0% 

RC 0.0% 
5.672 15.61 

Cmblned 
O D ~  ion 

DPrCeRt 

(0 saved -- 
375 86.0% 

9.978 73.0% 
16.994 69.6% 
2.982 72.5% 
w NCI 

23.7% 74.5% 
NCI FYI 

3.990 91.8% 
30. .366 67.8% 
2.552 78.0% 
5.w 73.m 
1.453 83.6% 

m YINA 
NCI tta 

1.365 74.4% 
w w 

1.817 91.6% 
1.422 74.8% 
4.164 n. 5% 

92 74.6% 
520 72.8% 

33.773 78.8% 
2.267 70.8% 

NCl tY1 
4.681 74.91 

11.117 83.5% 
7.29 57.1% 
3.483 76.4% 

18.936 78.51 
444 91.8% 

1.618 75.9% 

1. I indicates not availale. 
2. CY: indicates already rnlolished. 
3. - indicates not aoolicablc. 
4, Conversion co lm:  17% W to lW MI. 25BW W/ to 15BW tPS. WM W to 2BBW HPS, and 1888W N to W hK. 
5. PuKhase, Utility Maintains c a l m  does not include maintenance m t  for ooles. 
6. Meqative offcffrt savinus in the conversion column indicates increased enoenditum. 
7. Enwditures for cities served by Lincoln P.b.D. night k artlficiallv low due to (8.015 wr kwh rate used. 
8. Idaho Power has m 'City Ih, Utility kintain' rate for 1 7 3  W l a m :  state averaoe of 14.78 was used. 
9. Salem Electric has no 'City Om, Utility kintain' rate for 70U HPS l a ~ m :  state averaae of (3.4 uas used. 
18. combined Ootion column indicates citv purchases and maintains. converts to lams, and delamos 20%. 
11. Purchase, City k in ta im column is m a t  theoretical for P6E because ootion i s  not offered for a i l  linhts. 
12. iltility column: C.HWJER i s  Consllllers Po*er, C.E. i s  Central E l ~ t r i c .  CRIER 1s Columbia River. IMMl'is Idaho 

Power, LINCOLW i s  Central Lincoln, C.BIISIN is Columbia &sin. and S.E. is Salm Electric. 



One of the  b e s t  methods t o  reduce s t r e e t l i g h t  expendi ture  i s  through 
temporary o r  permanent removal of some of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  A 
10 percent  reduct ion  i n  s t r e e t l i g h t s  can r e s u l t  i n  a  10 percent  
decrease  i n  s t r e e t l i g h t  expenditure,  assuming a  f a i r l y  even reduc t ion  
ac ross  a l l  l i g h t  types.  

Most s t r e e t l i g h t  systems i n  Oregon c i t i e s  were i n s t a l l e d  during times 
of r e l a t i v e l y  inexpensive s t r e e t l i g h t i n g  due t o  extremely low elec-  
t r i c i t y  c o s t s .  I n  f a c t ,  many c i t i e s  a t  one time even had b a s i c a l l y  
f r e e  s t r e e t l i g h t s  a s  p a r t  of f r anch i se  agreements wi th  the  u t i l i t i e s .  
A s  a  r e s u l t ,  many c i t i e s  have i n h e r i t e d  s t r e e t l i g h t  systems t h a t  have 
e r red  on t h e  s i d e  of too much l i g h t  r a t h e r  than too  l i t t l e  l i g h t .  

Today, wi th  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  r i s i n g  and f r e e  s t r e e t l i g h t  arrangements 
i n  f r a n c h i s e  agreements a  th ing of t h e  p a s t ,  many c i t i e s  a r e  reexamin- 
ing t h e i r  commitment t o  l i g h t i n g  c e r t a i n  a reas .  Some c i t i e s  have 
decided t o  reduce o r  d iscont inue  l i g h t i n g  s t r i c t l y  r e s i d e n t i a l  a reas ;  
o t h e r s  have decided t o  d i scon t inue  l i g h t i n g  the  downtown commercial 
a reas .  

A dec i s ion  regarding the  exact  l i g h t  l o c a t i o n  and s i z e  a t  a  busy 
i n t e r s e c t i o n  i s  b a s i c a l l y  an engineering dec i s ion .  Determining the  
type of a r e a s  t h a t  should be lit i n  the  f i r s t  p lace  i s  genera l ly  a  
more s u b j e c t i v e  dec i s ion .  It i s  obviously e a s i e r  not  t o  l i g h t  a  
c e r t a i n  a r e a  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p lace  than t o  go back a t  a  l a t e r  d a t e  and 
delamp an a r e a  a f t e r  the  r e s i d e n t s  have become accustomed t o  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  l i g h t i n g  l e v e l .  Although t h e r e  i s  some debate  regarding 
the  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  perception t h a t  increased l i g h t i n g  d i r e c t l y  
t r a n s l a t e s  t o  decreased crime, the re  i s  l i t t l e  debate  about the  
enhanced road s a f e t y  from l i g h t i n g  busy s t r e e t s  and i n t e r s e c t i o n s .  
S t i l l ,  c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  considering delamping must be  s e n s i t i v e  t o  
c i t i z e n s '  s t r e e t l i g h t  expecta t ions .  

I n  December 1981 t h e  c i t y  of Florence (popula t ion  4,645) passed 
a  r e s o l u t i o n  l i s t i n g  the  c i t y ' s  s t r e e t l i g h t  p r i o r i t i e s .  These 
p r i o r i t i e s  a r e  l i s t e d  below, beginning wi th  Highway 101 and a l l  four- 
way i n t e r s e c t i o n s  a s  the  h ighes t  p r i o r i t i e s  and ending with mid-block 
r e s i d e n t i a l  l i g h t s  and l i g h t s  a t  the  ent rance  t o  planned u n i t  devel- 
opments, b ike  pa ths ,  and c i t y  parks. 

1. Highway 101: each i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  c i t y ,  and 
not  l e s s  than two hundred f e e t  (200 ' )  a p a r t ,  from the  
Siuslaw River,  no r th  through 15th  S t r e e t .  

2. Each four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n  with a l l  s t r e e t s  paved. 

3.  Each four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n  with a t  l e a s t  two s t r e e t s  
paved. 

4. A l l  o t h e r  four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n s .  



5. Each three-way ('IT") i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  a l l  s t r e e t s  
paved. 

6 .  Each three-way ("T") i n t e r s e c t i o n  wi th  t h e  through 
s t r e e t  paved. 

7 .  A l l  o t h e r  three-way i n t e r s e c t i o n s .  

8. A t  each paved cul-de-sac. 

9, A t  each unpaved cul-de-sac o r  dead-end s t r e e t .  

10. Four hundred f e e t  ( 4 0 0 ' )  a p a r t  on Rhododendron Drive 
from Greenwood S t r e e t  t o  35 th  S t r e e t .  

11. Midway between l i g h t e d  i n t e r s e c t i o n s  on o t h e r  s t r e e t s  
i f  d i s t a n c e  exceeds s i x  hundred f i f t y  f e e t  ( 6 5 0 ' ) .  

12. Four hundred f e e t  (400 ' )  a p a r t  on o t h e r  c i t y  s t r e e t s  
without  i n t e r s e c t i o n s ,  bu t  no t  c l o s e r  than  t h r e e  hundred 
twenty-five f e e t  (325 ' )  from a  l i g h t e d  i n t e r s e c t i o n .  

13.  A t  en t r ance ( s1  where a  planned u n i t  development (PUD) 
meets a  c i t y  s t r e e t .  

14. A t  en t r ance ( s1  where a  b i k e  pa th  meets a  c i t y  s t r e e t .  

15. A t  e n t r a n c e ( s )  t o  c i t y  parks.  

The c i t y ' s  r e s o l u t i o n  a l s o  included the  fo l lowing:  

This  s t r e e t  l i g h t i n g  po l i cy  may r e q u i r e  t h e  r e -  
moval of e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t  l i g h t s  i n  i n v e r s e  o r d e r  
of p r i o r i t y ,  i f  neces sa ry ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  avoid over- 
spending t h e  approved S t r e e t  Light  Fund Budget. 

I n  accordance with t h e s e  i n v e r s e  p r i o r i t i e s ,  F lorence  reques ted  t h a t  
Cen t r a l  L incoln  PUD remove approximately f i f t y  l i g h t s ,  which accounted 
f o r  approximately 1 5  percent  of i t s  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  The u t i l i t y  com- 
p l i e d  wi th  the  c i t y ' s  r eques t  and d i d  not  charge t h e  c i t y  f o r  removal. 
F l o r e n c e ' s  permanent delamping saves  t h e  c i t y  approximately $5,000 
per  yea r .  

The c i t y ' s  delamping e f f o r t s  met w i t h  l i t t l e  o r  no c i t i z e n  r e s i s t a n c e .  
However, c i t y  employes f e e l  t h a t  a  c l e a r  exp lana t ion  of t h e  c i t y ' s  
need t o  curb  s t r e e t l i g h t  c o s t s  and development of a  d e f e n s i b l e  
p r i o r i t y  l ist helped d e a l  w i th  $he concerns of opponents. The c i t y  
a l s o  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  could have l i g h t s  
i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t hose  provided by t h e  c i t y ,  as long a s  they  pa id  t h e  
e n t i r e  cos t  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  u t i l i t y .  (See Appendix VI-A f o r  e n t i r e  
r e s o l u t i o n . )  



Other cities have established different priorities for streetlight 
removal. In 1982 the city of St. Petersburg, Florida, decided to 
retain all residential streetlights and to remove lights from only 
arterials and collector streets. With a goal of reducing its 
streetlight expenditure by 10 percent, the city was able to remove 
1,175 of the 22,500 lights for a savings of $134,000 per year. (1983 
National Council of Local Energy Officials conference proceedings.) 

Both the St. Petersburg and Florence cases are examples of permanent 
delamping, where the lights were actually removed. Other cities have 
delamped temporarily or for an indefinite period. In these cases, 
lights often remain in place but are no longer energized. 

In 1982 the city of Springfield (population 40,690) turned off 500 
streetlights because of budget restraints that forced the city to 
reduce municipal services. These lights were removed from residential 
areas. During fiscal 1983-84, the city estimated a savings of $50,000 
from turning off these lights. In June 1984, partially due to 
significantly decreased operating costs as a result of the city's 
complete conversion to LPS vapor (see page 421, the city was able to 
return the 500 lights to service. 

Another temporary delamping occurred in the city of Umatilla (popula- 
tion 2,980), when a 1986 streetlight levy failed to pass. Because of 
lack of funds, the city decided that extensive delamping was the only 
way to stay within its limited budget. The city requested that the 
utility temporarily remove over 50 percent of its streetlights from 
service. Basically, the city turned off all residential streetlights, 
leaving on only lights at major intersections, on the main commercial 
street, and around the schools. 

PP&L did not charge the city for the temporary disconnection of 
the streetlights. However, since the utility owns and maintains 
Umatilla's streetlights, PPbL's policy is to discontinue the charge 
for electricity, while continuing to charge the city for maintenance 
and capital recovery. For Umatilla's most common light, the 175-watt 
mercury vapor, the monthly charge was reduced 26 percent, from $6.57 
per month to $4.88 per month. In contrast, a permanent disconnection 
and light removal would have dropped the monthly charge to $0.0, 
resulting in a full 100 percent savings. However, the city hopes 
that passage of a future levy will allow them to relight the 
disconnected streetlights. 

Several factors should be evaluated before a decision is made to delamp 
a portion of city streetlights. First, priorities should be set for 
deciding which types of areas should, or should not, have streetlights. 
The streetlight indicators in the appendixes can help assess a city's 
position on a per capita and a per road mile basis. The second 
decision is whether to permanently delamp and remove poles, other than 
utility distribution poles, or to temporarily delamp and leave the 
lights in place but not energized. Utility rates for disconnecting 



o r  removing l i g h t s  and f o r  temporary delamping w i l l  have a bea r ing  on 
t h e s e  d e c i s i o n s .  

Removal charges  d i f f e r  among u t i l i t i e s .  For i n s t a n c e ,  C e n t r a l  L incoln  
PUD d i d  no t  charge F lorence  when the  c i t y  asked t o  have over  f i f t y  
l i g h t s  permanently removed. I n  PP&Lts s e r v i c e  t e r r i t o r y ,  c i t i e s  a r e  
a s se s sed  a l abo r  charge f o r  removing l i g h t s  and po le s  (when app l i -  
c a b l e ) ,  minus whatever s a lvage  v a l u e  remains i n  t h e  po le s  o r  f i x t u r e s .  
(For  t h e s e  purposes,  PP&L assumes mercury vapor  l i g h t s  have no s a l v a g e  
va lue . )  I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  PP&Lts p o l i c y ,  PGE charges  f o r  t h e  l a b o r ,  
p l u s  t he  remaining dep rec i a t ed  v a l u e  of t he  equipment. To de termine  
t h e  va lue  of a s t r e e t l i g h t ,  PGE u s e s ' t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o s t ,  assumes a 
t h i r t y - t h r e e  year  l i f e ,  and u s e s  an a c c e l e r a t e d  d e p r e c i a t i o n  method. 
The main d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  PGE charges  a c i t y  f o r  t h e  remaining v a l u e  
of a l l  removed equipment on t h e  assumption t h a t  they  cannot s e l l  t h e  
equipment and t h e  c i t y  should absorb t h e  f u l l  c o s t ,  whi le  PP&L e i t h e r  
c r e d i t  a c i t y  f o r  equipment i t  can r e u s e  o r ,  i n  t h e  ca se  of mercury 
vapor  l i g h t s  t h a t  cannot be  r eused ,  does  not  charge o r  c r e d i t  t h e  
c i t y .  

For temporary delamping ( i . e . ,  d i s connec t ing  e l e c t r i c i t y  wi thout  
removal) ,  bo th  PGE and PP&L charge c i t i e s  f o r  l abo r .  Both u t i l i t i e s  
then  con t inue  t o  a s s e s s  c i t i e s  a monthly charge f o r  a l l  u t i l i t y  owned 
and/or  maintained l i g h t s  equal  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  charge ,  minus t h e  energy 
charge .  For both  temporary and permanent delamping of l i g h t s  owned 
by c i t i e s ,  PGE and PP&L charge f o r  on ly  t h e  l abo r  t o  d i sconnec t  t h e  
energy and do not  a s s e s s  a monthly charge.  C i t i e s  served by o t h e r  
u t i l i t i e s  should check wi th  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  u t i l i t y  f o r  a p p r o p r i a t e  
c o s t s .  

Conversion 

A s  d i scussed  i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  on l i g h t i n g  technology ( s e e  page 2 5 1 ,  
improvements i n  s t r e e t l i g h t  d e s i g n  e f f i c i e n c y  now g ive  c i t i e s  
comparable l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s  w i t h  much lower energy use .  To d a t e ,  over  
h a l f  of t he  l i g h t s  i n  Oregon c i t i e s  a r e  h igh-ef f ic iency  l i g h t s .  The 
overwhelming m a j o r i t y  of t h e  l i g h t s  a r e  BPS vapor ,  wi th  some LPS 
vapor and meta l  h a l i d e  l i g h t s .  While most of t h e s e  l i g h t s  have been 
converted from l e s s  e f f i c i e n t  l i g h t s ,  some a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  of i n s t a l l a -  
t i o n  of new l i g h t s  i n  new developments.  Because of t h e  h i g h e r  l i g h t  
ou tpu t  per  u n i t  of energy i n p u t  (measured i n  lumens per  w a t t ) ,  t h e s e  
l i g h t s  g e n e r a l l y  consume only 30 t o  60 percent  of t he  energy of t h e i r  
l e s s  e f f i c i e n t  predecessors .  

The primary impetus f o r  s t r e e t l i g h t  e f f o r t s  i n  Oregon c i t i e s  has been 
BPA's S t r e e t  and Area L igh t ing  Program. I n i t i a t e d  i n  1981, t h i s  
program reimbursed u t i l i t i e s  f o r  100 percent  of t h e  c o s t  of conve r t ing  
e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t  and a r e a  l i g h t s  t o  more e f f i c i e n t  ( p r i m a r i l y  HPS vapor)  
l i g h t s .  Most convers ions  i n  Oregon have been f inanced through t h i s  
program. Even PGE and PP&L funded most of t h e i r  convers ions  wi th  BPA 
money u n t i l  1983, when they  decided no t  t o  s i g n  conse rva t ion  c o n t r a c t s  
w i t h  BPA. 



In 1985 BPA's conversion program was curtailed significantly because 
of the electricity surplus and is no longer available for large-scale 
conversion. However, funds are still available for utilities with 
long-term conservation contracts with BPA for energy-efficient light 
installation upon attrition of less efficient lights. PGE and PPCL 
have similar programs within their service territories, replacing 
mercury vapor light fixtures with HPS vapor fixtures when the fixture 
fails. However, in both the BPA program and the two major private 
utilitiest programs, if the mercury vapor light fails, but not the 
fixture, the light is replaced by another mercury vapor light. PGE 
estimates that it is replacing approximately 1 percent of its mercury 
vapor fixtures with HPS vapor fixtures every year through attrition. 

In general, most utilities in Oregon are installing HPS vapor lights 
for all new installations. However, with the absence of BPA's 
incentive for conversion of existing lights and no utility encouraging 
conversion, cities need to evaluate whether conversion is economically 
bendficial. To evaluate this question, each city needs to look closely 
at its utility's rate structure and conversion costs. 

The most important factor for cities to consider regarding conversion 
is the utility's streetlight rates. Since there is a wide variety 
of streetlight rates, generalizations can be made about the cost- 
effectiveness of streetlight conversion for a particular city, The 
conversion column in Table 16 shows what each city's new annual 
streetlight expenditure would be if all of its streetlights were 
converted to HPS vapor lights. As the column illustrates, while most 
cities' annual expenditures drop after conversion, some increase 
because of a particular utility's rates. 

Cities served by PP&L, Consumers Power, or Salem Electric could pay 
more after conversion than before because the utilities charge more 
for a 100-watt HPS vapor light ($7.57 per month, $11.45 per month, 
and $6.35 per month, respectively) than for a less efficient 175-watt 
mercury vapor light ($6.98 per month, $7.50 per month, and $5.10 per 
month, respectively) that is owned and maintained by the utility. 
For cities where conversion would increase costs, conversion is 
obviously not the way to reduce streetlight costs, as long as the 
relative rates remain. 

However, it should be noted that the conversion column in Table 16 
assumes that cities will convert 175-watt mercury vapor lights to 
100-watt HPS vapor lights. If cities convert to a 70-watt HPS vapor, 
savings will increase. For instance, PGE charges $6.98 per month for 
a 100-watt HPS vapor and only $6.06 per month for a 70-watt HPS 
vapor--$0.92 difference per light. Even in PP&Lts service territory, 
where the rate for a 70-watt HPS vapor light is $6.57 per month, 
savings could occur if cities converted to 70-watt HPS vapor lights. 

The use of 100-watt HPS vapor instead of 70-watt HPS vapor lights in 
calculating conversion savings in Table 16 is predicated on the fact 
that BPA conversions primarily have been to 100-watt HPS vapor, and 



bo th  PGE and PPdL c u r r e n t l y  i n s t a l l  only 100-watt HPS vapor ,  u n l e s s  
c i t i e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e q u e s t  70-watt HPS vapor.  Both PGE and PP6L 
r e p o r t  t h a t  c i t y  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  amount of l i g h t  from a 
70-watt HPS vapor compared t o  a 100-watt HPS vapor prompted t h e  end 
of t h e i r  a c t i v e  promotion of 70-watt HPS vapor.  

It i s  a f a c t  t h a t  175-watt mercury vapor  l i g h t s  put  ou t  approximately 
7,000 lumens, 70-watt UPS vapor l i g h t s  put ou t  5,800 lumens, and 
100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  put ou t  8,000 lumens. However, d e s p i t e  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  put ou t  17 percent  l e s s  l i g h t  t h a n  
175-watt mercury vapor l i g h t s ,  132 of t h e  210 c i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  Bureau 
has  inventory  informat ion  f o r  have a t  l e a s t  some 70-watt HPS vapor.  
There a r e  c u r r e n t l y  over 8,000, 70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  i n  Oregon 
c i t i e s  and over  22,000 100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s .  

I n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  c i t i e s  g e n e r a l l y  conver t  t h e i r  175-watt mercury vapor  
l i g h t s  t o  70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s .  Each Oregon c i t y  w i l l  need t o  
ba l ance  u t i l i t y  c o s t s  w i th  r e q u i s i t e  l i g h t i n g  l e v e l s ,  Some uses  may 
be adequate ly  served by 70-watt HPS vapor ,  and t h e  b e s t  s o l u t i o n  would 
be  t o  mix 100-watt HPS vapor and 70-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  t o  minimize 
c o s t s  wh i l e  providing adequate  l i g h t i n g .  

A f t e r  looking a t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  u t i l i t y  r a t e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  c i t i e s  need 
t o  examine convers ion  charges  u t i l i t i e s  might r e q u i r e .  Again, t h i s  
d i f f e r s  among u t i l i t i e s .  For i n s t a n c e ,  PGE r e q u i r e s  c i t i e s  t o  pay a 
d i scon t inuance  f e e  f o r  u t i l i t y  owned mercury vapor  l i g h t s ,  which 
inc ludes  t h e  remaining book v a l u e  of t h e  l i g h t ,  p l u s  t h e  c o s t  of l a b o r  
f o r  removal,  minus any sa lvage  va lue .  There i s  no f e e  f o r  i n s t a l l i n g  
t h e  new l i g h t  when PGE r e t a i n s  ownership (charge  i s  fo lded  i n t o  t h e  
r a t e s ) .  When t h e  c i t y  owns t h e  l i g h t ,  PGE r e q u i r e s  t h e  c i t y  t o  buy 
t h e  new l i g h t  and pay PGE f o r  t h e  l a b o r  t o  i n s t a l l  i t .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  
PP&L i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i f  a c i t y  i n  i t s  s e r v i c e  t e r r i t o r y  wants t o  
conver t  t o  HPS vapor ,  t h e r e  is no d i scon t inuance  f e e  o r  l abo r  charge .  

The c i t y  of S i l v e r t o n  (popu la t ion  5,920) r e c e n t l y  paid $10,488 t o  
have PGE convert  i t s  seventy-eight  400-watt mercury vapor l i g h t s  t o  
200-watt HPS vapor.  This  d i scon t inuance  f e e  of $134 per  l i g h t  was 
f o r  t h e  book v a l u e  of t h e  mercury vapor  l i g h t s ,  p l u s  t h e  l a b o r  t o  
remove the  l i g h t ,  minus t h e  sa lvage  va lue .  The conversion w i l l  save 
t h e  c i t y  about $40 per  l i g h t  per  y e a r ,  o r  $3,080 f o r  a l l  t h e  l i g h t s ,  
a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  r a t e s .  Th i s  r e p r e s e n t s  a simple payback of between 
t h r e e  and f o u r  y e a r s  on t h e  c i t y ' s  investment .  

A t  t h e  same t ime,  S i l v e r t o n  decided no t  t o  conver t  200, 175-watt 
mercury vapor l i g h t s  t o  100-watt HPS vapor l i g h t s  because t h e  d i s -  
cont inuance f e e  of $24,300 was too  h igh  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  approximate 
$2,750 per  yea r  sav ings .  T h i s  r e p r e s e n t s  a s imple payback of between 
e i g h t  and n i n e  yea r s .  O r i g i n a l l y ,  t h e  c i t y  considered paying f o r  
t h e  conversion wi th  a loan  from t h e  s t a t e ' s  Small Sca l e  Energy Loan 
Program (SELP). However, a f t e r  c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  t h e  c i t y  
decided t h a t  due t o  t h e  10 percent  i n t e r e s t  r a t e ,  t h e  c i t y  would 
be b e t t e r  o f f  f i n a n c i a l l y  t o  pay f o r  t h e  400-watt mercury vapor  



conversion and delay the 175-watt conversion until either the SELP 
interest rates dropped or the rate differential between the 175-watt 
mercury vapor and the 100-watt HPS vapor increased. 

During July 1985, the city of Sheridan (population 2,420) received 
an estimate from PGE on costs for conversion of its streetlight system 
to HPS vapor. At that time the city also received an estimate for the 
costs associated with purchasing the system (see page 48). Table 17 
summarizes the conversion information provided to Sheridan by PGE. 

Table 17 

SHERIDAN STREETLIGHT CONVERSION 

Conversion Costs Savings 

33, 400-watt MV to 200-watt HPS vapor 3.600 1.330 

Total $17,100 $3,029 

The simple payback on Sheridan's potential conversion was between five 
and six years, without taking into consideration the time value of 
money or any future streetlight rate increases. After also explor- 
ing the possibility of purchasing the system with assistance of a 
SELP loan, the city decided that the investment was not sufficiently 
attractive to pursue at this time. 

Springfield Chooses Low Pressure Sodium Vapor.--Unlike other Oregon 
cities, Springfield chose to covert its mercury vapor and incandescent 
lights to (LPS) vapor lights instead of the more common HPS vapor 
lights. The city's decision to convert to LPS vapor was made follow- 
ing a joint study with the Springfield Utility Board initiated in 
1975. Between 1976 and 1983, over half of Springfield's streetlights 
had been converted to LPS vapor through city-budgeted streetlight 
improvement funds of approximately $40,000 per year. 

In 1982 the city applied for BPA funds to convert the remainder of its 
inefficient streetlights. Although BPA was not initially interested 
in funding LPS vapor conversion through its Street and Area Lighting 
Program, BPA finally agreed to pay the city $233,200 in reimbursements 
for conversions that were completed in 1984. 

It is difficult to assess Springfield's exact dollar savings from its 
conversion efforts due to the addition of many new lights to the system 
and a change in ownership since the conversion began. However, on the 
average, LPS vapor lights use approximately 15 percent less energy 
than HPS vapor lights. In addition to the energy savings, Springfield 
has not had problems with LPS vapor's color rendition or with excessive 
maintenance costs. (Differences between LPS vapor and HPS vapor are 
discussed in the section on lighting technology beginning on page 25.) 



STREETLIGHT PURCHASING AND OTHER OPTIONS 

Although BPA funding financed most of the energy-related por- 
tions of this study, the research in the following section on 
streetlight purchasing was jointly financed by the Bureau of 
Governmental Research and Service and the League of Oregon 
Cities through the Urban Service Program. 



Purchase 

Purchasing s t r e e t l i g h t s  and n o n d i s t r i b u t i o n  po le s  ( p o l e s  t h a t  a r e  n o t  
used by a u t i l i t y  f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  d i s t r i b u t i o n  purposes)  from a u t i l i t y  
g e n e r a l l y  ensures  t h e  g r e a t e s t  r educ t ion  i n  annual  u t i l i t y  expend i tu re ,  
w i t h  t h e  l e a s t  impact on t h e  phys i ca l  system than  any o t h e r  o p t i o n s .  
F i f ty-seven  c i t i e s  i n  Oregon own some of t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  F i f t e e n  
c i t i e s ,  i nc lud ing  Por t l and ,  Eugene, S p r i n g f i e l d ,  Lake Oswego, Ashland, 
Bandon, and Baker own over  95  percent  of t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t s .  

Seve ra l  t h i n g s  must be  considered when eva lua t ing  t h e  purchase of a 
s t r e e t l i g h t  system: (1) s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  between u t i l i t y  
ownership and c i t y  ownership, t o  determine t h e  ongoing annual  sav ings ;  
( 2 )  t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  s e l l i n g  p r i c e  f o r  t h e  system; (3 )  whether t o  buy t h e  
s t r e e t l i g h t  system and have t h e  u t i l i t y  cont inue  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e  system 
o r  have t h e  c i t y  assume maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ;  and (4) whether t o  
buy t h e  e n t i r e  system o r  only  a po r t ion .  

S ince  s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s  and purchase charges va ry  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
among u t i l i t i e s ,  c i t i e s  need t o  c o n t a c t  t h e i r  u t i l i t y  f o r  an  a c c u r a t e  
e s t i m a t e  of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  c o s t s  and sav ings  from purchasing t h e  
s t r e e t l i g h t  system. A s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  r a t e  comparison t a b l e  i n  
Appendix V-A, s av ings  on u t i l i t y  expend i tu re  from an ownership change 
can be  s u b s t a n t i a l .  For i n s t a n c e ,  purchasing a s i n g l e  175-watt 
mercury vapor l i g h t  from PGE would reduce a c i t y ' s  monthly charge  
from $8.13 t o  $4.15, i f  t h e  c i t y  maintained t h e  l i g h t ,  and $5.99, i f  
t h e  u t i l i t y  cont inued t o  ma in t a in  t h e  l i g h t ,  The same purchase from 
PP&L would r e s u l t  i n  a r e d u c t i o n  from $6.98 t o  $4.13, i f  t h e  c i t y  
maintained the  l i g h t .  A 100-watt HPS v a p o r . l i g h t  purchased from PGE 
would r e s u l t  i n  a r educ t ion  from $6.98 t o  $2.42, i f  t h e  c i t y  main- 
t a i n e d  the  l i g h t ,  and $4.59, i f  PGE maintained t h e  l i g h t .  The same 
purchase from PP&L would reduce  t h e  r a t e  from $7.57 t o  $2,39, i f  t h e  
c i t y  maintained t h e  l i g h t ,  (Ra te s  f o r  PP&L maintenance a r e  n o t  
r e a d i l y  d i s c e r n i b l e . )  

Purchase p r i c e s  a l s o  d i f f e r  among u t i l i t i e s .  I n  1981 t h e  Eugene Water 
and E l e c t r i c  Board t r a n s f e r r e d  ownership and maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  t h e  c i t y  of Eugene's s t r e e t l i g h t  system t o  t h e  c i t y  a t  no charge.  
The u t i l i t y  maintained t h a t  t h e  c i t y ' s  payments had b a s i c a l l y  paid t h e  
c a p i t a l  c o s t  of t h e  system. (Small remaining v a l u e  was fo rg iven . )  A 
s i m i l a r  no-charge t r a n s f e r  occurred  between t h e  S p r i n g f i e l d  U t i l i t y  
Board and t h e  c i t y  of S p r i n g f i e l d .  

Both PGE and PP&L expec t  a c i t y  t o  pay f o r  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of any p o r t i o n  
of t h e  s t r e e t l i g h t  equipment from t h e  u t i l i t y  t o  t h e  c i t y .  To d e t e r -  
mine t h e  purchase p r i c e ,  PGE and PP&L d e r i v e  t h e  book v a l u e  of a l l  
equipment under cons ide ra t ion .  Book v a l u e  r e f l e c t s  t h e  i n i t i a l  
purchase p r i c e ,  minus t h e  d e p r e c i a t e d  v a l u e  of t h e  equipment, based 
on t h e  remaining l i f e  of t h e  equipment. PP&L provides  f r e e  mercury 
vapor l i g h t s ,  a l though they  s t i l l  charge  f o r  a mercury vapor  f i x t u r e ,  
which g e n e r a l l y  has  a h ighe r  v a l u e  than  t h e  l i g h t .  



PP&L and PGE's purchase p r i c e  d i f f e r s  from the  discontinuance f e e  f o r  
permanent delamping i n  t h a t  i t  does not  include a  labor charge,  s i n c e  
l i g h t s  a r e  not  being physical ly removed. Another d i f f e r e n c e  i n  PP&L1s 
purchase p r i c e  and discontinuance f e e  i s  t h a t  the  discontinuance f e e  
inc ludes  c r e d i t  f o r  any salvage value  from removed equipment, which 
i s  not app l i cab le  i n  a  purchase arrangement. 

Even i f  the  r a t e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  between u t i l i t y  ownership and c i t y  
ownership i s  a t t r a c t i v e  and the  purchase p r i c e  i s  not insurmountable, 
c i t i e s  need t o  f a c t o r  i n t o  t h e i r  c a l c u l a t i o n s  any c a p i t a l  and labor  
c o s t s  t h a t  a r e  assumed from t h e  u t i l i t y  through t h e  t r a n s f e r .  
S imi la r ly ,  before deciding t o  t a k e  on maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  
well  a s  ownership, c i t i e s  need t o  a s sess  whether h i r i n g  the  e x p e r t i s e  
in-house o r  cont rac t ing  f o r  t h e  se rv ice  w i l l  save more money than 
having the  u t i l i t y  continue t o  maintain the  system. Taking over 
maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  might be e a s i e r  f o r  l a r g e  c i t i e s  than 
f o r  small  c i t i e s .  

U t i l i t y  maintenance of a  c i t y  owned s t r e e t l i g h t  system genera l ly  
inc ludes  r egu la r  replacement of l i g h t s  and pho toce l l s ,  a s  well  a s  
replacement of broken l i g h t  f i x t u r e s  o r  g l a s s .  Taking over s t r e e t -  
l i g h t  maintenance i s  not  an a v a i l a b l e  op t ion  f o r  a l l  Oregon c i t i e s .  
I n  PGEts se rv ice  t e r r i t o r y ,  c i t i e s  can purchase t h e i r  s t r e e t l i g h t  
system, but they a r e  not genera l ly  allowed t o  take  over maintenance 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  Although PGE o f f e r s  r a t e s  f o r  c i t y  maintenance, 
the  u t i l i t y  i s  not  wi l l ing  t o  r e l i n q u i s h  s t r e e t l i g h t  maintenance 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  a  c i t y  unless  the  s t r e e t l i g h t s  and assoc ia ted  
equipment a r e  not i n s t a l l e d  on u t i l i t y  d i s t r i b u t i o n  poles.  PGE 
claims t h a t  it does no t  want t o  be  l i a b l e  f o r  c i t y  employes near  
u t i l i t y  poles o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  l i n e s  and t h a t  the  u t i l i t y  needs t o  
r e t a i n  t h e  r i g h t  t o  se rv ice  the  l i g h t s  t o  a s su re  t h a t  equipment i s  
of appropr ia t e  q u a l i t y  and c o r r e c t l y  i n s t a l l e d  t o  ensure proper, 
s a f e  energy de l ive ry  through the  system. 

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  PP&L claims i t  i s  i n d i f f e r e n t  about a  c i t y ' s  dec i s ion  
t o  mainta in  the  system o r  have t h e  u t i l i t y  maintain i t .  While PGE 
mainta ins  87 percent  of i t s  c i t y  owned l i g h t s ,  PP&L maintains only 
10 pe,rcent.  

I f  c i t i e s  can e s t a b l i s h  t h e i r  own e x p e r t i s e ,  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  they 
w i l l  be a b l e  t o  ga in  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from purchasing the  s t r e e t l i g h t  
system. The main reason i s  t h a t  u t i l i t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p r i v a t e  
u t i l i t i e s ,  genera l ly  have high overhead and labor c o s t s  r e l a t i v e  t o  
most c i t i e s .  

Table 18 i l l u s t r a t e s  some of t h e  high labor  and overhead c o s t s  
included i n  PGE and PPbL s t r e e t l i g h t  r a t e s .  PP&Lts c a p i t a l  c o s t s  
only account f o r  about 30 percent  of the  i n s t a l l e d  c o s t ,  while PGE's 
account f o r  about h a l f .  PP&L charges $92 t o  $144 more than PGE f o r  
the  i n s t a l l e d  cos t  of new HPS vapor l i g h t s .  This gap i s  b a s i c a l l y  
r e spons ib le  f o r  PP&L charging higher r a t e s  than PGE f o r  u t i l i t y  owned 
and maintained HPS vapor l i g h t s ,  d e s p i t e  the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  energy 



charges a r e  almost i d e n t i c a l .  The major d i f f e r e n c e  between the  two 
u t i l i t i e s  i s  PP&L1 s  l a r g e r  "general overhead" and "other" expendi- 
t u r e s .  Only PGE's labor  c o s t s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher than PP&L1s. 
PGE es t ima tes  two and one-half hours f o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  a t  $32 per hour. 
This  f i g u r e  does not  inc lude  an a d d i t i o n a l  25 percent  overhead charged 
on l abor  i n  the  genera l  overhead column. 

Table 18 

CALCULATED COST COMPONENTS FOR NEW HPS VAPOR LIGHTS 

Light General 
- 

Type Capital* Labor Overhead Other** To ta l  
PPbL PGE PP&L PGE PP&L PGE PPbL PGE PPbL PGE 

70 wat t  $128 $113 $67 $80 $83 $38 $ 91 $12 $369 $242 
100 wat t  130 143 67 80 83 42 91 15  371 279 
2 0 0 w a t t  168 156 71 80 99 46 104 17 442 298 

* Includes f i x t u r e ,  l i g h t ,  photo c o n t r o l  and mast arm. 
** Includes t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  s to rage  and payrol l  overhead. 

I n  1978 the  c i t y  of Port land explored purchasing i t s  s t r e e t l i g h t  system 
of over 37,000 l i g h t s  from PGE. There were four  reasons f o r  these  
e f f o r t s .  I 

1. Por t l and ' s  s t r e e t l i g h t  s e r v i c e  agreement was t o  e x p i r e  a t  
the  end of the  year .  

2. Port land was no t  completely s a t i s f i e d  with PGE1s s e r v i c e .  

3 .  S t r e e t l i g h t  expenditure had increased near ly  60 percent  
between 1972 and 1978. 

4. The c i t y  needed t o  opera te  s t r e e t l i g h t s  wi th in  the  l i m i t s  
of a  ten-year s p e c i a l  t a x  levy of $3,580,000, which was 
i n  e f f e c t  through 1985. 

The c i t y  s tudied  va r ious  methods of acquir ing  the  s t r e e t l i g h t  system, 
including condemnation, purchase, and cons t ruc t ion  of a  new system 
a f t e r  r equ i r ing  PGE t o  remove the  e x i s t i n g  system a t  t h e i r  c o s t .  I n  
1980 the  c i t y  decided t o  pursue purchase of the  system from PGE. On 
July 31, a f t e r  seve ra l  months of nego t i a t ion ,  the  c i t y  purchased the  
system. 

A t  the  time, the  c i t y  es t imated  t h a t  i t  could save $648,000 per year  
through the  purchase. During t h e  f i r s t  f i v e  years  of ownership, 
Port land ca lcu la ted  t h a t  it saved $4,130,000 i n  r e n t a l  charges t h a t  
would have been paid t o  PGE a t  a  c o s t  of $3,840,000, which inc ludes  
the  $3,000,000 purchase p r i c e ,  p lus  the  l o s t  income from i n t e r e s t  on 



the original cash payment. Therefore, purchasing the system saved 
the city approximately $290,000 over the first five years and will 
continue to save over $1 million in rental charges per year. 

Portland also hoped to reduce its utility streetlight expenditure 
further by converting all of its lights to HPS vapor. The city was 
promised $1.5 million in federal interstate withdrawal funds to help 
convert to efficient lighting. By the end of 1986, Portland plans to 
have converted all of its streetlights to HPS vapor. The city used 
almost $1 million dollars from the federal interstate withdrawal fund 
and $1.59 million of BPA money to help finance the conversion. In 
addition, PGE gave the city several hundred thousand dollars in con- 
servation credits in 1983. (Note: PGE no longer offers conservation 
credits for streetlight conversion, and federal interstate withdrawal 
funds are not normally available for streetlight conversion.) 

The remainder of the conversion (approximately 15,700 lights) is being 
paid for directly from the city's streetlight budget, having freed 
sufficient capital through the ownership change and early conversion. 
(Note: These later conversions do not appear as HPS vapor in the 
inventory and expenditure calculations made for this report, since 
they took place after the inventory was compiled in late 1985.) 

In addition to the rental charge savings, Portland estimates that it 
saves over $750,000 per year in energy savings as a result of conver- 
sion to more efficient lighting. With the completion of conversion 
in 1986, the city anticipates that it will save over $1 million per 
year in energy savings. 

Portland hopes to reduce its streetlight expenditure even more by 
assuming maintenance responsibility for the system. The city believes 
that it can provide better service than PGE at a lower price. Portland 
claims to have had problems with PGE's turnaround time on streetlight 
repair, claiming that if the city does not pressure PGE, turnaround 
time slips from three days to five to seven days. The city also has 
had problems with PGE replacing city equipment with lesser quality 
utility owned equipment due to the makeup of PGE's inventory stocking 
policies. (William Hughes, streetlight operations supervisor, city 
of Port land.) 

When all of its streetlights are converted, Portland could cut its 
monthly payment to PGE roughly in half by assuming maintenance 
responsibility for the streetlight system. Although the city would 
probably contract for the maintenance rather than bring it in-house, 
staff believes that through normal bidding procedures, they could 
have the work done satisfactorily at a significantly reduced cost. 
However, PGE is unwilling to relinquish maintenance responsibility 
for most of the lights it services, regardless of who owns them. 

Purchase and Conversion.--In addition to Portland, many other cities 
have considered purchasing and conversion together. Often, purchas- 
ing occurs before conversion. As shown, under most utility rate 



structures, conversion looks more attractive when the lights are 
owned by the city rather than the utility. (In fact, it was shown 
that in some cases, when conversion occurs while the utilit retains 
ownership, expenditures for the city can actually increase. 7 
The city of Eugene has benefitted financially from conversion to HPS 
vapor and transfer of the system's ownership and maintenance agree- 
ment from EWEB to the city. At the end of 1981, EWEB transferred 
ownership and maintenance to the city at no cost. To handle its new 
responsibilities, the city added two full-time positions in its public 
works department, purchased a new derrick for $100,000, and spent an 
additional $120,000 for other lifts'and building improvements. 

In 1981 the city's streetlight bill from EWEB was $353,603. In fiscal 
1985-86, the city budgeted only $79,000 to pay EWEB for streetlights. 
The city budgeted an additional $80,000 for personnel and $129,000 
for materials and equipment to cover its new maintenance and owner- 
ship responsibilities, for a total expenditure of $288,000. Thus, 
the city saved over $65,000 a year in streetlight costs over its 1981 
expenditure. If inflation and fuel escalation are factored in, the 
annual aavings are significantly higher. 

However, although conversion costs generally are less when lights are 
owned by the city, purchasing the system in the first place does not 
always save money. When the city of Sheridan considered converting 
its system to HPS vapor, it asked PGE to prepare two estimates--one 
for conversion alone and one for conversion plus purchase. As 
discussed on page 42, PGE estimated that conversion alone would cost 
Sheridan $17,100 to remove the existing mercury vapor fixtures and 
that there would be no charge for the BPS vapor fixtures. With the 
$3,030 per year estimated savings, this promised to provide a simple 
payback between five and six years. 

Table 19 shows the estimated costs and savings to the city for simul- 
taneous conversion and purchase. With the purchase price included in 
the calculation, the cost to Sheridan increased to $71,620, and the 
annual savings increased to $7,587. The simple payback, which does 
not take into account rising utility rates or the cost of capital, 
rose substantially to between nine and ten years. 

Table 19 

SHERIDAN STREETLIGHT PURCHASE AND CONVERSION PROPOSAL 

Original Light and Conversion Purchase Total Total 
Proposed Conversion Cost Cost Cost Savings 

119, 175-watt MV to 
100-watt HPS vapor $13,500 $41,6 50 $55,150 $5,112 

33, 400-watt MV to 
200-watt HPS vapor 3,600 12,870 16,470 2.475 

Total $17,100 $54,520 $71,620 $7,587 



Sher idan  app l i ed  t o  t h e  Oregon Department of Energy f o r  a  loan from 
t h e  Small Sca l e  Energy Loan Program (SELP). Two loan  o p t i o n s  f o r  
convers ion  and purchase were proposed by ODOE. The f i r s t  loan  on 
t h e  f u l l  $71,600 a t  9.75 percent  f o r  a  twenty-year term had an annual  
deb t  s e r v i c e  of $8,160. Since only sav ings  of $7,600 were a n t i c i p a t e d ,  
t h e  c i t y  would have had t o  subs id i ze  approximately $560 annual ly  t o  
cover  t h e  d e b t  s e r v i c e .  The second op t ion  was an unsubs id ized  annual  
l oan ,  where energy-saving d o l l a r s  approximated annual  loan  repayments.  
I n  t h i s  arrangement,  t h e  twenty-year loan  would have been made on 
only  $66,656 and would have r equ i r ed  $4,944 from t h e  c i t y  i n i t i a l l y .  

For  convers ion  wi thout  purchasing,  ODOE o f f e r e d  Sheridan a  9.5 p e r c e n t ,  
f i f t e e n - y e a r  loan on t h e  $17,100 d i scon t inuance  f e e  reques ted  by PGE. 
Th i s  loan  would have r equ i r ed  Sheridan t o  make loan  payments of $2,143 
per  y e a r ,  w i t h  es t imated  savings of a t  l e a s t  $850 per  y e a r .  

While t h e  SELP loan f o r  conversion-only seemed more f e a s i b l e  t han  t h e  
loan  arrangement f o r  a  combined purchase and convers ion ,  t h e  c i t y  
decided t h a t  n e i t h e r  package would be  pursued f u r t h e r  a t  t h a t  t i m e .  
An a d d i t i o n a l  problem wi th  t h e  conversion-only loan  was t h a t  SELP 
requ i r ed  t h e  c i t y  t o  provide c o l l a t e r a l ,  s i n c e  t h e  c i t y  would not  own 
t h e  l i g h t s .  I n  t h e  purchase-plus-conversion arrangements ,  t h e  
s t r e e t l i g h t s  were t o  serve  a s  c o l l a t e r a l .  

Other Opt i ons  

While delamping, conversion and purchasing a r e  t h e  t h r e e  most widely 
used approaches c u r r e n t l y  used t o  reduce s t r e e t l i g h t  expend i tu re ,  
reducing hours  of o p e r a t i o n  and system r e c o n f i g u r a t i o n  a r e  o t h e r  c o s t -  
c u t t i n g  methods a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  governments. 

Reducing t h e  number of hours  t h a t  s t r e e t l i g h t s  a r e  turned on can save  
c i t i e s  money by decreas ing  t h e  energy used by t h e  l i g h t s  and by 
extending t h e  l i f e  of t h e  l i g h t s  and f i x t u r e s .  A c i t y  would need t o  
a s s e s s  whether c e r t a i n  a r e a s  could b e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  lit f o r  fewer hours  
t han  from dawn t o  dusk. For i n s t a n c e ,  does  a  b i c y c l e  pa th  through a  
park t h a t  c l o s e s  a t  midnight need t o  be lit from midnight t o  dawn? 
S i m i l a r l y ,  what does a  c i t y  g a i n  from keeping i t s  main commercial 
s t r e e t s  lit a f t e r  t h e  l a s t  ba r  c l o s e s  a t  2 a.m.? Turning o f f  some 
p o r t i o n  of a  c i t y ' s  l i g h t s  f o r  p a r t  of t h e  n i g h t  could r e s u l t  i n  l a r g e  
sav ings .  

One of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  b a r r i e r s  t o  t h i s  p o t e n t i a l  s o l u t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  
v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of e t r e e t l i g h t s  c u r r e n t l y  o p e r a t e  on p h o t o c e l l s  t h a t  
t u r n  l i g h t s  on around dusk and o f f  around dawn. To reduce t h e  hours  
of o p e r a t i o n  of c e r t a i n  e t r e e t l i g h t s ,  some type  of c o n t r o l  c lock  
would need t o  be  i n s t a l l e d .  P h o t o c e l l s  and t ime c locks  can be 
programed t o  work toge the r .  Also,  wh i l e  few l i g h t s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  metered f o r  energy consumption (consumption i s  e s t ima ted  
based on t o t a l  hours  of annual o p e r a t i o n  and then  spread evenly 
throughout t h e  y e a r ) ,  u t i l i t i e s  might want t o  begin meter ing l i g h t s  
t h a t  a r e  not  turned on and o f f  i n  t h e  s t anda rd  way. C i t i e s  would 



need to balance the savings from installation of clocks and/or meters 
to reduce streetlight operating hours with incidental costs that might 
be incurred. 

Most city streetlights are housed on wood utility distribution poles. 
Since these poles were laid out primarily for stringing distribution 
lines, they may not necessarily result in optimal streetlight design. 

Reconfiguring the streetlight system to reduce expenditure could 
include changing streetlight locations, reducing the size of 
certain lights in areas where lower lighting levels are acceptable, 
or replacing seve?al small clustered lights with one large light. 

As discussed in an earlier section, many cities are installing 
70-watt HPS vapor lights instead of 100-watt HPS vapor lights and 
thereby experiencing significant savings. Cities should also look 
at the location of larger lights, such as 200-watt HPS vapor or 
400-watt mercury vapor to see if they could be safely downsized. 
If a city does not have an up-to-date streetlight map that clearly 
shows the size, type and location of each streetlight, a copy 
should be available from the serving utility. 

If an area can be adequately lit with one 200-watt HPS vapor light 
instead of two 100-watt HPS vapor lights, a city can save money by 
installing the 200-watt light. Obviously, this would not work 
for streetlights that are spaced 500 feet apart, but it can work 
when lights are clustered. Although there will not be any sig- 
nificant savings in the energy portion of the streetlight cost, 
cities can save significantly on maintenance and replacement costs, 
regardless of whether the city or the utility owns the lights. 
For instance, one 200-watt HPS vapor light that is owned and 
maintained by PGE costs $9.84 per month, while two 100-watt HPS 
vapor lights cost $13.96 per month. PP&L1s costs are $11.31 
for one 200-watt HPS vapor light and $15.14 for two 100-watt HPS 
vapor lights. 



STATEWIDE POTENTIAL ENERGY SAVINGS 

City streetlights, with ballasts and line losses included, currently 
consume approximately 103 million kilowatt hours of energy each year 
and require about 24.4 megawatts of power. As Table 20 indicates, 
substantial savings can be realized through streetlight conversion 
and/or delamping. If all remaining mercury vapor and incandescent 
streetlights were converted to HPS vapor lights, energy use could be 
reduced by 21 percent to 82 million kilowatt hours, with the power 
requirements dropping to 19.2 megawatts. This calculation assumes 
that 175-watt mercury vapor lights are converted to 100-watt HPS 
vapor instead of 70-watt BPS vapor. Converting to 70-watt HPS vapor 
instead of 100-watt HPS vapor would save additional energy and reduce 
power requirements even more. Although the serving utilities in 
Oregon seem to be unanimously choosing HPS vapor lights over LPS 
vapor lights (with the notable exception of SUB and the city of 
springfield), conversion to LPS vapor instead of HPS vapor would 
increase the overall savings dramatically. 

If 10 percent of the streetlights in Oregon were removed, power and 
consumption requirements could be reduced by 10 percent. Removing 
20 percent of the lights would double the energy savings and power 
requirement reductions. The best case, "combined option," illus- 
trates the savings from converting all lights to HPS vapor and removing 
20 percent of the fixtures (preferably before conversion costs are 
incurred). In the combined option, energy use would drop 37 percent to 
65 million kilowatt hours and the power requirements to 15.4 megawatts. 

Table 20 

A n m d  &I- M e r t  cmbined 
Current Emrgv/kr 10 Percent 20 Percent to HE'S Opt ion 
Inventory 1 ,oQo 1 ,oQo 1 ,ooo 1 ,ooo 1 ,OOo 

Kt44 EaJm WKFJH w m  W M  raJ Type-- ---- ---- - 
Elercury Vapor 52,785 55,782 13.3 50,m 12.0 44,625 10.6 34,760 8.3 27,808 6.6 
Incandescent 1,537 1,673 0.4 1,506 0.4 1,339 0.3 951 0.2 761 0.2 
HPS Vapor 57,585 43,216 10.3 38,894 9 3  34,573 8.2 43,216 103 34,573 8.2 
btal Halide 227 806 0.2 726 0.2 645 0.2 806 0.2 645 0.2 
LPS Vapor 2,229 1,072 %5 0.3 0.2 858 0.2 1,072 858 0.3 0.2 

Total 114,353 102,549 24.4 92,294 22.0 82,040 19.5 80,806 19.2 64,645 15.4 

NOTE: Anrrual energy and pxm use figures =re derived by increasing light wattages 20 percent 
to account for ballast and line losses. Energy and pclwpr figures for the canversion calm 
are based an BPA estimated energy savhgs for HPS retrofits. See Appendix VI-B. Ccmbined- 
option colum includes amversion to HPS vapor lights a d  20 percent delmpirg. LPS vapr 
and metal halide lights are not converted to HPS vapor because they are efficient alternatives 
to mercury vapor and incandescent lights. 





CONTRIBUTORS 

David Fadden, city of Ashland 
Liston Darby, Clatskanie PUD 
William Miller, Pacific Power & Light 
G. McMullen, Coos Curry Electric Coop 
David Piper, Pacific Northwest Generating Company 
Bob Linahan, Springfield Utility Board 
Richard Vincent, Lighting Research Institute, New York 
Steve Levy, Bonneville Power Administration 
John Beckley, Bonneville Power Administration 
Ken Keating , Bonneville Power Administration 
Annie Eissler, Bonneville Power Administration 
Cynthia Kurtz, city of Portland 
Pat Conroy, California Department of Transportation 
Rita Norton, San Jose, California 
Bruce Peet, city of Sheridan 
Elaine Real, Oregon Department of Energy, SELP 
Bob Speckman, Salem Electric 
William Hughes, city of Portland 
Janice Fulker, Oregon W C  
Greg Diloreto, city of Newberg 
Bonnie Cornwall, California Energy Extension Service 
Kevin Roberts, city of Springfield 
David Brown, city of Springfield 
Mark Magleby, Portland General Electric 
David Sakata, Arizona Energy Off ice 
Fred Towne, city of Toledo 
Laura Gillispie, city of Florence 
Paul Cromier, Oregon Department of Energy, SELP 
Dick Helgeson, Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Pamelia Christian, city of Troutdale 
Doug Robinson, city of Silverton 
Richard Barstad, city of Silverton 
Ramon Aguilar, California Streetlight Association 
Terry Coffee, city of Umatilla 
John Surrett, Pacific Power & Light 
Larry Hirsch, California PUC 
Wendel Bakken, California Energy Commission 
Dale Deshon, city of Monmouth 
Steve Heffley, city of Bandon 
Stephan Lashbrook, Canby Utility Board 
Jim Ramsey, Central Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Debbie Bones, Central Lincoln PUD 
Jerry Healy, Columbia Basin 
Steve Keller, Columbia River PUD 
David Blake, Consumers Power, Inc. 
Paul Leonard, Douglas Electric 
Bob Mieger, Emerald PUD 
Doug Sleeth, city of Forest Grove 
Frederick Crinklaw, Lane Electric 



Rich Custer, city of McMinnville 
George McRae, city of Milton-Freewater 
Joe Parsons, CP National 
Randy Grove, Central Lincoln PUD 
Patrick Ashby, city of Tillamook 
Harold Haake, Northern Wasco PUD 
Linda Wilson, Northern Wasco PUD 
Robert James, Salem Electric 
Lyle Ladehoff, city of Monmouth 
Bob Close, city of Clatskanie 
Marc Helman, Oregon PUC 
Larry Crowly, Idaho Power 
Larry Spencer, Idaho Power 
Diane Marsh, Oregon PUC 
Richard Wandershied, city of Ashland 
David Piper, city of Ashland 
Craig Corder, Umatilla Electric 
Patrick Kielch, Berkeley, California 
Marion Hemphill, PUD Association 
Rick Kellog, Northwest Public Power Association 
Greg Page, city of Eugene 
Michael Bergman, American Public Power Association 
Douglas Wilkinson, Central Oregon PUD 
Deborah Brewer, Eugene Water 6 Electric Board 



REFERENCES 

Bergman, Michael K. "Streetlights Providing New Challenges, Energy 
Savings." Public Power, March-April 1984, p. 22. 

Bonneville Power Administration. "Energy Conservation Agreement. 
Street and Area Lighting Efficiency Improvement Program 11," 
May 1982 

. Street and Area Lighting Efficiency Program Evaluation. 
U.S. Department of Energy, December 1983. 

Center for Population Research and Census. Portland State University. 
Population Estimates of Oregon Counties and Incorporated Cities, 
July 1985. 

Department of Transportation. Planning Section Mapping and Mileage 
Control Unit. State Mileage Report. Prepared in cooperation 
with the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, December 1984. 

Dion, Jerome P., and Sakata, David J. Economic Analysis of Arizona 
Streetlight Retrofit Potential. Arizona Energy Off ice. Arizona 
Department of Commerce (no date). 

Fa'Arman, Alfred, and Lucchi, Sesto F, Streetlight Conversion Summary 
Report, 1977-1985. San Francisco: California Public Utilities 
Connnission. Evaluation and Compliance Division. Energy Branch, 
March 1986. 

Houston, J. A. "Are Your Street Lights Serving You?" APWA Reporter, 
September 1983, pp. 36-39. 

Management Technology Associates. Acquisition of a Street Lighting 
System: The City of Portland Experience, October 1983. 

National League of Cities. 1983 CLEO Conference Handbook: The Sun 
Hasn't Set on the Energy Crisis. Washington D.C., 1983. 

National Lighting Bureau. The Energy-Saver's Guide to Good Outdoor 
Lighting. National Lighting Bureau: Washington D.C. (no date). 

New York State Energy Office. "Fundamentals of Lighting." Controlling 
Energy Costs: A Manual for Local Government. Vol. 1. Oregon 
Department of Energy, March 1984. 

North Central Florida Regional Planning Council. Better Street Light- 
ing for Less Money. Energy Technical Assistance Series for Local 
Governments. Vol. 4. Governor's Energy Off ice, August 1981. 



Peters, Jane S., and Bronfman, Benson H. Street and Area Lighting 
Program Evaluation Udate. Portland, Oregon: Bonneville Power 
Administration, August 1986. 

Turner, John. Street and Area Lighting Program Evaluation. Bonneville 
Power Administration. U.S. Department of Energy, December 1983. 

Public Works. "Energy Conservation Through the Use of More Efficient 
Outdoor Lighting ," January 1980, pp. 48-50 (no author). 







INDEX TO APPENDIXES 

Appendix I -- INVENTORY INFORMATION 

I-A. l  S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  By Ownership and Light  Type 
A l l  U t i l i t i e s  

I-A.2' S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  By L igh t  Type 
A l l  U t i l i t i e s  

I-A.3 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory By Ownership Type 
A l l  U t i l i t i e s  

I -B. l  S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  By Ownership and Light  Type 
A l l  C i t i e s  

I-B.2 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  By Light  Type 
A l l  Cities 

I-B.3 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory By Ownership Type 
A l l  C i t i e s  

I-C,.1 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory I n d i c a t o r s  
Sor ted  I n  Alphabe t i ca l  Order 

I-C.2 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  I n d i c a t o r s  
Sorted By Descending Popula t ion  

I-C.3 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  I n d i c a t o r s  
Sor ted  By U t i l i t y  

I-C.4 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory  I n d i c a t o r s  
Sor ted  By Descending L i g h t s  Per  Hundred Popula t ion  

I-C.5 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory I n d i c a t o r s  
Sor ted  By L igh t s  Per  Mile 

I-D.1 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory I n d i c a t o r s  
By C i t y  S i z e  

I-D.2 S t r e e t l i g h t  Inventory I n d i c a t o r 6  
By Se lec t ed  U t i l i t i e s  

Appendix I1 -- EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

11-A.l  Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure  By Ownership and Light  
Type, A l l  U t i l i t i e s  

11-A.2 Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure  By L igh t  Type 
A l l  U t i l i t i e s  



11-A.3 Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure By Ownership Type 
A l l  U t i l i t i e s  

1 1 - B . l  Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure By Ownership and Light 
Type, A l l  C i t i e s  

11-B.2 Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure By Light  Type 
A l l  C i t i e s  

11-B.3 Annual S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure By Ownership Type 
A l l  Ci t ies  

1 1 - C . l  S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure I n d i c a t o r s  
Sorted I n  Alphabet ica l  Order 

1 1 4 . 2  S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure I n d i c a t o r s  
Sorted By Descending Populat ion 

11-C.3 S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure I n d i c a t o r s  
Sorted By Descending Dol la r s  Per Capita  

11-C.4 S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure I n d i c a t o r s  
Sorted By Descending Hundred Dol la r s  Per Mile 

1 1 - D . l  S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure Components 
By Ci ty  

1 1 - D  .2 S t r e e t  l i g h t  Expenditure Componente 
By U t i l i t y  

11-E C i ty  S t r e e t l i g h t  Expenditure I n d i c a t o r s  
By Ownership and Maintenance Arrangements 

Appendix I11 -- INDIVIDUAL UTILITY INVENTORY AND EXPENDITURES 

111-A Centra l  E l e c t r i c  Coop Inventory and Expenditure 

1 1 1 - B  Centra l  Lincoln PUD Inventory and Expenditure 

1 1 1 - C  Cla tskanie  PUD Inventory and Expenditure 

1 1 1 - D  Columbia Basin PUD Inventory and Expenditure 

111-E Columbia River PUD Inventory and Expenditure 

111-F Consumers Power Inventory and Expenditure 

1 1 1 - G  CP National  Inventory and Expenditure 

1 1 1 - H  Emerald PUD Inventory and Expenditure 



111-1 Idaho Power Inventory and Expenditure  

111-J Lane E l e c t r i c  Coop Inventory and Expenditure  

1 1 1 - K  Municipal U t i l i t i e s  and C i t y  Department Inventory  
and Expenditure  

111-L Northern Wasco PUD Inventory and Expenditure  

1 1 1 - M  Po r t l and  General  E l e c t r i c  Inventory  and Expenditure  

1 1 1 - N  P a c i f i c  Power and Light  Inventory  and Expenditure  

111-0 Salem E l e c t r i c  Inventory and Expenditure  

111-P Tillamook PUD Inventory and Expenditure  

Appendix I V  -- LUMEN INFORMATION 

IV-A Weighted Lumen D i s t r i b u t i o n s  By C i t y  

IV-B. l  Lumens Per  Capi ta  and Lumens Per  Road Mile 
Sor ted  I n  Alphabet ica l  Order 

IV-B.2 Lumens Per Capi ta  and Lumens Per  Road Mile 
Sor ted  By Descending Popula t ion  

IV-B.3 Lumens Per  Cap i t a  and Lumens Per Road Mile 
Sor ted  By Descending Lumens Per  Cap i t a  

IV-B.4 Lumens Per  Cap i t a  and Lumens Per  Road ~ i l e  
Sor ted  By Descending Lumens Per  Mile 

Appendix V -- RATE ANALYSIS 

V-A 1985 S t r e e t l i g h t  Rate P r o f i l e  By Light  Type and Ownership 
A l l  Major U t i l i t i e s  

V-B 1985 Rate  Analys is  For A l l  U t i l i t i e s  
Based On Se lec t ed  Light  Types 

V-C S t r e e t l i g h t  Rate H i s to ry  By Se lec t ed  Light  Type 
For  F i v e  Large Oregon U t i l i t i e s  

Appendix V I  - POTENTIAL SAVINGS FOR CITIES FROM VARIOUS STRATEGIES 

VI-A C i t y  of F lorence  Resolu t ion  No. 64 



VI-B BPA Energy Savings From Conversion t o  E f f i c i e n t  
S t r e e t  l i g h t i n g  

VI-C.l  PGE S t r e e t l i g h t  Schedule 91 

VI-C.2 PGE Monthly S t r e e t l i g h t  Energy Use Ca lcu la t ions  

VI-C.3 PGE Schedule 91 Component Costs  

Appendix V I I  -- RAW DATA 

VII-A S t r e e t l i g h t  Count By Light  Type and Wattage 
U t i l i t y  Owned and Maintained 

V I I - B  S t r e e t l i g h t  Count By Light  Type and Wattage 
Ci ty  Owned, U t i l i t y  Maintained 

V I I - C  S t r e e t l i g h t  Count By Light  Type and Wattage 
Ci ty  Owned and Maintained 



TRBLE I d .  1 

STREETLIW INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP W LIGHT TYPE 
fill Utilities 

Utility Population 

R E  
PPK 
€En 
SUB 
L I W  WD 
w WlTIONRL 
NORlliERN UC1SM3 
Rstuw 
FORE3 GRWE 
SRml ELECTRIC 
ID(Y(O Pow? 
KWINNVIUE 
TIllRrmOK PllD 
m 
W V  
HILTON FREEWTER 
WLUlBIR BClSIN 
-RS WWER 
LRNE ELECTRIC 
ulMmH 
U l M B I R  RIVER 
I U T W I E  PUD 
EHERmWD 
CENTR ELECTRIC 

Total 

Utility City W, City 
Om#d and Maintained Utility Maintained lkmed and Maintained 

W W &her MU W Other W W Other - - -  - - -  - - -  
Total 

Inventmy 

Percent of Total 



STREETLIGHT IMIENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 
011 Utilititx 

Utility 

PB 
RP 
EMB 
SUB 
L I W  WD 
CP NClTIOElRL 
m m  m 
lxHLfw 
FOREST 6WVE 
SIYUl ELECTRIC 
IW F M R  
)ICnINNVILLE 
TI- WD 
WmI 
m y  
NILTON FREEWTER 
mwIA B E I N  
WlJSUlERS WlJER 
L M  ELECTRIC 
m)hmJUM 

CoWBIL RIVER 
m m I E  WD 
En€tuuDWD 
CENTR ELECTRIC 

Total 

Other 

% Total - -- 



Utility 

P6E 
PPM. 
Elm 
SVB 
LINCOLN WD 
w NClTIONFY 
NORMEAN WCISW 
SHMD 
FOREST 6RWE 
SMB! ELECTRIC 
IDCYlD WWER 
m 1 w 1 L L E  
11- PUD 
EmDoN 
W Y  
nILm F R ~ T E R  
WWWBII =IN 
MlNS1R&RS V I E R  
LIYlE ELECTRIC 
mWllOUTH 
COLWICI RIVER 
C L A T W I E  WD 
EWWU) WD 
CPTTRL ELECTRIC 

STREETLIGHT IMIEHTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE 
Clll Utilities 

Utility Owned City Ekned, 
and Haintained Utility Maintained 

1.94% 
91.66% 
8. W% 
8.60% 
99.87% 
67.09% 

lee. BBI 
0. W% 
0.00% 

86.07% 
98.52% 
0. 00% 

100.06% 
0.60% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

lee. 00% 
100. W% 
lee. rn 

0.00% 
93.10% 
0. BBrr 

100. 00% 
100. W - 
47. m 

City (3vmed 
and Raintained 

Total 
# % Lights --- 



STREmIGHT INVENTORY BY IMERSHIP CIW LIGHI TYPE 
A11 Cities  

City Population 

RDClIR 
WMs 
RDLDAIRN 
FYBCINY 
CWITY 
W I r n  
llswrul 
CISTORIR 
F1m 
W I U  
wmm 
BRKER 
BFYJWN 
M S  
MRUlW 
MY CITY 
EAVERTON 
BEM) 
BO)YYIZA 

BRlmwIUE 
BURNS 
BUTTE F U S  
m 
CRrWNBERW 
CMON CITY 
CRHVONVIUE 
manm 
CRVE JlMTIlm 
CENT= WINT 
R(1LWUIY 
aRTSKIWIE 
mffi 
MIOUIUE 
COLUMEIR CITY 
WNWN 
m BFlY 
aWEL1US 
CDRvaLLIS 
mRGE GROVE 
MXlE 
CRES1At 
lMJAs 
DCIm 
DRWILLE 

Ut i l i ty  City Owned, City 
Lkrned and Haintained U t i l i t y  Haintaitled Ihed and H a i n t a i d  

HV HPSV Other MW W Cther #V HPSV Other --- ---  - - -  
Total 

Inventory 



STrnIGHT INVEHTORY BY OlJNERSHIP Mill LIGHT m 
R1l Cities  

City 

WWE my 
DnROll 
WNAU) 

Wf l lR  
WNDEE 
WNES CITY 
WRHA# 

POINT 
ECHO 
EL6IN 
EMERPRISE 
EsTm 
EyGp(E 
FRIRVIEW 
CCYLS CITY 

'LORENCE 
FOREST 6ROM 
FDSSIL 
GCIRIWI 
mON 
mTES 
6ERIWI#T 
GERWIIS 
m O N E  
!xEtau 
60U) HILL 
m s  PClSS 
6 R m  VCKLEV 
G R E W  
WINES 
m y  
HClLSEY 
HIYlm]ND 

WRRISBURG 
HLI X 

C HEPPMR 
HERHISTON 
HIUSWlrn 
HIES 
7 0  RIVER 

JBBClRD 
~ I N 6 T O N  
I D f w i  
IneLER 

Population 

Ut i l i ty  City M, City 
Owned and Maintained Ut i l i ty  Maintained lhrned and R a i n t a i d  

w Other - -  ut her - M HPSV Other - - -  
Total 

Inventory 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY DWERSHIP AND LIGHT PlPE 
Clll Cit ies  

City Po~ulat ion 

INDEPMWYCE 
IOH 
ISLIYlD CITY 
JRCUWILLE 
JEmRSON 
J I M  MY 
JM)IISON CITY 
JOm VR 
J m  
JUNCTION CITY 
UEI ZER 
KIN6 CITY 
W T H  F U S  
LaFm 
LmME 

ONE60 
LCWESIDE 
LRHEVIEU 
LEBmN 
LEXINGTON 
LINWUY CITY 
 ROW 
LON6 CREEK 
UISTINE 
L[IIRL 
LYONS 
WIWS 
W I N  
WZMITCI 
rnIH3VILLE 
BEWORD 
KRRILL 
m 1 U S  
MILL CITY 
MILLERSBURG 
HILTON FREEURTE 
MILWIE 
m]LRUCI 

m]NmKrm 
CIIW[IE 

llom 
HT. WGEL 
MT. VERNON 
MYRTLE CREEK 

4,145 
343 
7 5  

1,998 
1,755 
1,905 

338 
445 

1,178 
3, 

19,886 

17,358 
1,248 

12,238 
24,- 

1,428 
2,755 

18,278 
248 

6,060 
a 

245 
248 
705 
878 

2320 
&a 
4% 

15,175 
41,975 

&45 
455 

1, 
55B 

5,m 
17,375 
3, lee 
5,398 

460 
320 

2,930 
628 

3,288 

Utility City Onned, City 
RAlgd and llaintained Ut i 1 i ty  Maintained Ormed and Maintained 

Mher - W HPSV Other #V 
-7- - M her - 

Total 
Inventory 



T M  I-B. 1 

STREETLIGHI INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP CUQ) L I W  TYPE 
Clll Cities 

City Population 

HYRTLE WINT 
NEHRLM 
MEWI#RG 
N W W R T  
m n i  EN0 
NORTH PLRINS 
rn PamR 
NYSSC\ 
OCVUANO 
WRIDGE 
OHTClAIO 
ORE6ON CITY - 
PHILmTH 
OHOENIX 
'SUIT RO#( 

WRTWlD 
MRS 
PRRIRIE CITY 
PRESWTl 
P R I H N I U  
RCIINIER 
REDnaYD 
EDSPORT 
RIMlWllD 
RIDDLE 
m y  
W16W RIMR 
ROSEBURG 
S U M  
SCYJDY 
SCmm 
SCIO 
SWTTS n 1 u  
SECISIDE 
SRECZI 
SHmY WVE 
SHERIM 
m€m 
CILETZ 
ILVERTON 

SISTERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
SfMIELD 

Utility City Wmed, City 
Ikrned and Maintained Utility kintained Owned ard Maintained 

W W Other W HPSV Mher MI W Other ---  - - -  - - -  
Total 

Inventory 



T A M  I-B. 1 

STREETLIM INMNTORY BY ~ R S H I P  MI LIGHT TYPE 
All Cities 

City Population 

S T B m  
ST. PIKX. 
ST. HELENS 
SU&IMITY 
SUmERVILLE 
S m E R  
SUTHEALIN 
% E r H O #  
TCllENT 
TNIMLm 
TIGRRD 
11- 
MLEW 
TWYRTIN 
Tmm 
UWT1t.I.a 
!mIO)( 
MITY 
w 
VEHTR 
W R T  
WWW 
LWIRmTm 
WASW 
WCITERLOO 
KST urn 
m 
WEER 
WILWIINtI 
W I W I L L E  
WIMTaN 
m VILLRGE 
YOODauRN 
YIlCHClTS 
w 1 u  

Total 

PeK.ent of Total 

Utility City M, City 
I)lmed and Naintained Utility laintained Olnred and Maintained 

W W Othw IW HPSV Mher W t&J ather --- - - -  - - -  
Total 

Inventory 



!XRE€TLIMT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 
Clll Cities 

City 

brcury Vapor HPSV Dt her 

RuaIR 
MMS 
RI)RIW 
IUfW 
CYlITY 
RINGTON 
FISHWlD 
m R I A  
a T m  
IK)ISVILLE 
WYIWIWI 
WER 
WDm 
mNKs 
WRLW 
w CITY 
BEFWERTM 
BENU 
W W f i  
B m I U  
BUW 
m FFIUS 
CANBY 
CCWNONBERCH 
CaNvON CITY 
CRNYONVIUE 
URLTON 
CCWE JUNCTION 
CMTRRL WINT 
MlLOIIUIN 
CLRTSKRNIE 
mBuffi 
m1tJ-E 
rnuneIfl CITY 
rnw 
COOS MY 
CORNnIUS 
WRVC#LIS 
MITTFIGE GRWE 
COVE 
C R E W  
DRUAS 
DFLYTm 
DFlWILLE 

Total -- 



STREETLIGHT IMKNTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 
411 Cities 

City 

DWlY MY 
ISEfROIT 
m 
WNR 
WNDEE 
DUNES CITY 
DUM 
EIlGLE WINr 
EM0 
ELGIN 
ENTERPRISE 
ESTRCRDCL 

FCIIlWIBl 
F U S  CITY 
F L o m  
FOREST GROVE 
FOSSIL 
WRIBW)I 
GRSTM 
HIES 
6ERMRT 
EMIS 
GLmsTaE 
GtENDdLE 
6M9 HILL 
E M S  mss 
GI1m WlLLEY 
G R E W  
kmFI!NES 
m y  
WLSEY 
lia!mND 
HRRRISBURG 
Ha1 X 
E P P E R  
ti€R#ISTON 
MI LSBORCI 
H I E S  
W O D  RIVER 
WBRW) 
FNI  'Y6TDN 
I m  
IllBLER 

Mercury Vapor HPSV Mher 

# % # % # % - ----- Total 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 
Flll Cities 

Mercury Vapor HPSV Othw 

City # % if % % Total ------- 
INDEPEM#NCE 185 
IN 8 
! S W  CITY 22 
JFICKSaJVILLE 24 
JEmRSDN 74 
JOHN MY 51 
JOHNSON CITY 36 
JDmM VRL 5 
J m  0 
SUNCTION CITY 212 
KEZZER 13 
KING CITY 11 
KW!RTH FRUS 630 
wCIm !BS 
MRFYYDE 116 
M E  I]SWELiO 1,872 
LRKESIDE 0 
LW(EV1Ew !54 
t i  487 
LEXINGTON B 
L I W  CITY 535 
LON€ ROCK 8 
Lit# CREEK 0 
LOSTINE 16 
L051EU 0 
LWNS 31 
WIWS 38 
M I N  40 
VMZRNITFI 0 
MC#ImVIUE B 
M ~ F O R D  1, in 
HERRILL 71 
XTW.IUS 6 
HILL CITY 94 
NILLEASBURG 63 
NILTON FREEMTER B 
M I L W I E  1,m 
m m 
W W  0 
I'UINRtlE 25 
MORO 41 
HT. FYNGa 125 
fl. VEWON 0 
WRTLE CllEEK 94 

7.88% 
188.88% 
42.11% 
79.10% 
a. 43% 
60.77% 
0. HI% 
79.17% 
lee. 00% 
14.52% 
%.81% 
5.26% 
29.75% 
1.85% 
79.14% 
19.35% 

199.00% 
37.40% 
18.2% 
100. @a% 
46.16% 

188.00% 
188.00% 

0.00% 
188.00% 
18.42% 
71.64% 
4.55% 

lBe.00% 
lee. 881r 
55.10% 
1.39% 
81.25% 
38.56% 
29.21% 
1m. w 

6.68% 
7.02% 

98.95% 
38.56% 
a. 00% 
14.38% 
100.00% 
55.24% 



City 

mRu POfNl 
mam 
EWERS 
Ern7 
NORM BEND 
NORTH WINS 
NORM WIWDER 
WSSII 
OWCRNO 
WRIDGE 
ONTflRIO 
o m  CITY 
WJDLETON 
WILMTH 
PHOENIX 
PILM !WX 
WRTLiND 
xlms 
PWIRIE CITY 
PRESWrr 
PRIWILLE 
WINIER 
ll€ouaw 
REEDSPORT 
Rim 
R l  DDLE 
l 7 ( luuwY 
WWE RIVER 
ROSEBURG 
SCILEM 
m y  
sl%mosE 
SCIU 
m s  WILL 
SERSIW 
SENEca 
StmY mvE 
WERIDM 
slEmn 
SILETZ 
SILVERTON 
SISTERS 
SPRIWIW 
STW1El.n 

krcury Vapor FlPSV Other 

# % r % # % - ----- 
42.w 
100.682 

9. ns 
la. Im 
44.67% 
0.47% 

lW.BB% 
02.74% 
33.96% 
0.00% 
07.84% 
15.93% 
46.11% 
47.62% 
61.11% 
7.1% 
61.54% 
41.54% 
100. w 

5.00% 
57. 42% 
7.6% 
45.60% 

1m. w 
94.74% 
47.1% 
lee. eex 
9.82% 
24.51% 
44.41% 
21.3% 
6.882 

lW. 00% 
188. w 
67.06% 
7.6% 
17. m 
12.71% 
31.25% 

100. $e% 
15.50% 
1m)B.m 
0.09% 
23. BB% 

Total 



STAEETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE 
Flll Cities 

City 

STAYTM 
ST. VWL 
ST. HUENS 
SUBLI#ITY 
NlrRIERvILLE 
W T E R  
SUMERLIN 
SWEETHOME 
TRLMT 
THE DCYLES 
TIMUD 
TI- 
TOLEDO 
W T I N  
TURMER 
M T I L L R  
MION 
WITY 
w 
vE?ErII 
MiDPOUT 
w m  
WCIumON 
w@ca 
wTERLm 
WEST LINN 
WESTON 
WHmru 
W I W I N F I  
U I ~ I L L E  
W1NSTE)V 
WOM) VIURGE 
WOODBURN 
YClCHRTS 
YWIU 

b u r y  vapor HPW Ilther 

0 % # % # % Total ------- 











StRanfGHT IMNTORY, BY OClMRSHlP PI# 
C l l l  Cities 

City 

STClYTON 
ST. I'M. 
ST. HELDlS 
SUBLIMITY 
sL#nERVILLE 
SUWTER 
SUTHERLIN 
SWEFTHIME 
T r n  
THEDRUES 
TIGRAD 
TILLCrmOK 
TOLEW 
TWLCITIY 
Turn 
LWTIU 
UNION 
WITY 
VClLE 
VENm 
WDPURT 
CIRLLW 
WClRREHTON 
MsCo 
WCITEALrn 
'!EST LIW 
WESTON 
HEELER 
W I M I N F I  
WILrnIUE 
UINSTffl 
UOM) V I W  
WOllDBURN 
Y m T S  
YmIU 

Nility M City Uuned, City OIlned 
and hintained Utility Naintained and Maintained 

4 % # % # % ------ 
188. W 
188.8BL 
96.49% 
1m. 8BL 
100. 00% 
1aBBX 
lee. 00% 
188. m 
1 M . W  
189. 00% 
76.71% 
188.00% 
109. fm 
1 9 . M  

1m. W 
188.00% 
lee. 881r 
leaesr 
96.88% 
1m. 00% 
1 m . m  
100. em 
98.54% 

188.881 
1m. 00% 
96.430% 
lee. 00% 
18Q. 00% 
93.17% 
70.87% 
81.03% 

190.00% 
1ee.w 
lee. 
lee. 00% 

Total 



STREEnIGhT INVDJTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted In Riahabetical Drdw 

City 

RDClI R 
FIIWUlS 
rnRIFW 
ALBCrrY 
WITY 
FIRLINGTON 
CISHLRND 
CISTORIFI 
FIm 
CKI#SVIliE 
CWmm 
H R  
BClNIKiN 
M S  
bFlRDY 
MY CIN 
WRMRTON 
BEND 
BONRNZFI 
BliOM6VIU.E 
BURNS 
BUllE F U S  
WY 
WNON BUlCH 
WON CIN 
CCrJYWIU 
CCIRLTON 
CCWE JLIMCTII3N 
CENTMIL POINT 
CHILWUIH 
C!JTSWIIE 
aRuAG 
W(IU1U.E 
WlWllOIA CIN 
!mrm 
was BRY 
COmIUS 
rnRVRUIS 
COTTRGE GfUlVE 
WVE 
C E S U E L  
D U S  
DCIWM 
IMWIUT 
KPM BFlY 

Total Liohts Per 
Total Road Hundred Lichts 

Pooulat ion Liphto Miles Pooulatian Per Mile -- -- 



STWETLIGHI INWENTORY INDICFlTOffi 
Sorted In Cllohabetical Order 

City 

DETROIT 
m 
WFUR 
WNDEE 
WMES CITY 
DuM 
EFIGLE POINT 
ECHO 
ELGJN 
ENTEWRIE 
EST= 
EUGENE 
FRIRVIEII 
F U S  CITY 
FLORENCE 
FOREST GRWE 
FOSSIL 
G a R f W I  
6f\mON 
GCITES 
GERRI#RT 
GERVFLIS 
IuDsTot'iE 
GLENW 
GOLD HILL 
G W S  PFlSS 
BASS WEY 
GRESHCI# 
tYIIlJES 
m y  
WEY 
m D  
WRRISBURG 
HUIX 
H E M R  
HEM ISTON 
HILLS6URO 
HIES 
kQOD RIVER 
HUgsFlRO 
WIN6tON 
IDMui 
IblBlER 
1 - r n  
IN 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Population LiaMs Miles k o u l a t i o n  -- 
Liahts 

Per Nile 



57REEnI6HT INVENTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted In RIohabetica! Ovder 

City 

:sLWD CITY 
JRWINVILLE 
JEmm 
JWN DAY 
JM%ISON CITY 
JORM W 
J m  
JUNCTION CITY 
KEIZER 
KIN6 CITY 
KLMTH FILLS 
WCIYETTE 
LF16- 
M E  lEwE60 
LRKESIOE 
LFWVIEU 
m 
LEXIWTON 
LINWLN CITY 
LONE ROW 
LON6 CREEK 
LOSTIK 
t M L  
LYONS 
MRDRCIS 
PIFLIN 
MNZMITR 
rnIWILLE 
-0RD 
K R R I U  
'%TQLIitS 
HILL CITY 
MILiEffiBURG 
HILTIN FREEWFITE 
M I L W I E  
#OLCIIlEI 
M o m  
mmE 
mR0 
MT. MEEL 
m. VEm 
MYRTLE CREW 
MYRTLE WINT 
NMm 
NEWBERG 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundwd 

Paoulation Lights Miles ljo~ulation -- 
Lights 

kr Mile 



STREETLIGHT INVENlORY INDIMTORS 
Sorted In fllhabetical Drder 

City 

EWPORT 
NORTH E N D  
NORTH MAINS 
NORTH WWMR 
NYW 
o w 5 N D  
3KRIDGE 
ONTRRIO 
OREWWY CITY 
f'ENDLETON 
PHILOWFlTH 
PmKNIX 
PILOT iiOCK 
WRWD 
WERS 
PIWIRIE CITY 
P R E m  
PRIWILLE 
IWIMIER 
REWlWND 
REEDSWRT 
R I W D  
RIDlU 
ROWRUCIY 
ROsUE RIVE4 
RasE8uffi 
S U M  
WDY 
scwWOSE 
XI0 
SCOTTS MILL 
SERSIDE 
SEW 
SHCU)Y MIW: 
SHERIIKW 
S H E m  
SILEZ 
S I LVERTON 
SISTERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
STWFIEU) 
STFIY7ON 
ST. PClUL 
ST. W S  
SUBLI?lITY 

Total Liohts Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Po~ulat ion Lights Miles Pooulatim -- 
Liahts 

Per Nile -- 



TCIBLE I-C. 1 

City 

SUrnRVILLE 
W T E R  
WTHERLIN 
SWEET mltrlE 
TRENT 
THE W S  
TIGFLRD 
TI- 
TMEDO 
TUMTIN 
TU iWER 
WTILLFI 
UNIW 
UNITY 
WKE 
VEtaCl 
OPORT 
W W I M  
WRRENTON 
m 
UCITERLW 
EST LINN 
'&STON 
WHEaER 
WILLMIM 
WILSDNVILLE 
WINSTDN 
WW3D VIUREE 
lJOODBURN 
YiXMTS 
YWIU 

STREETLIW INENTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted In Cllohabetical Order 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred tights 

Population Lights Miles Fboulation Per Wile -- 

155 
150 

4,220 
6, 
2,660 

18, sse 
20,2S0 
3,925 
3,275 

10, WB 
1,210 
2,981 
2,120 

l l d  
1,670 
& 333 
1,590 

810 
2,475 

445 
210 

12,950 
730 
350 

1,785 
3,780 
3,389 
2,595 

11,700 
568 
650 

Note: NCl indicates not available. 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDIWTORS 
Sorted By Descending Pooulation 

City 

W R W D  
WKNE 
sw 
PEDFDRD 
W W I S  
SRINGFIiU 
GRESHCWI 
WFWERTON 
HILLSBORO 
FllsCWY 
M E  OSIJEHJ 
TI WAD 
KEIZER 
BEEB) 
N I L W I E  
K U W T H  FRLLS 
RusEwRii 
WHLCLND 
G M T S  PFISS 
MCRINNUILLE 
COOS DRY 
GREW CITY 
PENOLETON 
*ST LINN 
LC#;= 
FDiiESl G R W E  
LJOODBURN 
EfrBERG 
ME W S  
* ! T I N  
LEWNON 
H R I S T M  
RSTORIFI 
aFlDSTaNE 
DNlFIRIO 
MR 
MATH BEWJ 
DRLLRS 
NEWPORT 
W Y  
ST. HELOYS 
.gTTRGE 6mVE 
SWEET HME 
i?€D?rnD 
CENTRClL WINT 

Total Li~hts Per 
Total ,Road Hundred 

Pooulation Lights Miles Population -- 
Liohts 

Per Mile 



STREETLIE!iT INVENTORY INDICRTORS 
Sorted by Descending Population 

City 

LINCOLN CITY 
MIUDN FREEWCIl 
PRINNiLLE 
!lXKUJiH 
SEfXIDE 
SILVERTW 
CORNELIUS 
m m 2 1  
STFlYTON 
nnamE 
HOOI) RIVEA 
SUNKIN 
WMlIUE 
INDEPENMhCE 
TI- 
WlLSONVltLE 
W R I E  
stay 
SCCIPWOSE 
UIXSTON 
T O h M l  
iYYR7L.E CREEK 
t4cwuA 
AINCTIW CITY 
ECIGLE WiNT 
MFlT I LLFI 
HT. #@EL 
%Y YSSR 
BURNS 
aKEv1ELj 
MYRILE POINT 
SAERUOOD 
TFLLENT 
F J H I r n T H  
mD VILLAGE 
%GENIX 
WClRFtENTQN 
SHERIM13 
WETFl 
BClW 
MClDRClS 
U I O N  , 
ENTEM'RISE 
JRCKSONV I LLE 
JOHN MY 

Total Linhts Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Poaulat ion Liohts Riles Pooulat ion -- 
L i ~ h t s  

Per Fti'le 



STREETLIGHT IMRTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted By Descendinu Pooulatim 

City 

ESTIUDCI 
CESiKU 
FCIIRVIM 
MRRISBURG 
KING CITY 
UIMINCL 
ELGIN 
FIUBeFlRD 
JEFFERSON 
UTWWIE 
VaE 
STQNFIEU) 
PILOT ROCH 
WCVDWRT 
RAINIER 
PIILL CITY 
FIUNSVILLE 
HIES 
ROGUE RIVER 
WLIMITY 
MESIGE 
1XIYTI3N 
lmPMY 
DU?4DEE 
rANYUNvILLE 
CRRLT5N 
BROWWILLE 
(R4NaN BERCH 
LFlFCIYETTE 
TUMR 
WDY WVE 
R K K M Y  
DUNES CITY 
JOSEPH 
CRVE WTIMJ 
PRRIRIE CITY 
RIDDLE 
WIY CITY 
WRIBCKOI 
CWITY 
SILETZ 
ERRHFIRT 
FlTlimFI 
NCRTH PLFIINS 
GO1I) HILL 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Population Lights Nil= Population -- 
Lights 

Per Nile 



STRE€?LIGS;,T IWE?iTORY IMICRTOfiS 
Sorted by descend in^ Pmulat ion 

Ci ty  

LYDNS 
GRKLW 
NERRIL  
EWE BFIY 
MLLUW 
F R U  ClTY 
POWERS 
M I L W I N  
COLUWBIR CITY 
GEWFIIS 
SISTERS 
I S i N D  CITY 
MESTON 
XENDFltE 
mwFI 
WWM 
iMdELL 
MLSEY 
Y W I U  
MWaG 
WIN 
n. YEm 
mvym CITY 
EW 
XI0 
r n O N  
FlDClIR 
Y W T S  
HMTINGTON 
YIUERSljURG 
DWUR 
FOSSIi 
r n E  
HMU?CND 
WROW 
a T E S  
R M Z M I T R  
BRNKS 
MNRE 
k E O L I L 5  
NORTH WWDER 
FIRLINGTGN 
m FFllLS 
WSCO 
JGRIKIN VRL 

Total Lights Per 
Totai %ad ?undyed 

Population Lights Fri les ?oorc:at xr: 
--- - - --- 

Liqhts 
Per Fiie ----- 



STEETLIGHT I W T I I R Y  IhDIWTURS 
Sorted By Descending Popuiation 

City 

HCYFWCLY 
WSROIT 
MINES 
JOHNSON CITY 
UHEELER 
IONE 
I m  
ST. PCKB. 
BawlLR 
worn 
I kBLER 
WlrCILI) 
SENECFI 
SCOTTS %ILL 
MD(m 

Uffi CREEK 
m 
LEXINGTON 
LIETINE 
ijClTEKrn 

DRW ILLE 
RICMND 
Gmss VFLUEY 
WRIWJ 
slJf4KWILLE 
HELIX 
SUMPTEA 
MITY 
BFlRLOW 
PRESCOTT 
LrnE m 

Tota: Linhts Per 
Total Road 3undretl i i ah i s  

Population Lights #i!es Pooulatim Per File 

9.51 i2.24 
ia. 08 9.31 
9. €2 5.42 
9.23 26.28 

12.W 6. >r3 
12.75 9.19 
8.70 5.86 

13.m :5.ai 
12.32 6.28 
12.81 6.28 
7.95 5.68 

12.73 12. :3 
4.91 4. E& 
9, R 5.34 

22.45 1i . a  
16.33 9+73 
11.43 7. :8 
12.92 6.62 
6.67 4.23 
8.57 4-46 

13.17 M.23 
18. @a 7.25 
13.83 5.85 
8.33 5. ba 
8.39 6.44 

12. % 9.66 
14. @Q -. 5 2; 
7.57 k.4 
16.W 1524  
20.57 ; i . ~ l  
ie. 0e I. 27 

Note: MI indicates mt avaizable. 



STl?EElLf 6HT INVENTORY INDICATORS 
sorted by Utility 

City 

mm 
FOSSIL 
HEPPNEA 
IONE 
LEX INGTC#J 
'rn ROM( 

m1 R 
DETROIT 
I W  

BRKER 
BURNS 
CANYON CITY 
WW 
W I L E  
ELGIN 
WINES 
HIMES 
I W R  
I W D  CITY 
JOHN W 
LRGMDE 
L M  CREEK 
MT. V E H  
NOItfH W D E R  
PMIRIE CITY 
SENEN 
M R V I L L E  
SUMPTER 
UNION 

Total Lights Pw 
Total Road Hundred Lichts 

Po~ulat ion Linhts Niles P o d a t  ion Per Pile 
- - -- --- 

Central Electric ~ O D  

74@ 35 12 4.73 2.83 

Clatskanie WD 
1,694 161 10 9.53 16.16 

Columbia Basin WI) 
720 130 16 18.86 0.34 
530 75 8 14.15 9.27 

1,385 162 14 11.76 11.69 
345 44 5 12.75 9.19 
243 3 1 5 12.92 6-62 
25 3 2 12.00 1-27 

CP National 
7 18 eB 
45 n 
67 9 
31 7 
n J 

138 17 
38 7 
03 11 
22 4 
38 6 

1 3  15 
556 7 1 
48 4 
58 3 
40 5 
43 8 
13 3 
13 2 
21 18 
69 3 

Colu~bia River WD 
78 20 2 28.57 11.11 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted By Utility 

City 

WRIFW 
iiwwiY 
HmT IN6TW 
JOm WLL 
NYS 
ONTRRIO 
RI- 
UNITY 
'mLE 

DEm MY 
WJNES CITY 
FLORENCE 
LRKESIDE 
NEWRT 
REEDSWRT 
SILm 
TOLEDO 
WWRT 
Y M T S  

f m u N D  
WDON 
CRNBY 
NEE 
FOREST GRWE 
MCMINMIILLE 
MILTON FREEWTE 
bNHWUTH 
SPRIN6FIELD 

Total Lights F1w 
Total Road Hundred 

Population Liqhts Mil= Population -- 
Emerald WD 

785 23 6 3.26 
2,335 % 18 4.03 

Idaho Poner 
13 
39 
69 
24 
197 
584 
19 
8 

1 92 

Lane Electric Cooo 
3,588 as 24 8.24 

Central Lincoln WD 
825 60 13 

1,170 63 19 
4,645 289 31 
1.w 188 13 
8,358 734 59 
4, 875 306 21 
1,825 53 9 
3,275 453 23 
1,598 119 16 

568 5B 16 

kniciml Utilities 
lqwe 1,246 a6 
2,330 614 25 
7,758 551 50 

106,iBB 5,243 459 
11,758 1,226 40 
15,175 %% 79 
5,050 463 27 
5,398 ZBS 23 
4,693 2, a1 !BB 

Northern Uasco 
558 184 7 18.91 

10,988 1,416 69 12.99 

Linhts 
Per Riie 

5.88 
12.84 
6.26 
5.5P 
18.26 
ld. 4@ 
7.25 
N4 

10.49 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICRTORS 
Sorted By U t i l i t y  

City 

MITY 
FKlmRCl 
B M S  
BRLW 
BEFHlERTON 
CCIRLTOH 
COLlllrlBIFl CITY 
mWl(a1US 
WWON 
WFlFILD 
WNDE 
W M  
ESTfWXM 
FAIRVIEW 
6#Sm 
ERVRIS 
m D N E  
GREWM 
HIUSBORU 
WBBFIW) 
JOHNSON CITY 
KI* CIPl 
W R Y m  
LAKE WE60 
M I L W I E  
I'UJLFILLFI 
HT. MEL 
#HER6 
NORTH W I N S  
OREGON CITY 
PORTLAND 
lWINIER 
S(ILEM* 

SCINDY 
SCRPPODSE * 
m s  n u  
SHERIM 
SHERWD 
SILVERTON 
sr. HELEM * 
ST. PCKll 
TIWRD 
W T I N  
TURNER 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road I4undred 

Po~ulat ion Linhts Hiles k p u l a t i ~ n  - - -- 
Linhts 

Per #i!e 



TRELE IC. 3 

STREETLIGHT INVWTORY IWIIMTORS 
Sorted By Uti l i ty 

City 

WEST LINN 
WILLWIW 
biILSONVIUE 
WWID V I M  
mBUaN 
YN4HILl 

wwmS 
CllBCUYY* 
FIRLINGTON 
RTOAIR 
FITHENFl 
RUMSVIU 
BEND * 
BONRNZFI 
BlWN!3VILLE 
BUTTE FFIUS 
C C I N N O N m  
WNYONVILLE 
CCWE JUNCTIDN 
CENTiWL POINT 
CHILWUIN 
mwffi 
WDS BAY 
CWXlILLE 
W W I S  
mTTRGE GIWVE 
CESWaL 
IWKLRS 
ERGLE WINT 
ECHO 
ENTERPRISE 
FCKLS CITY 
WTES 
GERMRT 
mm 
mLD HILL 
GIWNTS PAS 
ERE3 WILLEY 
!asEY 
HFUOm3ND 
HRRRISBURG 
HLIX 
HEMISTON 

Total Lights F'er 
Total Road Hundred 

Population Lights l i l e s  Ponulation -- 
Linhts 
kr Nile 



TflBLE I-C. 3 

STETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICCITORS 
W e d  By Util ity 

City 

HOM) RIVER 
IN- 
JFIM(SOW1LLE 
JEFFERW 
JOSEPH 
JuJcrION CITY 
W T H  FRUS 
W I E W  
IEWoN* 
LiNCWSl CIPl 
W I N E  
LYONS 
MDRCLS 
#FYtIN 
moRD 
KRRILL 
!'!€TMIUS 
h1LL CIrY 
HILLERSBURG 
mAOE 
MRO 
HYRTLE CREEM 
MYRTLE WINT 
NORTH BEND 
lxwwD 
PENM-ETON 
PHILrnTH 
pHwI(IX 
PILOT ROCK 
WRS 
PRIWILLE 
RETMND + 
RIDDLE 
ROGUE RIVER 
RDSEBUR6 
X I 0  
SECISIK 
WDY CWE 
STWFIELD 
STAYTIIN 
SUBtIMITY 
SUMERLIN 
S E T  HOClE 
T W N T  
W T I U  

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Pooulation Liohts q i l ~  Po~ulat ion -- 
Linhts 

Per Pile 



City 

HRLLwFl 
WRRRMTON 
WFlSCO 
WTERM] 
KSTON 
WINSTON 

KEIZER 

BClY CITY 
W R I W I  
HWZRb(1 TFI 
NEW# 
R l l a w f l Y  
TI- 
HEELER 

STFEETLIElil INVENTORY INDICFlTORS 
sorted By Utility 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred Lights 

Population Lights Miles Population Per Hile -- 

Salem Electric 
19, BB8 487 67 2 . 6  6.04 

Notes: lU# indicates not available. 
The followinp cities have split utility 
sewice. The first utility listed orovides 
the primary streetlipht service. 

City 

Bend 
Columbia City 
Cowallis 
Keizer 
Lebamn 
Rainier 
Rednond 
Salea 
Scaomse 
St. Helens 
Venet a 

Utilities 

PPLL/Central Electric 
PGEIColwbia River 
PPbLIConsumerr Power 
Salw Electric/PGE 
P P U / C o m u m  Power 
WjEIColmbia River 
PPRICentral Electric 
PGEISalem Electric 
PGEIColurnbia River 
PGElColuolbia River 
EPUDILane Electric 



TGBLE I-C. 4 

STRETLINT INVENTDRY !NDlERTGB 
Sorted By kcendinq Lights Fer liundred Fooulat icn 

Total Liphts Per 
Total 3oad Hu~dred 

City Pooulation Liohts Miles i'orruiation -- 

PRESCCTT 
BCINWN 
NEHRLEW 
WFUR 
Rt IffiTDN 
CONDON 
DETROIT 
LDN6 CREEK 
)(r.IiLERSBUR 
NRLOW 
MRtiZWITFI 
LINCDLN CITY 
SLENDFkE 
FES IL 
rnCKMY 
SWTER 
69ClSS WLEY 
TOtEDO 
FITHEW 
DClYVILLE 
ST. w 
TtiE W S  
BiiNFIN2R 
LEXltGTON 
Ha1 X 
ml A0 
WSCRFI 
IM 
W W  
CHItOOUIN 
WNTINGTCN 
WILSONVILLE 
CF\NNON B W H  
ECHO 
LONE ROCK 
WHEELER 
#FIMMOND 
C a L ~ B I R  CITY 
EPPNER 
V U  
RDFIFlS 
HRLSEY 
MYRTLE WIN? 
UESTON 
Fllw 

78 
2,330 

245 
550 
458 
720 
488 
245 
550 
! 00 
495 

6.068 
728 
5.33 

1, ;85 
150 
I B0 

3,275 
753 
m 
336 

10, see 
325 
2M 
155 
32a 
525 
345 
275 
na 
555 

3,708 
1,250 

685 
25 

3 3  
525 
756 

1,385 
1,670 

245 
66a 

2,700 
730 

27,950 

:;.I! 
24. ;2 
l i .68 
14. :5 
6.49 
3.34 
9.3: 
'3.75 
4.66 

15.24 
5.53 

1%. 72 

17.59 
9. P i  
ti. 43 
> 2; -. 
5.65 

13. 
15. !? 
14.23 
i5.6: 
a. $5 
6.58 
5, F" ' d.- 
4.65 
6.24 
13.53 
1. ;4 

12.59 
J. el 
8.26 
4.33 

13.65 
i 1 i,? 
A A *  

1.27 
6 . 3  
7.57 
8.95 

:r.e9 
$* k:? 

7. la 
9.07 

19. @4 
7, C6 

28.0: 



TABLE I-C.4 

STREETLIGHT IWENrORY I?JDICCITORS 
Sorted By Itesrendiny L i g h t s  Per Hundred Poouiation 

Total L i g n t s  Per 
Total Road Hundred 

C i t y  Population L i o h t s  qi les Pooulation -- 
CANYM CITY 
! 4 I L W I E  
SCIO 
G E R W T  
FOAST 6 R M  
Y m T s  
WRHWll 
MILL CITY 
R I M  
G E M I S  
M Y  C I N  
YRFBlILL 
MaUD 
WEST LINN 
HFlINES 
T W T I N  
iRKE cM6a 
C L R T W I E  
!+wtm 

' W I D E  
P O R W  
COMILLE 
W S  
JtIti3SON CITY 
l'mfuA 
WINIER 
mPWSE 
sans n u  
W I M I M  
W I E W  
MIILTWJ 
flsluma 
NOIlfH WWMR 
NEWPORT 
LRFFIm 
IDRNHCl 
SUBLIWITY 
WCITER00 
PILOT R E K  
HERRILL 
ASTORIR 
BAO~SVILLE 
BUTTE FRLLS 
SUn#ERVILiE 
MWERS 



TABLE 1%. 4 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS 
Sorted by Descending Lights Per ~undred Poou!ation 

Total iiqttf s Per 
Total Road Hundwd 

City Pooulation tiohts Mila ?oou!at ion - -- 
RDR1i.W 
BEllVEATDN 
W RRENTON 
SRNnY 
OClKRIDGE 
AnITY 
JUKTIaN CITY 
m. VERNUN 
NQRTH BEND 
WTHERtlN 
3IDDLE 
HUBWRD 
MILTON FREEWTE 
GRSTW 
ST. HLENS 
C#I#SVILLE 
MONROE 
ELGIN 
6C)l'ES 
ACGUE RIVER 
PRINNILLE 
OREGON CITY 
LRKES!DE 
I M U R  
WER 
6RESHFm 
kYWDWRT 
SHERIDRN 
ENTEWQ I SE 
W O W R  
WNDEE 
IwE MY 
UNITY 
TURNER 
MVON 
SHERWD 
RDCLI R 
C w B Y  
W I N  
GWTS WSS 
S T W  IEU) 
NETaLILiS 
EClGLE WINT 
ESTRCFlMl 
PEMIDLETON 

Lichts 
Per rile 



STREITLIGHT IWENTO~Y INDICRTORS 
Sorted By Descertdiny Lights Per hundred Pooulation 

Total tights Per 
Total Road Humired 

City ?owlation Lights Niles Po~uiation -- 

TI- 
SWEET HuPlE 
HIUSMRO 
NYm 
U n C l T I U  
JmSDNV1Ll.E 
WID HILL 
LOSTINE 
!%Dmul 
HYRlLE CREEH 
JOHN DRY 
KLNMTH F U S  
WEERG 
RtlsEBUW 
CFINYWTLLE 
W R I W I  
WORD 
CRSELL 
PHIiiOMFITH 
MRTI IUINS 
REmXIORT 
WMIDWWII 
OCIKLAm 
FLoENM 
SILVERTON 
HRRRISWRG 
ONTARIO 
M30S BRY 
W l l M  GROVE 
NCNINMTILLE 
BEND 
FRIRVIEU 
CRM rnTII)N 
COVE 
STCIYTDN 
LEBCINON 
mw 
F U S  CITY 
WINSTON 
HIES 
SPRINGFIELD 
I.rnEHDENCE 
WRELIUS 
JORM VRL 
CENTRAL POINT 

L i ~ h t s  
Per Xile --- 



TRBLE I-C.4 

STREETLIGHT INVE4TORV INDICRTOS 
Sorted By Descending Lights Per Hundred Po~ulaticn 

Total Liphts Psr 
Total Roaa Hundred Lichts  

City Population ti~nts W i l e s  Pooulaticn ire? W e  - -- -- - 
WES CITY 
JEFFEmN 
m w t l  
W S  
MMISTCN 
IWIND CITY 
WM 
SILETZ 
GiADSTONE 
COlWCILlIS 
FEIDENI X 
MT. WEL 
EUGENE 
SENECA 
SISTERS 
UMID V I W  
LFlsRRNDE 
LYONS 
MNETR 
TRLENT 
PRAIRIE CITY 
TIrnRD 
LMJELL 
WIM 
HOOD RIVER 
JOSEPH 
KEIZER 
WDY MWE 
BURNS 
KING CITY 
m 

Note: b(CI indicates not available. 



STREETL!GHT INVENTORY INDICRTrJRS 
W e d  By Lights Per nile 

Ci ty  

PILOT WICK 
FOREST GRMR 
JOtSU?l C I N  
M I L W I E  
LRKE O W S O  
BFINWN 
NRLCYTIN 
BEMRTON 
THE DRUES 
IILBANY 
BRMS 
m m D  
Tam. 
WRHC#I 
GRESHFIH 
HIUSBORO 
ROEUE RIVUI 
WRTLE PtlINT 
BEWILE 
ERaE POINT 
ST. HLENS 
NILTON F I E E W E  
m V I W  
W W I U  
MJmVILLE 
[XCITSKRNIE 
fllHENR 
SERSIrE 
FlSHLRND 
si3mcmE 
RDFlIR 
ST. PRL 
LINCDLN C I N  
SUBLIHIN 
6 M S  PCISS 
BTORIR 
BClRLaw 
L R F F l m  
MI. M m  
ml3BURN 
LAKNIEU 
m. REEL 
WINSTON 
EDFORD 
FEEDSPORT 

Total Liphts Per 
Total Road kurdrec! 

Population Lights Riles .%pu:ation - - -- 
Lights 

Per File 

48.11 
3.34 
26.28 
24.45 
24.59 
24. ii2 
22. % 
2:. 41 
a. 45 
26.81 
19.91 
19. & 
19, cia 
19.73 
19.29 
Id. 22 
10.06 
18.84 
17.59 
17.34 
17.27 
17.10 
17. El8 
17.01 
16.36 
16. ;6 
16.13 
16.12 
16.11 
16.65 
15.01 
15. U l  
15.72 
is. 39 
15.27 
15.25 
15.24 
15. i9 
14.97 
14. % 
14.90 
14.84 
14.82 
14.77 
14.61 



STfEETLIW INVENTORY INDICRTORS 
Sorted By Lights Per Hile 

City 

WEST LINN 
0REm CITY 
WRlR 
FKlROlW 
WIWINFI  
PHOENIX 
MOWR 
NEWBERG 
PIYRTLE C R E M  
SILVERTON 
WI LOMm 
CORVCKL IS 
W W  
SPRIWIELD 
nERRf u 
NORM BEND 
MWRT 
OWRIDGE 
HUBWRD 
XI O 
BUTTE F U S  
lWINIER 
m 1 W H  
STRY m 
HALFMY 
GERVFIIS 
MILL CIM 
PENDLETON 
JUNCTIDN CITY 
HEPPKEA 
ECHO 
CClRLTaN 
NEW 
cow MY 
PRINEVIU 
CRESWEU 
WRMELILJS 
r n I M V I U E  
TILLIY#IIIK 
EUGENE 
DClYTON 
StIERIW 
TRLENT 
GCISTaN 
PRESCOTT 

Total Liqhts Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Po~ulation Lights Miles Pooulation -- 
L i ~ h f s  

Per Yiie 



STFEETLIGHT INVENTORY IWICFITORS 
Sorted By Lights Per Irlile 

City 

i3Lw!sTDNE 
CFWBY 
m T H  FlllLS 
CRNNONm 
DFWAS 
ROSEBURG 
SHE= 
SCYM 
MTTW GRWE 
w 
SWEFTm 
ONTRRIO 
WSSR 
DCWVILLE 
CENTRAL WIHT 
SFMY 
WIL[E[ILIIN 
LON6 cm 
STWIELD 
HIUERSBURG 
HELIX 
YWILL 
FFIIRVIEH 
SUTHERLIN 
IETROIT 
FLORENCE 
FOSSIL 
ION€ 
WScY 
W#IERS 
HLIN 
m w I a  CITY 
JOHN MY 
JRCKSMJVILLE 
COBUffi 
TIMRD 
BEM) 

WNWN 
ESTMDFI 
MTINGTW 
NMISTON 
ENTERPRISE 
MITY 
ELGIN 
HKER 

Total Lights Per 
Total Road Hundred 

Population Lights Miles Population -- 

5.14 
7.11 
6.3 
12.32 
5.24 
6.48 
7.15 
5.18 
6.11 

11.58 
6.93 
6.14 
6.82 
13.17 
5.39 
8.27 
12.47 
16.33 
7.05 
16.18 
12.90 
9.69 
5.95 
8.01 

la. oe 
6.22 
14. I5 
:2 75 
11.32 
8.39 
7.10 
11.73 
6.55 
6.73 
9.69 
3.75 
5. % 

16. @6 
6. % 
12 43 
5.22 
7.44 
8.17 
7.82 
7.57 

Lights 
Per Aile 

11.07 
il.@4 
10.94 
la. 85 
10.82 
18.73 
10.64 
1%. 58 
18.53 
18.49 
18.46 
la. 40 
10.26 
18.23 
9.81 
3.81 
9.91 
9.76 
9.69 
9.66 
9,66 
9.53 
9.52 
9.39 
9.31 
9.28 
9.27 
9.19 
9.07 
5.64 
9. e2 
8.95 
8.86 
8.70 
8.73 
8.61 
8.54 
8.34 
8.32 
0.26 
8.25 
a. 24 
8.21 
a. 16 
8.15 



STREETLIW INVENTORY 11IiICRTIIE 
Sorted By L igh ts  Per Miie 

C i t y  

LRKESIDE 
RIDDLE 
NORTH M R  
WYONVIUE 
WNDEE 
lmwN 
LFlSRANDE 
ClwYON CITY 
i4wwD 
W R T  
EFIRHCIRI 
MY CITY 
INDEPENDENCE 
RICHLAND 
WLOGlR 
NORTY PCRINS 
HINES 
GRTES 
RDCLnS 
UESTON 
HRRISBURG 
WlFlTILui 
PIFlDms 
R a c K w Y  
NMR 
JEFFERSON 
G A R I r n I  
m D  
LEXINGTON 
B R O W 1 U . E  
mROE 
LJHmER 
CIRLIffiTDN 
SUMI#RVIUE 
ISLIIND CITY 
OCIKLC1ND 
mm 
H H W Z R  
SILETZ 
KEI ZER 
YFlCWTS 
E m s  W Y  
6Ol.D HILL 
FIDRIffl 
CCIW JUNCTIM 

Tota l  Lights Per 
Tota l  Road hundred 

P o o u l a t i m  Lights Wiles Population - - -- 
Lichts 

Per File -- 



5TREETLI6HT INVENTORY 1W)ICCITORS 
Sorted By Lights Per Mile 

City 

IHEUR 
W W I T R  
J O r n  VFll 
HFIINES 
PRRIRIE CITY 
W R  
1- 
WTEFarn 
WRREHTON 
WVE 
DEWE BAY 
SENECII 
CnOLIus 
HOOD RIVER 
WILSONVILLE 
LOSTINE 
FFICLS CITY 
LYONS 
UNiELL 
S W ~ S  nru 
yNEs CITY 
JIlSw1 
SISTERS 
KIN6 CITY 
UNION 
WTER 
W Y  WVE 
BURNS 
LOK ROW 
lmco 
UNITY 

Total Liohts Per 
Total Road Hundred Liohts 

Pooulation Lights Miles Population Per Mile - -- - -  

Note: WI indicates  not available.  



TIWE I-D. 1 

STfEEnIGHT INVENTORY 1M)ICaTORS 
By City Size 

LIGHTS PER MILE 

City Sire Category 

11 1 
Ci t ia  - 

Hean 10.7 
Standard Deviat i m  5.7 
Hinimm 0.5 
Haximm 48.1 
Nmber of Cities 21 1 

City Size Category 

All 5%g 

Cities (568 999 

kan 8.68 1 1 . 6  9.75 
Standard Deviation 3.07 4.89 3.63 
Minim 0.90 0.90 3.26 
Maximum 28.57 28.57 18.91 
Nurkr of Cities 21 1 40 39 



TM I-D. 2 

STREUIGHT IMlEHTORY INDIcaTORS 
By Selected Utilities 

LIGHTS PER MILE 

Ell1 Central 
Cities P6E WU. Limln - - -  

#can 1&69 13.35 10.S 9.18 
Standard Deviation 5.70 5.35 5.74 4.81 
Minim 8.06 258 6.54 3.23 
Haxiw 48.18 26.28 48.18 19.88 
Nudm of Citin 21 1 51 80 10 

CP 
National Tillamok 

6.79 8. BS 
3.81 2. a 
1.65 5.53 
14.97 11.66 

20 7 

LIGHTS PER tkwm r n T I f f l  

a11 
Citin - 

#an a66 
Standard Dwiat ion 3.87 
Minimum a. 90 
Ilaxiw 28. SI 
Nwbff of  Cities 21 1 

Central 
P6E PPK Lincoln - - - 
a35 &la 7.81 
2.66 3.11 2.49 
1 .  8.90 5.17 
16.88 18.67 13.83 

51 80 10 

CP 
National Tillamok EWEB SUB - --  

7.60 12.52 4.94 5.53 
3.64 5.19 W M 
1.59 6.45 4.94 5.53 
16.33 4 5  4.94 5.53 

28 7 1 1 



RNNUFIL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY OWNERSHIP WD LIGHT TYPE 
1111 Utilities 

(Dollars Per Year) 

Utility City Dwned, City 
Omd and Maintained Utility Maintained bmd and Haintaine Annual Total 

Pole Expenditure 
Utility nV HPSV Other W HPSV Mhw HV HPSV Mhw Charge by City ---- ----- 
P6E $1,767,255 
PPbl 1,689,869 
MMTRCY L I W  8 
CP NRTIONRL 32,978 
SlYDl ELECTRIC d 
FW)RTtERN Wo 11,268 
SUB 8 
Ii#w W E R  13, 147 
TIURmKlK WD 0 

8 
A m f f i M R  22,m 

L M  ELECTRIC 32,554 
WU)IILICI RIVER 19,B51 
WLWllBICl W I N  0 
ClWINMlILLE 0 
l#woN 8 
CaNOY 8 
FOIEEST 6ROM 8 
IxtUwD 8 
r4MUJ7H 8 
Wawu, WD 0 
HILTON FREEUNER 8 
CLClTSKWIE WD 8 
CENTIUL ELECTRIC NR - 
Total $3,588,779 $1,999,241 $97,260 

Permt of Total 34.54% 19.68% 8.%% 12.m 14.56% 1.03% 1.98% 4.51% 0.3% 10.10% 109.00% 

Note: M indicates not available. 



tWURL STREEP,IWT EXPMDiTURE BY LIGHT TYPE 
R11 U t i l i t i e s  

Ut i l i ty  

P6E 
PI'& 
CE?4TWL LINL'W 
CP MTIPML 
W ELECTRIC 
ir(0RTifERN UBCil 
XI8 
IDWO W E B  
T I W K  ?UD 
NkX 
WNSUERS WIiER 
LRNE E'LECTRIC 
CGLWICI RIVER 
C~LUMBIFI BEIN 
rnINMVILLE 
mNW39 
WBY 
FOREST 6IUE 
FISLMD 
MOMWTH 
D I M  WI) 
hILTN FgEEUR?ER 
C U T W I E  PLiD 
CENTlWL ELECYRIC 

Nercury Vamr HPSV 

Total 

32. AX 
36.9% 
90.96% 
68.21% 
87.41% 
89.421% 
a. a@% 

84.61% 
MM. 00% 
91.78% 
41.5@% 
a. @a% 
6. iM% 

180. @a% 
:@a. 
22.96% 

108.00% 
99.63% 
96.73% 
97.40% 

188.60% 
tm, OB% 

id. 87% 
NR 

-- 
38.74% 

Ether Pole Charaes - - Totai 
$ % 5 % 9oliam 
- -- -- --- ---- 

a.54% $945,297 
3.36% 113.476 
0.08% a. 669 
1.01S 28,438 
8. %W 13, €a3 
a. oar 4r1 
99.22% 4 

2. eas '4 
8.60% a 
8.30% 8 
8.M% e 
a. a@% €96 
V1. a05 4,363 
B. La% 5 
a. B0% B 
P;. ~ 0 %  a 
0. a@% 8 
B. ear 2 
2.14% @ 
2.50% Pi 
0. W% B 
@. 85% '2 
8. M% 0 

NFI YR -- 
2.34% $1, P26,26 

:4.:8% 
3-6'3 
3.24% 
13. @a% 
iL 3% 

N4 
J. 88% 

kQ 
8.08% 
2.2az 
a. eeli 
2.25% 

i6.:71! 
e, s@% 
a. @a% 
6.28% 
a. 654% 
8.23% 
it. '@% 
a. 
3. @EX 
2.26% 
d. PS% 

Pc A -- 
:a. :el  

Note: NR indicates not available. 



Wility 

P P S L  
mTm L ! W  
CP K F I T I M  
WLEM ELECYRIC 
NORTHERN I3CISCD 
WB 
IDCY!Ci MR 
T I M [ M K  PrJD 
-uxNE 
3NSil?lE% WE1 
WE ELECTRIC 
20LUR8IR RIVER 
WJirlBIFI BUSIN 
KYINNVILLE 
BFWm 
CAFieY 
FOREST GROVE 
RSKiRND 
m u m  
BEMD PUD 
RILTON FREEMITER 
CLRiSKRNIE PUD 
CENTRFL ELECTRIC 

Utility Owned City Owned, Z i t  y Owned 
and Paintdined Utility Paintdined and Naintained F o k  Cnarges - ----- Tatal 

$ % 0 % 9 % $ % k i i a ~  - - -- - ----- - --------- 

Total 

5.72% #45,a7 
4.3% 113,476 
' ia,669 

12. &!% 28,434 
a.eax 13,603 
d. 30% hFI 
0. oh: a 
@.OW NR 
B. @ax v 

tea. us a 
'a. m @ 
a. aex ~ B B  
B, 0illr 4! 363 
8, a0$ a 

1a.fl8% B 
i0d. 0@X 0 
la. am a 
iEd. 28% L3 
u~a. mx e 
: W. ee% B 

0,  ea;r E 
:3%. W B 
: aa. 00% 2 

3% 4CI 
- - 

6.83% 3 1, &26,525 

;4, :.a 
3.85% 
9,14% 

:3.8@% 
12.3% 

hR 
i?. ah 

34 
@. 82% 
Ul.2'ax 
&. V4% 
2. G5-X 
!5. :7x 
a. SB% 
a. 23% 
a. OQ% 
a. @3% 
3. t@% 
2. i?d% 
4. d@% 
t . aa% 
t. 00% 
a. !#$ 

N FI 
-- 

!a. lax 

Note: NFI indicates not available. 



TRBLE I I-B. 1 

CWNUFll STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY DWNERSHIP CYvO LIGHT TYPE 
Rll Cities 

{Dollars Per Year) 

City 

rn1R 
wms 
ADRIM 
fxmuY 
H I M  
CIRLIN6TON 
lxtlJw 
RSTORICI 
CIm 
W I L L €  
w m  
mKER 
mNlHlN 
ms 
l3twWI1 
BllY CIM 
BERVEm 
muw 
BomNzfl 
BRllWNSVIU 
Wms 
m FFYLS 
m 
CMIMBEIlCH 
CRmON CITY 
WWYWIUE 
mTON 
WE MTIDN 
m m  WINT 
MILWIN 
CLATWNIE 
MWR6 
wwne~c~ c I n  
CONWN 
m my 
CUiuILLE 
COANnIUS 
WRVCYlIS 
MITT= G R W E  
CWE 
CRESLL 
DWM 
IXIm 

Utility City Owned, City 
Onned and ~aintained- Utility Waintained Orrned and Maintained 

-- 
MI HPSV Other MU HPSV Other #V HPSV Mher - --  - - -  - - -  

Annual 
Po! e 

Charge - 
$fa 
165 
Nkl 

9,652 
1,374 

8 
8 

9, 
274 
ne 
186 

8 
0 

483 
0 
0 

123,340 
2,061 

'b 
113 

1,107 
73 
8 

341 
984 
48 

186 
8 

1,394 
668 
Q 

147 
127 
8 

1,529 
693 

5, M 
6,520 
3,764 
492 
249 

2,33 
387 

Total 
Ex~ndit ure 

by City 
--- 

$3! 653 ' 
2, s0a 
305 

528,222 
10,791 
7,396 
16,189 
93,746 
12,594 
11,832 
7,619 
28,025 
13,485 
6,834 
1,y 
!@,a- 
360,343 
125,010 
3,534 
9,419 
6,675 
3,241 
13,589 
13,841 
8,768 
7,489 
12,076 
3,079 
35,414 
9,396 
4,686 
8,133 
6,408 
6,288 
97,98 1 
41,071 
31,065 
236,736 
58,151 
3, @ 
11,L 
56,416 
9,934 



MNL STREETLIGHT EXPBlDITURE BY OWElERSHIP RND LI6hT TYPE 
811 Cities 

(Dollars Per Year) 

City 

DdWIUE 
DEW BClY 
D€rROIT 
WNW) 

m R  
DUWEE 
WNES CITY 
OURHRn 
EIIGtE WINT 
RM 
EL61 N 
EMTERPRISE 
E s r w d m  
NGEN 
'CIIRVIEW 
t U S  CITY 
no= 
FOREST GROVE 
FOSSIL 
GRRIBbLDI 
6aSTON 
MTES 
GERIWRRT 
EWCIIS 
GW)STONE 
GLENDCYE 
WU) HILL 
GRANTS FdSS 
6 m s  VIIUEY 
6RESHCYI 
WI#S  
W Y  
HALSEY 
i.u#lmD 
WRRISBUffi 
E L I  X 
HEPPNER 
HRHISTON 
HIUSrnRO 

[ E S  
AWD RIVER 
HUBBSIRD 
HUNTIffiTGN 

Util i ty City bed, City 
ihmd and Maintained Uti l i ty Haintained Owed and h i n t a i d  - 

MI tPSU Other W HPSV Mher lrlV )1PSV Other - --  - - -  - - -  

hnua l Total 
Pole Exwnditure 

Charge byc i ty  - 



WlN STREETLIGHT EX#NDINRE BY OCPERSHIP MIl LIGHT TYPE 
R11 Cities 

(Dollars Per Year) 

City 

I W  
IWBCER 
INDEPEWDMCE 
IOH 
ISLRND CITY 
JCIM(SONV1LLE 
Jpf.uIsoN 
JOHn MY 
JOmSON CITY 
J a m  VYll 
J r n  
JUNCTION CITY 
KEIZER 
KING CITY 
W T H  FCYLS 
LIlFRYmE 
LF16WlWE 
L C Y ( E a W 6 a  

W(ESID€ 
W I E M  
LEwa 
LEX I @TON 
LINWLN CITY 
LOIEROCK 
LON6 ClMK 
LOSTINE 
U]WEIl. 

LYWS 
W)M 
WlLIN 
lYWZANITR 
nCBlINNvILLE 
WFDW) 
ERRILL 
m a I u s  
MIL CITY 
IIIUERSBUA6 
HILTffl FREEWTER 
H I L W I E  
nlLwA 
llOmWTH 
mROE 
m 

Utility City Owned, City 
Owed and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained 

other - Other - 

h u a l  
Pole 

Charge 

Total 
Expenditure 

by City 

2,967 
2,865 

24, M9 
5 1 3  
4,689 

11,289 
7,055 

17,345 
1, 
1,721 
3,192 
a, 100 
46,4Z8 
2, 

l(B3,G 
li?,%- 
72,890 

208,SSI 
9,856 

26, 
76,367 

1,324 
186,4412 

153 
5,221 
1,340 
1,626 
5,585 

15,138 
3,653 
7,764 

26,014 
223,378 

7,415 
2,584 

18,237 
12,876 
7,677 

239,779 
36, l! 
14,& 
3,499 
3,434 



RNNUlY STREETLIGHT EXWmINRE BY OWdERSliIP RND LIGHT TYPE 
R11 Cities 

(Dollars Per Year) 

City 

Clf. MzL 
041. Em 
MYRTLE CREEK 
MYRTLE POINT 
NOlCYM 
twm6 
HWWRT 
NORTH BW) 
NOm m 1 N S  
NORTH W R  
NYm 
QIIKLRND 
WRIDGE 
O)(TRRIO 
'REGDN CITY 
m f f l  

PHILrnTH 
PHENIX 
PILOT ROCH 
WRTLlW 
PwEt?!l 
PrWIRIE CITY 
PRESMlTT 
PRINNILLE 
IWINIER 
RWlOWI 
REDSPORT 
RI CHLRND 
RIDDLE 
l 3 l n x w Y  
RO6UE RIVER 
ROSEBURG 
SCYEn 
m y  
stmPmE 
SCIO 
SWTTS HILL 
m 1 D E  
SENEM 

'my MWE 
' i R 1 W  

SnEm 
SILETZ 

Utility City [kned, City 
Owned aml Haintained Utility Maintained bned and Maintained 

W HPSV Other W WEN Other W HPSV Other - --  - - -  - - -  

Chrnual Total 
Pole Expenditure 

Charge by C i ty  - 



CYlMKY STIERIGHT EXWlIDITURE BY WERSHIP WD L I W T  TYPE 
Flll Cities 

(1)ollaru Per Year) 

Utility City hmed, City 
Ra\#L and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Gintained h u a l  

Pole 
City W W Mher MI HPSV Mher MU h E V  Other Charge - --  - - -  ---- 
SILVERTON 
SISTERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
sTRllF1El.D 
STRYTMl 
ST. HELENS 
ST. P#ll 
SUBLIHITY 
rnRV1Lt .E  
SWTER 
SUMELIN 
SWEETm 
T m  
Tw U S  
TIGRW 
TIURmXK 
T a W l  
m T I #  
TUMR 
W T I L L R  
UNION 
LUIM 
V#E 
VEmR 
WW)PORT 
WUW 
W R m  
WS#l 
WTERLOQ 
WEST LINN 
M S i m  
WHELER 
UIUIYlINCl 
WILSONVIUE 
u 1 m  
UmD VIUCIGE 
WWDBUm 
YMWTS 
Y r n I L L  

Total 
Experuii t ure 

by City 

Note: NCI indicates r#t available. 



PWWL STREmIGtiT EXPENDITUR BY LINT TYPE 
Clll Cities 

City 

FIWIR 
MMS 
FIDRIRN 
3Lm 
MITY 
RRLIMM 
ilsHuw 
4STORIR 
flTt!ENCI 
WWVILLE 
ClUROfW 
BIIKER 
wm 
SRMS 
BFlRLOW 
RY CITY 

BEROERTM 
BEm 
BONCWYZCl 
BRWdSVILLE 
BURNS 
BUTTE F W S  
WbY 
WNNQN bawl  
CWYm CITY 
WWDMILLE 
WRLTCN 
CRVE JUNCTION 
[ X N T M  POlNT 
91LOIHlIN 
C i R W I E  
MWRG 
COLMBICI CITY 
c o r n  
am3 BClY 
CGaLlIiLE 

I 

cum:LIS 
W W L I S  
WTTCIGE GRWE 
rOVE 

Mercury Vapor HPSV M her ?ole Charge 
Total 

$ % $ % $ % $ % Dollars -- --- - - 
$3,653 
2,178 

il 
206,896 

8,492 
2,488 

181 
50,272 
la, 970 
10,239 
6,012 
5,074 

15,012 
5,625 
1,561 

0 
171,047 
9,758 
2,764 
4,610 

0 
2,932 

8 
4,994 
3,191 
5,36 1 

11,774 
2,702 

38,931 
e, 545 
4,645 
6,573 
5,795 

0 
29,551 
19,851 
24,516 

1@, 497 
36,116 
1,388 
8,552 

39,615 
9,146 

0. a% 
6.3% 

160.0% 
32.4% 
0.6% 

66. U 
96.7% 
30.6% 
10.7% 
7.0s 
8.2% 

79. w 
23, W 
0.0% 
0.0% 

180. m 
18.3% 
3. a 
21. 8% 
36.9% 
83.41 
7.3% 

100. a$ 
27.3% 
52.4% 
27.1% 
1.a 
9.7% 
3.6% 
1.9% 
8.9% 

17.4% 
6.9% 

lee. 6% 
60.3% 
50. #% 
3.6% 

54.0% 
a. 5% 
53.81 
E. 6% 
16.9% 
4.4% 

0.0% $a 8. 0% 
0.0% 165 6.6% 
0.6% Nil NR 
8. @% 9,662 3.0% 
0.0% 1,374 iE. 7% 
0. #% 25 0.3% 
2.1% 0 9.0% 
5 . 8  9,886 10.5% 
@.a 274 2.2% 
0.0% 778 6.6% 
8.0% la6 2.4% 
0. %% B 0.8% 
8.0% 0 B. 0% 
0.8X 409 6.8% 
0.0% 0 8.0% 
0.81 8 8.0% 
0.0% 123,348 34.2% 

23. a 2,961. 1.6% 
0.0% B 0.8% 

11.0% 113 1.a  
0.0% 1,107 16.6% 
0.0% 73 2.2% 
0.0% a a. 8% 

34. 2% 34 1 2.5% 
a. 0% 984 11.2% 
0.0% 40 8.5% 
0. 0% 186 1.5% 
8.0% 0 0. 13% 
4.9% 1,394 3.9% 
0.0% 668 7.1% 
8.0% 0 8.8% 
0. BX 147 1.8% 
8.7% 127 Z B% 
0.0% 0 @. @% 
8. 0% 1,529 1.6% 
0.0% 693 i. 7% 
8.0% 5,442 17.5% 
0. 0% 6,520 2.81 
B. 0% 3,764 7.5% 
B. @% 492 12.7% 
8, 0% 249 2. a 
0.0% 2,303 4.6% 
8.4% 5 7  3.1% 

$3,653 
2.586 

9e5 
320,222 
16,791 
7,Z% 

!6,109 
93,746 
ie, 594 
11,852 
7,613 

za, 025 
:3,m 
6,034 
1,561 
19,380 

368,343 
125, Bl@ 

3,534 
9,419 
6,675 
3,241 

13,589 
13,841 
8,7M 
7,4m 

t 2, a78 
3,879 

35,414 
9,396 
4,686 
8,133 
6, 
6,288 

97,981 
41,071 
31, d65 

226,736 
50,151 
3,879 

11,365 
3,416 
3,934 



TFIblE I I-B. 2 

MNUCIL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYPE 
a11 C i t i e s  

Mercury Vapor 

C i t y  

D R W I U  
3EPM MY 
OETRQIT 
W W  
WFUR 
W , W  
WNES CITY 
WRHFLM 
WslE POINT 
Em 
E G l N  
EYTERPRISE 
ESTClCP! 
NEE 
FFIIRVIEW 
: u s  ClTY 
FLUEMX 
'OEST GROVE 
FOSSIL 
GIIRIB4U)I 
OFlSTDN 
aTEs 
GEC)MRT 
GEWCIIS 
UDSTONE 
GLENDClLE 
6W) HILL 
GRMTS PFlSS 
G M S  VCLLLEY 
GRBMP? 
~I!JES 
' W i Y  
WSEY 
WDND 
WRRISBURG 
HUI X 
HEPPNER 
'(EHISTON 
HIUSBORO 
HI.ES 
HOOD RIVER 
XIBBRRD 
HUNTINGTON 

HPSV Other 

$ - -  
J 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
a 
8 
8 
8 
0 

6,332 
0 
0 
0 
@ 
a 
0 
a 
a 

3,218 
0 

72 
4,109 

a 
0 
a 
0 

2,217 
0 

4,899 
1,716 

30 
a 
a 
8 
B 
B 

352 
a 
0 

% - 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0. #% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
B. 0% 
0. a% 
8.0% 
0.9% 
'a. 0% 
0. L 
A@% 
8.3% 
0. rn 
0.0% 
a. as 
0. a% 
6.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
e. 0% 

37.0% 
0.0% 
d. a 

53.7% 
0.8% 
8. 0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

63.6% 
0.0% 

65.5% 
36.8% 
'a. 3% 
0. a% 
8.0% 
0. er 
a. a% 
0.0% 
2.7% 
0.0% 
6.0% 

Pole Charges 
Tot a1 

901 law 



iWNW STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYF€ 
!411 Cities 

Mercury Vapor HPSV Othw Pole Charges 
Total 

City C % C % C % C % Do1 lars -- --- - - 
I m  
I148LER 
INDEPENDENCE 
I O E  
IsLm CITY 
JmS[]NVILLE 
JEFFERSON 
JOHN MY 
JCBlNWY CITY 
J0W)FLN VA 
JOSEPH 
~UNCTICN crn 
KEIZER 
"IN6 CITY 
mTH F U S  

WAYETTE 
mIWNDE 
iRKE OWHI 
LFlKESIDE 
iRKTIE# 
LEBWiON 
SXINGTON 
LINWLY CITY 
LDM RDCK 
LIB6 cm 
LOST INE 
LlmELL 
LYONS 
WIWS 
M L I N  
WZMITCI 
X H I W I L L E  
W O R D  
SRRILL 
METDLILlS 
"nu CITY 
MILLERSBUffi 
XI iTON FREEWTER 

'LWNKIE 
' OLRLi 

m T H  
WNROE 
mR0 



fNWL STREmIEHT EXPENDITLIE BY LIGHT TYPE 
R11 Cities 

Uemury Vapor HPSIJ Other Pole Charges 

City 

m. l%a 
NT. VERNON 
WYRTLE ClMK 
WCIRTLE POINT 
!wHEH 
MERE 
NEWPORT 
NOilld END 
NOm mINS 
%IOXTH POWDER 
h i  
ORKLFIHD 
WRID6E 
R4TRRIO 
OREm CITY 
PEmmON 
PHILOWTH 
W N I  X 
PILOT ROCK 
~~ 
POUERS 
WIIRIE CITY 
PAESCOTT 
PRINEVILLE 
RClINIER 
B m  
REEDSWRT 
R I M W  
RIDDLE 
? l m M Y  
ROGUE RIVER 
aSEBUR6 
skim 
WY 
SCRPPDOSE 
XI0 
sans WILL 
SEASIDE 
SMEm 
WY CWE 
%ERIDCLN 
SirERWWD 
SILETZ 



WRL STWF;L!WT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYR 
R11 Cities 

t4ercury Vamr @SV 

City 

S I LVERTGN 
SI RERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
STFWFIEL3 
STRYfON 
ST. w m  
ST. PMA 
SUBtlN!fY 
sumRV1LlE 
Sil#TER 
SUTHEXIH 
5dEET W#E 
TRENT 
Y E  D U E S  
I GFlRD 

T I  UMD'd 
Tarno 
TtlRCITIN 
TiR!ER 
MRT I IlR 
UNION 
!JNITv 
VflLE 
VEEIETR 
WiORT 
'MiLnUII 
WflRREhTON 
tiFISC0 
UliCIKR00 
GST tIW 
HESTUN 
'&EM3 
WILLRnINCl 
'riIiSWYVItLE 
UINSTCH 
:XiOD V I l i R G E  
WaUPBURN 
YFIMRTS 
"9MHILL 
, 

Other Pole Chara~ - Total 
% C % $ % Dollars 
- -- -- -- - --- 

16.2% 
NR 

a, 0% 
25.2% 
8. 0% 
7. eG 
6.1% 
35.4% 
80.8% 
M. 0% 
14.2% 
44.9% 
35.2% 
aa. 9% 
27.7% 

100. w 
86.6% 
13.1% 
3.9% 
7.6% 
52.2% 
1'30.0% 
76.4% 
67.1% 
91.BX 
@. 0% 
15.5% 
0. W 
11.8% 
16. a 
14.6% 
1i30.w 
2.5% 
28.6% 
4i. 1% 
15.2% 
12.4% 
96.0% 
8.0% 

8.0% 1,421 
NR W 

99.2% B 
0.8% 656 
0.0% 2 . 6 5  
8.8% 3,746 
a. 0% 31 
0.0% 5219 
0. 0% za 
0. rn 517 
a. E% 1,712 
0.0% 1,439 
8. d% 467 
8.8% 5 
a. as le,m 
0.8% e 
3. 0% 6,51$ 
6.4% 9,437 
0. i4% 1,721 
a. as 1,318 
6.6% 1,853 
'a. m w 
0.8% NCI 
'a. 0% 0 
0. d% 1,090 
0. @% 0 
54.8% 325 
0. B% 26 
a. 0% 79 
d.81 23,481 
a. 0% 125 
0.0% 0 
9.0% 725 
0. @% 28,598 
8. 0% 326 
0. @% 1,734 
0.a% i3,483 
0.01: 174 
a. a% 155 

---- ---- 
2.3% $1, i?26,526 

W e :  NFI indicates not available. 



WNURL ST;MnIWT EXPENI)ITtiRE BY W E R S H I P  TYPE 
FIli Cititx 

City 

M I  R 
flws 
ma1MI 
M Y  
MITY 
RRLINGTW 
asw 
flSrnR1fl 
2TEW 
CKllrlSVILLE 
axlRI-4 
%HER 
M,WM 
BRNKS 
M9L05; 
BRY CITY 
HWESTCN 
mm 
.i3M?NZR 
8ROWNSVIiLE 
2URNS 
EUTE FRUS 
aNBY 
CClhluOM BEaCH 
CRhiiYC'n C l 7 Y  
C M Y C k V I  LLE 
34LT3.q 
WE J'JNCTIM 
CENTRAL FCNT 
CHILWUIK 
L R T S A M I E  
Cnwffi 
WLUPtBICI CITY 
W W N  
1ZCS MY 
rxim1LlE 
B?NELI;IS 
WWFliLIS 
3T%E 62OVE 
mVE 
23ESWEL 
D R U S  
DRVTJN 

Utility Owned City ilutxd, C i t y  3wned 
and Plaintaid Li t i l i ty  Faintained and Plaintaired Pole Chartjes 

8.9% 0 
0. @% 155 
0. e% NFI 
VJ.Q% 9,662 
0.0% i,374 
a. 0% 2s 

:Qle. B% 0 
a. 1% 9, Ma 
0. fa% 27L 

6. 0% 733 
B. IB :a6 

lQd.0% 0 
1m. @% P! 

0.0% 409 
8.81 a 
8.0% a 
4.4% 123,34@ 
@. 3 2, $61 
8. B$ B 
4. B% i i3  
s. a% 1, :a7 
a. 8% 73 
I a0. @% e 

8.0% 34 1 
3.0% '384 
8.8% M 
a. cx :as 

18;a .~~  a 
4. &% 1,33k 
Q. 0% 660 

iao. ax q 
8.6% i47 
a. 0% i27 
8. B% B 

18.1% 1,523 
a. 8% 693 
a. ax 5.442 
B. 8% 6,526 
B. @% 3,754 
2. $% 492 
3, W 249 
a. a% a, 3a3 
a. 4% 3 7  

3,653 
2,320 

585 
3,?il+ z 2  
18.731 
7,396 
15, '$3 
93,746 
r;, 594 
; i, 652 
7,5!9 
28,825 
:3,4ir5 
6! 434 
i.:Eb: L 

:~.3tia 
z;%, 343 ,;=. aia 

2,. 534 
?, 4:3 
6,675 
3.24: 

i 3 . 3 9  
i3.64i 
6.768 
7, M3 

;2.275 
3,679 
35.4'4 

3 .35  
4.626 
8. ij3 
6,4N 
6,2b8 
97,98: 
61,971 
21, t65 

236.736 
Sd, 15: 
3,873 , 

:;.?J5 
d8,4;6 
9,334 



MIWN STRESLISYT EXDEitlDiTliX BY CriL'iE?SdiP TYPE 
A11 Cities 

City 

WYVILLE 
XEE BY 
DE:Rilif 
W,\Wi3 

iX:rnR 
XWEE 
WNES CITY 
WiTM 
mtE WXMT 
:Et;O 

GG!N 
3TESSISE 
ESTRCG3il 
'IISWE 

IIRvIEli 
FRLS CITY 
FiLIRENCE 
FOES? GIKIk? 
FOSSl t 
GM,I3RGII 
GClSTON 
3x5 
GERFART 
Z3RIS 
GLRDSTONE 
E W U  
60LD HILL 
GRWJTS PRSS 
sass V W  
G 4 E S M  
W N E S  
;&WY 
Hfl tSC(  

~lr rYuiYD 
HRRRISBiRG 

I 

HLIX 
HEPPNE2 
:%!?4I5?3N 
UTFLSBeRO 

. . E S  
C23D RIVE2 
%3bARD 
pL&TIhG;m 

llfility h W  City Dad, City Parted 
and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained - --- ----- 

$ % % % 1 % - -- - ---- --- -- 

664 19.4% 
; 37 2,4% 

a 8. Y.% 
124 3.3 

8 6.6% 
1,965 :a. 5% 

5a i. 8% 
334 b. iX 
928 4.6% - -> 

332 5. iic 
3,335 18.6% 
: $5 z. 7% 
a5 5.8% 

B 6.8% 
3 3  2.6% 

11 8 . 3  
1, '364 6.6% 

P P. 8% 
8 0.0% 
0 8. @% 
45 8.9% 
79 1.s 
270 3.1% 
217 3.1% 

3, a56 8.1% 
224 2.9% 
0 B.B% 

la, 252 7.8% 
a a. 0% 

62,289 19.1% 
197 5.6% 
i+& NR 
11 'a. 2% 
172 3.7% 
345 2.6% 
48 2.3% 
Q a. 0% 

574 1.1% 
124,552 36.6% 

2,042 :a. 6% 
369 3. CS 
?,a5 13.4% 

AR F;C1 



FIWdClL S T E E T L i N T  EXPENXTURE BY YkEWIP TYPE 
k'll C i t i e s  

C i t y  

I D W  
ikB'LER 
INDEENDENCE 
I3NE 
ISLRND CiN 
mxsONv!u 
JETE3SCN 
JW DAY 
JfltlNSUN CITY 
JCRiXlN VflL 
JDSEW 
JUIUCTIOK CIf Y 
KEIZER 
f(IluS CITY 
KLRWH FRLLS 
FRFR'ILTE 
AWE 
M E  OSWEW 
'LCIESIDE 
!AFJ I Eli 
EaRWh 
LEXIKSTOX 
LIFCL~ CITY 
L M E  REEK 
:DM CREE3 
LOSTIkE 
-OMEL 
LYD?US 
.vm34s 
WL!N 
MIZFINITR 
MWIMVILLE 
M t T O R D  
ECERRILL 
r n c i L I U S  
MIL CITY 
i*ILLE%BURG 
YILTON FREFdTER 
S!LSIFKIKIZ 
WOLFlii  
XMlkiT9 
wa'rlmx 
r?J 40 

t l t i l i t y  Gwned Crty Dwnel, C i t y  Oknad 
and Faint aired L t i l i t y  Yaintalned ano irairtainea --- --- --- --------- 
s % $ % $ t 

-- -- - ----- --- ------- 

2 2. M 
246 6. EX 

2,217 3. 4% 
Q Q. $% 

394 a. 4% 
73 236% 

156 2. ?% 
:, 343 :i.Z$ 

Z 2.2% 
%!A {A 

b 6.2% 
4 3  ;. 61 

! 2,432 22.5% 
I6b 6. :i 

4,965 4 x  2s 
:, E?h 6.7% 

:a, 624 ;4. alr 
i3,631 ;:.Vk 

55 2.6% 
i,aiL 7. i% 
2,983 3.5% 

a B. E'A 
:, 312 1.F% 

2 ill. B% 
984 ;;. 8% 
2 B .  J i  
6 5. @ %  
s3 5.3'4 
:43 a, 9% 
18 a. 3 

2 8.2% 
8 8. I?% 

14,433 5.5$ 
378 5. IZ% 
2e 4. a$ 

2,743 :5.;.% 
6i7 Zn:% 
0 a. 8% 

i2,427 13. E% 
4. *:a 1 ;. 3 

3 F , Y X  
24 8.5% 

ir a. P% 

2,9'57 
2.5E5 

-,a 843 
, l  

2;?2 
4, sa? 

v . >[,f! 
A*:- 

7, :5z 
:7,?15 
:, 2 3  
:, 7 2  
3, :92 

25. i2a 
45,4; 

3 :*c2 +, ,"- - 
123,522 
1 4 3 3  

72,a'3% 
2E8, 257 

f * 95E. 
i5,.22i: 
75,357 
:, =zit 

125,422 
- ST *.d 

s 224 -, -h.- 

; ,243 
i , e 3  
5,562 
,5,132 
3,653 
7,764 
it* B:4 
22,378 
7,4:5 
:, :a4 

;a, 257 
;:, $75 

7.577 
235,779 
35,:5c 





ClhNUFIL STREETLIERT EXPWDITYRE BY UWERSkiIP TYPE 
Ri! C i t i ~  

City 

SXLVERiON 
SISTERS 
SRiNGFIEiD 
S T W I E L D  
S R Y T U N  
ST. HaENS 
ST. W L  
SUBl!ln.ITY 
SL1MEW!LLE 
SU!!TER 
5mtIERL:N 
SWEET HWZ 
TREW 
THE D U E S  
:!earn 
T l u m  
fn = 
4 uLDO 
n l M T ! N  
KRNER 
GWITILIR 
UqIDN 
ilNXTY 
#ti 
V M C )  
aLD!XJRT 
WOWC)  
MR4ENTON 
i#xo 
ljRXRL00 
E S T  LIMY 
k iSTW 
h%EEiER 
MI'~MINR 
WILONVILLE 
'IIINSTOFi 
WOOD V I L r n E  
MODWRN 
YflZhflTS 
YAK4ILL 

Uti l i ty  Owned City Dww, City Cined 
andllaintained L4ilityYaintained andMaintair;d W e  Cfii?s?s 

-- T5ta! 
% % % % 0 % $ .,' Do: l ars - - - - - -- - ---- --- ------- 

2. '2% i.43 
NFI hi7 
0. E% 0 
a. 0% 666 
0.0% 2,635 
B. 6% 3,746 
6. # 31 
a. @% 909 
a. 0% 322 
8. @% 5:7 
0.0% 1,712 
8.0% 1,459 
8.2% 467 
'a. 8% Q 
8.8% 12,391 
8.0% 3r 
@. Q% 6,519 
a. er 3,497 
8.8% 1,721 
B.W t, 3!8 
e. eg 2 ,  $33 
a. a% ,M 
a. er ~9 
b. $% 8 
@. 2% 1, asa 
0.0% 9 
1.21 325 
a. e% 26 
z. @% 73 
8.6% 23,481 
9. P% 125 
a. 0% a 
0.0% 725 
8.3% 28,598 
8.1% 326 
d. 8% 1,724 
a. '2% ! 3 , 4 3  
a. a% 174 
0. a% 155 - -- 
6.6% $l,BZh,Y6 

Note: NFI indicates not available. 



T A R E  II-C. 1 

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICFITORS 
Sorted In FIlohabetical h e r  

City 

tun41 R 
FIW 
C1DRIM 
FiLBtW 
PdITY 
ARLINGTON 
rtstLRND 
ffiTORIFI 
R m  
lWltSVIUE 
PUROM 
WER 
BRNWN 
ws 
SFIRLOW 
WY CITY 
EMRTON 
ENIb 
r n Z A  
BlxMNsvILLE 
BURNS 
Bull€ FRUS 
CCINBV 
cMNoNBERCH 
CFlNVON CITY 
CRNYONVILLE 
CCIRLTON 
CRW JUJCTIaN 
LENTWL POINT 
CHILWIN 
LLFITSKANIE 
mBuN 
COLUMBICI CITY 
OWJDMJ 
COOS WY 
m 1 L L E  
WRMELILIS 
CORWILLIS 
WTTRGE GROVE 
MM: 
C R E W  
DFlLLCIS 
mvTON 
DFIWIUE 
EWE MY 

Total Dollars 
Total Road Per 

haulation Dollars Miles C a ~ i t a  --- 

560 
245 
1 55 

27,988 
1,048 
458 

15,660 
9,028 

955 
1, @a 
525 

9,498 
2,356 
4% 
18Q 

1, lee 
33. SSB 
18, BB8 

325 
1,255 
2, a30 
4% 

7,758 

618 
1,270 
1,270 
1,158 
6,740 
na 

1,690 
658 
758 
720 

14.695 
4,220 
5.858 
41,588 
7,898 

530 
1,095 
4 9 3  
1-39 

285 
825 

hundred 
Dollars 

Per Mile 



STEETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICClTORS 
Wed I n  AlPhabetical Order 

City 

DETROIT 
WNW) 

WFUR 
WNDEE 
MINES CITY 
W M  
'EIGLE WIMT 
ECHO 
RGIN 
ENTERPRISE 
ESTWWi 
EUGENE 
FRIRVIEW 
F W S  CITY 
FLORENCE 
FOREST 6AOOE 
~OSSIL 
GCIRIBCYDI 
GFISTON 
WTES 
ERRHRRT 
GERVIIIS 
GLrnTONE 
GlEMmE 
liOU) H I U  
E M S  PI IS  
GRASS VFILLM 
GRSHRn 
'4INES 
WLFwY 
MLSEY 
l-wwND 
?FlRRISBURG 
HnIX 
XMR 
HEMISTON 
HILLSBORO 
H I E S  
HllOD RIVER 
wmRD 
WN-r I #TON 
IOFINHCl 
IMELER 
INDEPEMWllCE 
IOK 

Total Dollars 
Total Road Per 

Pooulaticm Dollars Miles Caoita --- 

Hundred 
Dollars 

Per H i l e  



City 

ISLRND C I T Y  
JmSONVIUE 
m m  
JOHN MY 
J O W  CITY 
J O M  VAL 
J m  
JUNCTION CITY 
KE I ZER 
KING c I n  
KLRMRTH FRLLS 
LRFRVETTE 
IFIGWDE 
LAKE OSWEGO 
LAKESIDE 
LClKEVIEW 
LELWON 
LEXINGTON 
LINCW CITY 
LONE m 
LON6 CREEK 
LISSTIK 
L O W  
LYONS 
IrlRDw 
MIXIN 
MNZFINITR 
#CWIMNuILLE 
PlEDFORD 
ERRILL 
ETOLIUS 
MILL CITY 
MILLERSBURG 
HILTON FREEWRTER 
MILWIE  
MOLku 
raOHMWTH 
mNROE 
nom 
PIT. WEL 
PIT. VERNON 
MYRTLE C R E K  
KYRTLE POINT 
MD1FILEn 
NEWBEffi 

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICClTORS 
Sorted I n  Rlnhabetical Order 

Total Dollars 
Total Road Per 

Population Dollars Miles Caoita --- 

Hundred 
Dollars 

P e r  Mile 



STREETLIGHT EXKMIITURE INDICRTORS 
Sorted In fllphabetical Order 

City 

W R T  
NORTH BEND 
NORTH PLFlINS 
NORTH WUDER 
NVm 
WLfWD 
OCU(RID6E 
OHTMIO 
OREBIN CITY 
PMDLETON 
PHILMTH 
PHOENIX 
PILOT ROCK 
P O R M D  
WERS 
PlWIRIE CITY 
PRESWrr 
PRINEVILLE 
MINIER 
REDIIO1Jw 
RM)SWRT 
RIWLRND 
RIDDLE 

ROGUE RIVER 
ROSEBURG 
SALEM 
W Y  
slmmsE 
!XI0 
S c m s  HILL 
S I D E  
SEECCI 
WDY WVE 
SHERIW 
SHERWMlD 
SILnZ  
SILVERTON 
SISTERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
ST W I E L D  
STClYTON 
ST. HELENS 
ST. PFKll 
5UBLIMlTY 

Total Dollars 
Total Road Per 

Population Dollars Miles Capita --- 

Hundred 
Do1 lars 

Per Rile 



STREETLIGHT EXPEhDITURE lNDICRTORS 
Sorted In Fllnhabet ~ c a l  Order 

City 

swII#ERVILE 
W T E R  
SUTHERIN 
SlAETHOHE 
TALENT 
THE DFILI-ES 
TIGaRD 
TIURmKIK 
TOLFW 
W T I N  
TURNER 
M T I U F I  
MIM1 
UNITY 
w 
MNETfl 
W W R T  
wow 
WRRRNON 
WllSCO 
WCITERLDO 
WEST L I M  
KSTOH 
MEELER 
UILLRnIM 
WILSONVILLE 
WINSTON 
WOOD V I L M  
WDODBURN 
YClCHFlTS 
YMHIU 

Total Dollars Hundred 
Total Road Per Do1lal-s 

Population Dollars Miles Caoita Per Mile ---- 
155 1,663 
150 2,686 

4, 32@ 36,981 
61 886 56,216 
2,660 la %a 
la, sea ~ ~ ~ 6 1  
20,250 93,319 
31 925 27,540 
3,275 48,498 
18,350 %, 259 
1,210 11,589 
21 gwl 21,658 
2, la 0,835 

1 lJl 68 1 
1,670 13.851 
2,335 7, 
1,590 12,859 
810 5,640 

2,4E 18,481 
445 361 
210 1,915 

12,958 145,231 
730 7,758 
J5a 4* 1% 

1,785 18,333 
3,780 67,519 
3,388 16,868 
2,595 14,760 
11,700 88,159 

560 5,423 
650 6,728 

1,5E0,885 %10,159,#7 

8.23 
2.82 
10.04 
12.48 
11.38 
14.e 
10.58 
11.59 
21.19 
21.75 
9.07 
7.51 
2.95 

NFI 
7.57 
4.43 
7. M 
6.00 
4.31 
a. 49 
5.27 
16.96 
6.78 
6.43 
15.66 
6.35 
12.81 
21.36 
ie. aa 
5.61 
10.17 - 

Note: NCI indicates m t  available. 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICIITORS 
Sorted b lkscendino Pooulation 

C i ty  

WRTLRND 
NGENE 
NEW 
m o m  
CORVCWIS 
SPRINGFIELD 
G R E W  
BEFMRTON 
HIUSBORO 
m y  
M E  OSWEW 
TIMRD 
KEIZER 
END* 
W I L W I E  
KlMM F U S  
ROSEBURG 
FISHLF#JD 
GIWNTS 
mmINNVILLE 
CWS EClY 
ORESON CITY 
m O N  
WEm L I W  
LRGM 
FOREST G R M  
WOClDWRlJ 
EMBERG 
THE M S  
TUFllRTlN 
LEBFINON 
MRMISlON 
RSTORIFI 
GLClDsTONE 
M A R I O  
M R  
NORTH 
DI#LRS 
MWWRT 
r n B Y  
ST. HELENS 
WTTFIGE G M  
SWEET r n E  
CENTW POINT 
RUMOND+ 

Total 
Total Total Road 

Pooulation Dollars Liahts Hiles --- 

Do1 l a r s  Hundred 
Per Dol lars 

Capita Pw Mi le  -- 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDIMTORS 
Sorted By Descending Pooulat ion 

City 

LINCrn CITY 
MILTON FREEHA1 
PRIMILLE 
mTH 
SiRSIDE 
Sf LVERTON 
WRNRIffi 
REEDSPORT 
STNTON 
FLOAENCE 
HDOD RIVER 
SUTHERLIN 
rn1LLE 
INwpoIIDoI(cE 
TIUR6W30K 
UILSONVIUE 
WRIDGE 
WDY 
S C w  
YINSTON 
TW-EMI 
mRnE CREEK 
M W  
JUNCTION CITY 
E l U E  MINT 
W T I U  
M. WGEL 
MYSSFl 
BURNS 
W I E W  
WATLE POINT 
SHERUWD 
TRLENT 
PHILO#FITH 
WOM) VILI-RGE 
PHOaJI X 
WRENTON 
SHERIDRN 
MNETR 
BMlnaN 
WDRRS 
UNION 
ENTERPRISE 
JCICKSWILLE 
JOW MY 

Total Dollars Hundred 
Total Total Road Per Dollars 

Paoulaticm Dollarr Liohts Miles Caoita Per Wile ----- 



STEETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICRTORS 
Sorted By Descemlinq Pooulation 

City 

ESTRCCIDCI 
CRESWaL 
EAIRUIEU 
WRRISBUAG 
KING CITY 
WILLCWrlINC\ 
ELGIN 
HUBBCLRD 
JEFFERSON 
MATSKRNIE 
VIllE 
STWIELD 
PILOT m 
WFllDWRT 
WINIER 
H i l l  CITY 
WWILLE 
HINES 
ROGUE RIVER 
SUBLIWITV 
UKESIM 
DFIYTON 
IEPPNER 
D U N E  
WRTW 
CC#tY!lNuILLE 
B!?RWSVILLE 
cwoNw 
LRFRVETTE 
TURNER 
W D Y  cwE 
R o c K M Y  
JOSEPH 
WNES CITY 
WVE JUNCTION 
PlKlIRIE CITY 
RIDDLE 
BF\Y CITY 
GF1RIrnDI 
WITY 
SILETZ 
ERRWRT 
F i T W  
NORTH PLClINS 
GOU) HILL 

Total 
Total Total Road 

Population Dollars Liohts Miles --- 
16,881 
11,365 
11.w 
13,078 
2,299 
18,333 
18,858 
16,420 
7,855 
4,606 
13,851 
12,320 
14,175 
12,859 
14,046 
18,237 
11,w 
10,047 
10.496 
18,953 
9,856 
9,934 
8.442 
10,164 
12.078 
7,489 
9.419 
13,041 
12,359 
1 1,589 
2, il l  
16,356 
3,192 
5,728 
3.879 
$a 
8, 520 
10,360 
6, 
10,791 
5, Re7 
8,691 
12,534 
5,606 
6,190 

Dollars Hundred 
Per Dollars 

Capita Per Nile -- 



TFIBLE I I-C. 2 

EiTK!3LIGCIT EXPENDITURE INDICCITORS 
Sorted By Descending Pooulation 

City 

LYONS 
M D  
MERRILL 
DEPOE MY 
MUM 
FRUS CITY 
WUERS 
CHILWIN 
W L W I C I  CITY 
6ERVFlIS 
SISTERS 
UESTDN 
I S M  CITY 
mm 
WRHFL# 
GLENME 
LOWELL 
HRLW 
YAIIOIILL 
WBUffi 
,MLIN 
M. VERNON 
WON CITY 
ECHO 
SCIO 
YKHblTS 
r n I  R 
GFlSTDN 
HUNTINGTON 
WFUR 
%IUERSBURG 
CWE 
F m I L  
RUmm 
w m  
WTES 
EYINZMITR 
BRNHS 
tsONROE 
#ETcLIUS 
NORTH WMR 
BUTTE FClllS 
FIRLIffiTON 
WIISW 
JDRDW VFH. 

Total 
Total Total Road 

Population Dollars Liuhts Miles --- 

Dollars hundred 
Per Dollars 

Caaita Per Nile -- 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS 
Sorted @ Descerdinq Pooulation 

City 

W Y  
r n R O I T  
W i FiES 
JDHNSCN CITY 
WEELER 
IONE 
I D W  
ST. PFLUL 
M Z f l  
#Om 
I W E R  
W]NCLU) 

SEECFL 
sculls HILL 
IwW 
LONG CREEU 
*HALE# 
LEXINGTON 
LOSTINE 
UCITERLDO 
MYVILLE 
RICHLRND 
GRRSS V M E Y  
HELIX 
ClDRIW 
SU##ERVIUE 
SUWTER 
UNITY 
WRWJ 
PRESWTT 
LUNE ROCK 

Total Dollars Hundwd 
Total Total Road Per hllars 

Population Dollars Linhts Isiles Caoita Per Mile ----- 
39 3 
n a 
3a 7 
36 1 
42 6 
44 5 
30 6 
43 3 
42 7 
41 7 
22 4 
35 3 
13 3 
23 7 
28 4 
48 4 
55 5 
31 5 
16 4 
18 4 
27 3 
19 3 
25 4 
a 2 
13 2 
13 2 
21 10 
8 NFL 

16 1 
a 2 
3 2 
- - 

113,i?98 8,2% 

Note: NFI indicates not available. 



STREETLIGHT EXPMDINRE IMDICRTORS 
Sorted By Descending Dollars Per Caoita 

City 

PRESWTT 
F U E ' i F I  
H I U E W R G  
LON6 CREEK 
WILmvILLE 
SUWTER 
DFlWILLE 
LINWLN CITY 
DETROIT 
CIflLINGTON 
W Z W I T R  
BRRLOW 
ST. PFIUL 
TOLEDO 
FWROWI 
CClNYliN CITY 
ROCKRWFlY 
KILWCWKIE 
CITHOJR 
W W  
MIBURG 
CHILMXIIN 
W S  
HILL C I N  
M E l E R  
NORTH WUDER 
M n L I u Q  
GRRSS V#LM 
WFUR 
U W Y  
ECHO 
WRTLE POINT 
WEST LIMN 
hIiLSBoR0 
SCFIPWOSE 
m N  mt! 
Ha1 X 
X I 0  
HF#W 
r n N Z F l  
GLEHDCYE 
MAO 
SUMHEW I U E  
KSTON 
MT. VERNON 

Total Dollars Hundred 
Total Road Per Dollars 

Pooulation Dollars Miles Caoita Per Mile 
- - ---- 



TRBLE I I -C.3  

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICRTORS 
Sorted h k c e n d i n s  Dollars Per Ca~ita 

Total Dollars Hundred 
Total Road Per Dollars 

City Population Dollars H i l ~  Caoita Per Mile - --- 

BEFlVERTON 
M I T Y  
YRWCiIU 
CIIUMINFI 
ELGIN 
FIm 
LaFRYETTE 
InetER 
WWILLE 
YFlCHllTS 
TUMH 
RSTIIR!FI 
CRRLTON 
ST. hELM 
LAKEVIFrl 
BRV CITY 
GERVFlIS 
W T  IffiTDN 
HUBBClRD 
SCIhDY 
THE D U E S  
mRS 
WFITERLW 
RRLClTIN 
OREGON CITY 
KWORT 
RFIINIER 
SERSIDE 
W T D N  
W1Mm 
tlfuNES 
KRRILL 
W W  
J!ltiN mv 
mW]N 

GRESM 
PILOT m 
GEAMRT 
LRKE awEm 
I DFINHCl 
MIRTH BEND 
SilTHERLId 
OCIKRIDGE 
rnL'J!BIR CITY 
GRRNTS PFISS 

33,933 
1,040 
El0 

1,785 
1,765 
245 

1,240 
296 

4,220 
w 

1,218 
9,826 
1,270 
7.260 
23 755 
1,160 
745 
555 

1,7M 
3.530 
la, see 

775 
218 

10.356 
14,508 
8,356 
1,566 
5, jaa 

!%GI 
525 
3% 
845 
728 

1,985 
728 

57.M 
1,630 
1,008 
24,2@8 

345 
9,135 
4,320 
3,588 
756 

15,333 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS 
Sorted By Desxndina Dol la rs  Per Caoita 

To ta l  D o l l a r s  Hundwd 
Tota l  Road Per h l i a r s  

C i t y  Pooulation Do l l a rs  Mi les  Caoita Per Mile - ---- 

ESTrnDa 
M f E S  
wm 
VCKE 
SWaT HOME 
JUNCTION CITY 
W R I D W  
WffiVILLE 
r n o N D *  
PEWLETQN 
SUBLIMITY 
RIDDLE 
KINROE 
MIDPORT 
WOODBURN 
BROidNSVI LLE 
S ILWRTON 
WRRENTON 
HfxFUflY 
L E W  
S T M I M  
HINES 
WNDEE 
R I M  
PR I NEV ILLE 
COVE 
RDSEBURG 
ROGUE RIVER 
ENTERPRISE 
M T I U  
BUTTE F M S  
WRTLRND 
DFIYTW 
MRRISBURG 
W W D  
WTTFlfiE 6RaE 
TIUWOOH 
WCILLMJCI 
WEER6 
BEND+ 
LFIKESIDE 
DWK 6AY 
mTTs #ILL 
GOU) HILL 
FOSSIL 



STREmIGHT EXPENDIillRE INDICATORS 
Sorted Ely Descendinp Dollars Per Caoita 

City 

ERIE  POINT 
m w  
SSILM 
WILCMTH 
f M L w D  
WfM 
r n I R  
ISLRND CITY 
LYONS 
REEDSPORT 
STCIYTDN 
LEXINGTON 
NORTH PLClINS 
GFIRIBCKDI 
FnIRVIRJ 
tNITY 
FLORENCE 
I ONE 
COWSELIUS 
LONE ROCK 
HZPPhlER 
CRESiL  
K L W T H  FFIUS 
iMMDE 
W I N  
SILc72 
ADRIAN 
SENEM 
CRNYONVILLE 
INMPENOCXE 
MYRTLE CREH 
m. RNGU 
W R V U I S  
WWD V I L W  
nETaLIUS 
JRCKSONVIUE 
u 
LOST IlvE 
FClllS CITY 
MEOFORD 
CEMW WINT 
NYSSFl 
m u m m  
PRRIRIE GITY 
OKTFIRIO 

Total Dollars Hundred 
Total Road Per Dollars 

Population Dollars Niles Ca~ita Per Mile - --- 
12 6.69 16.63 
78 6.67 :2.63 

463 6.65 i3.58 
13 6.63 13.21 
8 6.59 6.64 

13 6.52 7.91 
3 6.52 14.44 
6 6.42 7,% 

18 6 . e  5.3 
21 6.39 14.M 
23 6.38 13.24 
5 6.35 3.26 
8 6.33 7.21 

1% 6 . 1  6.50 
i2 6.31 id. ;0 
M 6.13 1M 
31 6.10 9.22 
5 6.17 4.45 

24 6.15 13.93 
2 6.12 8.65 

'14 6.10 6.19 
ia 6.ea la. ss 
104 5.97 '3.38 
71 5.96 16.27 
5 5.89 7.43 
9 5.84 6.9 
2 5.04 4.64 
3 5.84 5.59 
I0 5.83 7.55 
31 5.G@ 7.79 
16 5.77 11.45 
la 5.74 17. id 
166 5.69 14.28 

7 5.69 Z . 2 6  
7 5.69 3.73 

15 5.67 7.33 
43 5.63 :1.52 
4 5.58 3.53 

11 5.50 3.W8 
la3 5 .  12. !3 
37 5.25 3.57 
19 5. i l  7 . 63  
63 5.a5 7.93 
8 5.44 7. tE 

56 5.83 8.46 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE IhiDICCITORS 
Sorted By Descendinc Dollars Per Caoita 

Total 9ollars Hundred 
Total 9oaa Per DoiZars 

City - Po~ulation Doilars Miles Caoita Per Mile 
-- -- -- -- 

WINSTON 
WNES CITY 
J M  CITY 
PHllENI X 
TI WRD 
JEFFERSON 
UNION 
TRENT 
WDSTM 
J O W  WL 
vwm 
BRKER 
HOOD RIVER 
CUTWIE 
JOSEPH 
Mowm 
CRVE JUNCTION 
LOblELL 
SPRINGFIELD 
BJANS 
KEIZER 
SHFUlY WE 
CClNBY 
FOREST GROVE 
MCMI WILFE 
MILTON FREEWXR 
KING CITY 
WHLW 
iiKiuJ 
GJGENE 
SISTERS 

16,868 
5.728 
1,863 
11,075 
33,319 

7,055 
8,035 

I@. 568 
37.637 
1,721 
7,968 

ea. ea 
13.108 
4,636 
3,192 
14,635 
3, a79 
1,026 
99.343 
6,675 
46,428 
2, l li 
13,563 
i7.340 
20,0i4 
7,677 
2, ,299 

16.1'93 
36 1 

76,306 
?$I 

Rte: Nfl xndicates pot availahie. 



SIRETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICRTGRS 
Sorted Ey Descending iiundred h i l a r s  Per #i le 

Total i)ol!ars Huvared 
Total Road Per %liars 

City Po~ula t ion  Dollars Miles 9;aoifa Fer $ile - - - ----- 

PILOT liDCK 
M I L W I E  
~ ~ L L S B o m  
BECWERTON 
m s  
G R E W  
LWE E E G O  
W T I N  
WOOD V I L L M  
TOLEW 
ST. HELENS 
RLWY 
IriT. VERNON 
SCRPPWSE 
LINCatN C I T Y  
GRANTS PFISS 
ST. PFKlL 
MYRTLE WINT 
WOODBURN 
WWILLE 
WClYElTE 
OREGON CITY 
FlSTORIR 
i4ixIXU 
MT, kMEL 
OURHAW 
WEST LIMY 
ROGLE RIVER 
WSJ! LLE 
ERGLE WIYT 
WRORR 
LRKEVIEW 
WILLfld!W 
S ILVERTON 
F I T W  
SEcIsIDE 
WRTLFIND 
REEDSPIIAT 
WRMJ 
HUBBIRD 
RDFII R 
RE DCllLES 
~!LL CITY 
WRUFIUIS 
NELJBE W 



STREFILIGHT EXPENDiTgAE INDICGTOHS 
Sorted By ikscendinq tiwidred DolLam Per Mile 

Total '301 lays ?inared 
Total Rcad Fer 3o;;ars 

City Pooulation Dollam W i l ~  Ca;rita Per kiie - - - ---- 

SUBLIMITY 
M Y V I L L E  
JOHNSON CITY 
suil 
GLENME 
WElDLETON 
NORTH bEHD 
STAYTON 
PHILCMTH 
MILLERSBURG 
CORNELlUS 
P~WNIX 
PEaRILL 
U INSTON 
IjFlKRIOSE 
LONG CREEK 
NEWDRT 
WNND 
SCIO 
GFiSTON 
m MY 
WRTON 
SWEET HCM 
WTTffiE GROVE 
lgEDFORD 
SHERIW 
rnSEUR6 
JW3CTIMJ CITY 
WINIEil 
JDhrJ OlSY 
FIMCIiEY 
PRESCOTT 
WLLffi 
TILLWWK 
GERVFIIS 
MYRTLE CREEK 
TALENT 
COBURG 
lXlYTON 
ECHO 
PRINEVIUE 
W D Y  
C R E S W  
NORTH WWDER 
ELGlN 



STHEETLIMT EXPEMITilRE INDICFITORS 
Sorted Ey tkcending Hurdred Dollam Per Mile 

Tata! D o i l a ~  Hundred 
Total Road Per h l l a r s  

City Pooulation Dollars Files Caoita Rr Pile - - - -- --- 
TIrnRD 
SHERWOOD 
BUlTE FRLLS 
MIN 
LFlGRRNM 
STWIM 
CWYON CITY 
YRPltlIU 
m m  
FRIRVIEU 
ESTCICRDFl 
SUTHERLIY 
KLRPWTH FXLS 
K!D+ 
Fs3&% 
CFLNNIiN BEACH 
CHILWUIN 
CEMTRFlL POINT 
HINES 
I a F I M Y  
RORENCE 
TURNER 
DETROIT 
HRLSEY 
DUFilR 
GLRETONE 
UYTRRIO 
HELIX 
SuHRERVItLE 
HClRRISBURG 
ENTEFPRISE 
f4Enmw 
HERMISTDN 
ISLAND CITY 
MDM 
WNm 
IlYDEPENMNCE 
MTES 
RIDDLE 
N Y W  
MUPORT 
mDON 
WLE 
MFITIUR 
M L I N  



TRBLE I I - C .  4 

STREETLIGHT EX3ENillTURE INDICGTORS 
Sorted By Descending kurdwd 3ollars Per Wiie 

Total Dollars Hundwd 
Total Road Per k l l a r s  

City Population Dollars Riles Caoita 9w mi;e 

LAKESIDE 
IMELER 
JRCKSONVILLE 
CFWYONVILLE 
WRTH PLAINS 
BRY CITY 
P8RIRIE CITY 
SILETZ 
KEIZER 
ROCKRWCLY 
WLLOW 
KSTON 
WKLRND 
GFIRIBRIDI 
CI3LUMBIFI CITY 
WHEELER 
ADm 
MONROE 
WILSWIUE 
mwm 
HUNTINSTON 
HEPPMER 
6ERRttFIRT 
61#D HILL 
CWE 
BRUUNSVILLE 
t6R14#OND 
JEFFERSON 
F)RLI;%TON 
YFICHFlTS 
SNEER 
SPRINGFIELD 
iYDNS 
MWZWITCI 
RICHLCldD 
BONWZfl 
MTEXW 
Mom 
IDCINHCl 
HFlINES 
GRASS VRLLEY 
CLRTSKCIMIE 
FOSIL 
IN 
DEW€ M Y  



STRFTL!GHT EXPEMITURE INDIWTORS 
Sorted By Descending Hundred Dollars Per Pile 

Total ilollaw HunZred 
Total Road Per Dollars 

City Powlation Dollars nil= Oaoita Per Tile 

WNETR 2.535 7,960 
WClRRENTON 2,475 18,481 
FOREST GROVE 11,750 17.340 
HWlD RIVER 4,498 13, 188 
RDRICllJ 155 905 
WNWN 720 6,288 
JORDW VRL 445 1,721 
F W S  CITY 786 4,293 
METMIE 455 2,584 
LETINE 240 1,348 
LEXINGTON 2 4  1,524 
WR 9,490 28,025 
KIN6 CITY 1, 030 '1, 299 
UNION 2,120 6,835 
JOSEirH 1,170 3.192 
W S  CITY 1,176 5,728 
LOWELL 705 1.826 
RILTON FREEIJRTER 5,SB 7,677 
SUWTER 150 2,686 
WHY 7,756 13,589 
CFlM JUNCTIW 1,150 3,879 
MCMIFPIVILLE 15,175 a, 814 
SCOTT5 MIAL 255 1,757 
BURNS 2,838 6,675 
FISHLRND 15,668 16.1il9 
EUGENE 106,168 76,306 
%MY cm 1.190 2, 111 
LONE ROCK 25 153 
WCISW 445 36 1 
UNITY 110 681 
SISTERS 740 NR 

TISTRL 1,520.0R 910,159,607 

Note: NCL indicates not available. 



STREETLIGHT EXPMDITURE C-YTS 
Bv City 

City 

EWOY Rental L Maintenance Poles 

s % s % s % -- -- 
Total 

D o l l a ~  

mIR* 
FlDRMS 
FIORIfINf 
WNYH 

MITY 
CIRLI STON 
ClSCllRND 
CiSTDRIR 
F I m  
FWlWVIUE 
FKImRa 
H!ER 
wWN+ 
WMS 
MRLW 
my CITY* 
BERVERTDN 
rn 
m z F I  
bAOWN5VILLE 
wmus 
bOTTE F U S  
M B Y  
CRW BEwI 
CWYUN CITY 
CCINYONVILLE 
WALTON 
St% JUNCTION 
WYTRiX MINT 
CHILOWIN 
CLClTSWIE 
mwm 
MLUWBIFI CITY 
w m  
rn BRY 
CpWlILtE 
mUNEL1US 
WRVUIS++ 
rnTTffiE GROVE 
MVE 
CRESWEU. 
Wffi 
OClY TON 
W W I  L E  
DEWE B R Y H +  

NFI 
1, 

NCI 
131,179 
4, ,353 
4, is 

0 
20,676 
4,285 
4,315 
3,296 

0 
NCI 

2,247 
764 

NCI 
105,678 
57,498 
1,672 
4,200 
4,894 
1,371 

8 
5,066 
5,677 
3,461 
5,466 

0 
13,320 
3,388 

0 
2,775 
2,111 

HCt 
41,117 
20,434 
10,157 
183,735 
17,119 
2,532 
5,143 
19,006 
4,419 
2,258 
4,897 

NFI 
6.60% 

W 
3. &% 
i2.73 
0.34% 
a. @a% 
10.55% 
2.17% 
6.56% 
2.44% 
0.09% 

NFI 
6.78% 
a. 00% 

lvFl 
34.10% 

1.65% 
a. 00% 
1.m 
16.3% 
2.24% 
0.00% 
2.47% 
11.22% 
0.53 
3.54% 
0. Bar 
3.94% 
7.11% 
a. 00% 
1.81% 
1.99% 

N11 
1.56% 
1.6% 
17.52% 
2.96% 
7.50% 
12.68% 
2.1% 
4.57% 
3.09% 

1 0. 45% 
2.46% 



STREETLI&T EXPENDITURE CC#WNMTS 
By City 

Energy Rental & bintenam Pales 

City 

3ETROIT+ 
30NFlI-n 
DLWM 
WNDEE 
w s  CITYW 
WRHCYI 
E M E  WINT 
ECHO 
EL61N 
ENTEWRISE 
ESTFlGRW 
EUGENE 
FCIIAVIEU 
FRUS CITY 
FLOREKE*++ 
FORST GROK 
FDSSIL* 
mff iBFIUI+ 
GASTON 
GRTES 
GECIMRT 
E M I S  
GLRDSTONE 
RWDFKE: 
G[KD HILL 
GRMTS PClSS 
GRCISS V W  
GRESHFIM 
MINES 
W W Y *  
mSEY 
HCLm 
WRRISBURG 
E L I  X 
HEPPNER* 
HMISTON 
HILLSBOR13 
HISS 
M U D  RIVER 
:-RIBgCIRI) 

HUNT INGTW 
INN 
IHBLER 
!UEENDENCE 
IN* 

HFI 
49.26% 

NCI 
41.481 
1L 16% 
68.68% 
51.45% 
5s. 91% 
18.19% 
47.62% 
53.30% 

100.80% 
56.74% 
68.98% 
10.99% 

1m. Q# 
NR 
M 

56.32% 
4 3  68% 
61.57% 
45.54% 
62.25% 
61.64% 
34.51% 
55.37% 
59.22% 
44.33% 
30.17% 

NCI 
78.99% 
62.70% 
68.26% 
57.85% 

NI1 
49.23% 
33.55% 
10.161 
74.52% 
45.22% 

r#J 
# 

25.96% 
56.92% 

rW 

Total 
Dollars 



TRBLE I I-D. 1 

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMWNENTS 
By Ci ty  

City 

Im CITY 
JWWNVILLE 
JEFFERSON 
JOW DAY 
JOHNSON CITY 
J a m  m* 
JOSEPH 
JUNCTI[]N CITY 
HEIZER 
K I M  CITY 
KLiIMTH FFlllS 
LIKRYETTE 
LRGRFINM 
'UKE OS1SE60 
LClKES 1Df.W 
LAKEVIEtl 
LEBwClNH 
LEX I NGTO,$h 
L ! W  CITY 
L M  ROCK* 
LON6 CREEK 
LOSTINE 
LOUaLr+r+ 
LYWS 
WDRCIS 
M L I N  
MZFINITW 
Fl2'lI NNVI'LE 
WEDFORD 
~ R R I L L  
mCiL1US 
N I L  CITY 
N I U R S W f f i  
NILTON FEEWTER* 
H I L W I E  
mmua 
!'!mimTH+ 
%KAOf: 
Mom 
NT. FYYGEL 
MT. VERNON 
WRTLE CREEK 
WYRTLE POINT 
HWEM 
NEWERG 

Energy Rental b Maintenance Poles 

$ % L % L % -- -- 
Total  

P o l l a l r  



STREEnIGHT EXPENDITURE CWllWNENTS 
By City 

City 

NRIWRT* 
NORTH BM) 
rmm PLRIW 
NORTH FWXR 
NYSSCI, 
!YMuiND 
OWRIDE 
OHTRRIO* 
0REm CITY 
PDJDLETON 
PHILanclni 
W E N 1  X 
PILOT ROCK 
=ORTLFIND 

- WIWERS 
PRCIIRIE CITY 
PRESWrr 
PRINEVIU 
RClINIER 
mm 
REEDSPOflTW 
RIMLRND+ 
RIDDLE 
mwy* 
fWE RIVER 
mffi 
SCllM 
9 N D Y  
SCClPWOSE 
XI0 
SCOTTS MILL  
SERSIM 
SEKCA 

M3M 
SHERIDAN 
N E W D  
SILETZ H+ 
S I  LERTON 
SISTERS* 
SPRINGFIELD 
STRNFIELD 
STRYTON 
ST. W 
ST. WL 
SUBLIMITY 

EWY Rental ldaintenance Poles 

$ % $ % $ % 
a-- -- 

68,269 
39,166 
2,847 
3,352 

N6i 
2, €60 

21,356 
w 

51,296 
5 1  

7,926 
6,725 
5,274 

779,556 
3,528 
5,565 
1,131 

6,784 
23,916 
24,813 

NR 
4,4493 

M 
4,166 

48, = 
229,511 

11,927 
16,558 
4,272 
1,261 

25,512 
I,= 

920 
8,693 
7,956 
4 i m  

16,601 
NCI 

51,323 
5,896 
9,987 

28,073 
2, lee 
5,429 

Total  
Dollars 



TClBLE I I-D. 1 

STREETLIGHT EXlXbQITURE COMPMNTS 
By City 

E m  Rental L Maintenance Poles 
Tot a1 

City % % % % S % Dollars -- --- 

SU)#ERVILLE 
W T E R  
SUTHERLIN 
S K n H O C E  
T m  
THE DCYIES* 
TIGRRD 
TIUW#H+ 
T- 
W T I N  
TIJIWER 
M T I U  
WION 
UYITY* 
WE*  
VMETm, 
lwxmT* 
WOWCl 
WRRMTON 
Imxi 
WTERLCla 
WEST LIHJ 
WESTON 
MEELEL 
UIUAnIMI 
UILSOMlILLE 
WINSTON 
m VIURSE 
mwRN 
Ymm 
Y ~ I U ~  

TOTK 

Not=: + There is insufficient information to break total expenditures into component costs. 
H The city is served by tm, utilities, one of which does not provide sufficient 

information to break total enpenditures into coaponent mts. 
* Energy cmpmmt of Lincoln PUD served cities might be artifically law. Energy 

charge based on 2W Watt energy only rate ($1.3/m) which euuals 1.5 centsIKW 
which is belaw the EWl wholesale rate. 

+m Rssuaes all lights are mounted on distribution type woad with no additional 
pole charge. 
NR indicates not available. 



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS 
5v Iltilifv 

Energy Rental & kaintenarme Pcles -- ------------ To~al 
Utilitv $ % 5 % 0 % Dcilarr, - - ---- -- ---------- 

P6E 
WK 
CENTM LINCOLi 
CP NRTIONClL 
SCllEM ELECTRIC 
NORM# lJFLSCO 
SOB 
IDRHO POWER 
T I W O O K  WD 
WEB 
LXNUERS PW;EA 
LRNE 
COLLMEIFI RIVER 
COLUMBICI BffiIN 
rnINNVILLE 
WIUW,4( 
FOREST GROVE 
WHLFWD 
i r lOWTH 
CRkBY 
MILTON FREEClClTER 
EslERCIiD WJD 
CLRTSKRNIE WD 
ENTFIFIL ELECTRIC 

32.40% $822,813 
4 . 8 7 2  113,152 
80.11% 3 ,669  
55.5m 29.438 
53.09% 13,6@3 

UR hR 
51.66% 3 

NFI !ifl 
NR kCI 

0. @@ B 
NR lvR 

70.5J% &id 
4 6 . 8 3  4,363 

,IrR M 
8. W% a 

MI M 
a. BBX 8 
0. Q0% 0 

NCI luR 
B. e~ 0 

Nfl k CI 
68.30% 8 
a. aWL 0 

kCI M 

13.63% 
3.8dX 
9.84% 

13.@a% 
i2,53% 

NFI 
0. @a% 

luQ 
NF; 

B. 08% 
Nfl 

2. L?5% 
16.17% 

NF) 
8. a@% 

hQ 
8. BUY* 
0.08% 

?M 
e. ea5 

k A 
e. ear 
8. mx 

HR 

Notes: NA indicates not avaiiable. 
NR* indicates available but cot included kwause 
cumuonent expeitures wew not avaiiable. 



CITY STREETLIGHT EXPOllDITURE INDICRTOliS 
by Dnnershio and Maintenance Rrrannements 

City 

r n I R  
CUI(YIS 
ADRIM 
Qmw 
MIN 
FIRLINGTIIN 
ClSTORICI 
R W  
ClWllSVIuE 
FYIROm 
m 
bRRLOW 
MY CITY 
BEFWERTON 
E N D  
WNCINZfl 
EROCHSVILLE 
Wms 
WllE F U S  
cRwNm 
WON CITY 
tXiNYUNV1 LLE 
MILTON 
CEh-rRFIL WIN 
CHILWUIN 
WWRG 
lluuBICI CITY 
MWS MY 
WMlILLE 
WWlYLIUS 
WRVCIUIS 
WTTFIGE GRWE 

M W E  
C R E W  
rw.H 
DFIYTON 
DFlWILLE 
EWE BFlY 
DETROIT 
W W  
DUFUR 
WNDEE 

Pooulat ion 

1882 
100% 
106% 
97% 
100% 
1w 
95% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
71% 
99% 
100% 
iw 
100% 
leerr 
100% 
leer 
leer 
1882 
100% 
1882 
1sPn 
iw 
100% 
79% 
56% 
98% 
leerr 
leerr 
100% 
1882 
86% 
leer 
100% 
leer 
100% 
lee% 
95% 

PRIrWRILY TYPE fi 

Tat a! 
Dollars 

Total 
Miles - 

nollars Hundred 
Per Doliars 

Caoita Per Niie -- ----- 



CITY STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE 1NI)ICCITOffi 
By [Irawrshio and Maintenance hrangements 

City 

DIMS CITY 
EMLE POINT 
ECHO 
EL6IN 
ENTERPRISE 
EST- 
FFLIRVIEU 
F W 5  CITY 
FLORENCE 
FOSSIL 
GFIRIMDI 
GCISTIIN 
WTES 
GERlWRKT 
6ERVCIIS 
GLENDM 
6W) HILL 
G M S  P&S 
Gm VWJY 
GREW 
HRIMS 
l u u = M Y  
tYKw 
HFYBWIND 
WRRIS0UR6 
HELIX 
I.IEPPNR 
HElWISTON 
HIUSIWRO 
HIES 
HOOD RIVER 
WWRD 
HUNTIffiTON 
I m  
I W R  
IND€PENWNCE 
10% 
I W  CITY 
JF1M(SONVILLE 
JEFFERSON 
JOHN OClV 
JoRoIwWY. 
J13SEPH 
JUllCTIaN CITY 

Population 

100% 
1w 
100% 
lw 
100% 
100% 
74% 
l?m 
I#% 
1w 
1m 
lw 
leeL 
lHH 
180% 
leer 
leer 
l?m 
100% 
72% 
1w 
leer 
leer 
1- 
leer 
1m 
108% 
leer 
94% 

leer 
98% 
1w 
1w 
l?m 
100% 
leer 
1w 
1w 
lee% 
leer 
188Z 
1- 
1w 
l?m 

Total 
Do1 1 ars 

Dollars Hunared 
Total Per D a l l a ~  
Miles Capita Per Mile --- 



TABLE II-E 

CITY STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS 
By Uunership and kintenance Arrangements 

City Population 

KEIZER 
HIf f i  CITY 
K L M T H  F!US 
L i W m - r E  
LfJ6RRNDE 
lAKESIOE 
W I E U  
LEBCLNON 
LEXINGTON 
LINWLN CITY 
LONE ROCK 
LON6 cm 
LOSTINE 
LWJaL 
LYONS 
WDRCIS 
lrlRCIN 
WZWITCI  
#RRIU 
ma1US 
M I L  CITY 
n I u R s w f f i  
M I L W I E  
w 
WONROE 
rmR0 
MT. #&EL 
KT. VERNON 
MYRTLE CREW 
WRTLE WINT 
NEWLEn 
N01BER6 
W R T  
NORTH BEND 
NORTH W I N S  
NORTH POWDER 
N Y H  
WKLRND 
ORKRIDE 
ONTFLRIO 
OREGON CITY 
PWKETW 
PHILrnTH 
PHWJIX 

96% 
63% 
74% 
99% 
1e0% 
109% 
109% 
1m 
lm 
leer 
100% 
leer 
10@% 
leex 
1881 
leer 
100% 
leer 
l$0% 
100% 
lm 
leer 
94% 
8% 
1m 
1m 
100% 
100% 
1m 
1m 
100% 
682 
leer 
1m 
leer 
100% 
1m 
leer 
leer 
9% 
91% 
99% 
leer 
1m 

Total 
Dol lars 

Total 
Miles - 

Dol lars Hundred 
Per Dollars 

Caoita Per F i l e  -- 



CITY STlEUl.IGHT EXPENDITURE INDICCITORS 
By m i p  and Maintenance hanger#nts 

City Population 

PlLOt m 
WRS 
PRIRIE CITY 
PRSCOTT 
PRINEVILLE 
WINIER 
ilamtwa 
REDSKIRT 
R I W  
RIDDLE 
f tocwWY 
ROGUE RIVER 
RasEwR6 
S U M  
SF1C(DY 
SCAPPDElSE 
SCIO 
m f f s  HILL 
SE&IDE 
SMEW 
SrnY m 
WER!M 
E:-tERMSID 
SILETZ 
SILVERTON 
SlSiERS 
STFWFIM 
STFIYTON 
ST. H U N S  
ST. PIWL 
yJBtI#ITY 
SUnnERVILLE 
SJNPTER 
SUTHE.%IN 
S E T  la! 
T m  
TilE D U E S  
TIHm 
TlLFAMOOK 
MLWl 
IRNER 
UMTILLFI 
WIcirJ 
UNITY 

Total 
Ibllars 

Do1 lars 
Total Per 
Riles Capita -- 

Hundred 
Dollars 

Per #i le  

49.85 
9.83 
7.68 
11.66 
11.@ 
11.95 
8.413 
14.88 
5.32 
7.75 
6.83 

16.93 
12.11 
13.3 
11.01 
19.64 
12.71 
2.52 
15.23 
5.54 
1.54 
12.18 
10.57 
6. Se 
1s. 64 

MCI 
10. am 
13.24 
28.06 
18.87 
13.71 
a. a 
2.02 
la. n 
12.40 
11.30 
14.42 
10.58 
11.59 
21. :9 
9.07 
7.51 
2.95 
NCI 



City  

CITY STl?ElLIWT EXPENDITURE INDICRTORS 
M e d  by Ownmhio and Raintenarae firranoements 

b o u l a t  ion 
Tyoe 
3 

Tyoe 
C 

Total 
Dollars 

Total  
ai l e s  

VRLE 
VeJETCl 
WLDWRT 
W O W  
WJARRENTON 
uEc0 
CiCITEkW3 
WEST LINN 
GlESTON 
WEELER 
WILLMIIW 
UILStfflVILLE 
WIGTON 
UOOD V I W E  
CiOODBURN 
YKtMTS 
Y W I L L  

WNWN 
WRHCYvl 
6LR3STI3NE 
UiUE OSUEGO 
WIRTW 
SPRINGFIELD 
TURLRT IN 

TOTRL 

ffiHLm 
B O E R  
BRNDON 
CFlMBY 
CW JUNCTION 
U T W I E  

PRIMRRILY T Y R  C 

Do: l a r s  
Per 

Cau: t a 
-- 

aa 93 
3-41  
7.5a 
6.56 
7.47 
8.81 
9.12 

11.21 
18.63 
11.86 
I@. 27 
10.26 

b. 93 
5.69 
7 ,  s3 
3.68 

la. 34 
- 

- 



T R L E  I l f  

CITY STREETLIGHT EXPENDlfLIAE INDICATORS 
Sorted By hmeraip and Maintenance Flrranumnts 

Dollars hundred 
TYP Type T Y ~  Total Total Per Dollars 

Ci ty  Po~ulat ion FI B C kllars Miles Casita kr F?ile 

EUGENE 
FOREST GRWE 
JOHNSON CITY 
RCMINEIVILLE 
m o m  
MILTON FREEWTER 
NMWTH 

Flll Cities Type Tyoe B Type I: 

Man 8.22 10.30 8.67 10.65 6.97 f3.43 2.86 5-88 
Standard Deviation 4.08 6.19 3.91 6.01 2.49 6.92 Z87 3.73 
Hinirurn 0.72 6.49 0.81 0.49 2.44 4 .  0.72 :. 66 
Haxiaum 29.95 49.85 29.99 47.85 7.11 22.07 8.36 i3.M 

Num* of Cities 211 131 7 13 :3 

kites: Tyw FI denotes Utility M e d  and Maintained. 
Tvw B denotes City b m d  and Utility inaintained. 
Type C denotes City Owned and Flaintaim. 
hnershio percentages are bwed on inventory distribution. 
Ntl indicates not avaiiable. 



TFlBLE IIIA 

CENTIWL ELECTRIC INWNTORY FLNI) EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Utility 
amed and Maintained 

City Population W W Other --- -- - - 
BEW) 18, @@I 0 28 0 
ED?IOND 6,740 0 5 0 
SISTERS 748 0 3s 0 - -- - - 
TOTCIL 25,486 0 60 0 

City Owned, 
Utility Maintained 

#V HPSV Other - -- - 
0 8 0 
0 8 8 
0 0 0 - - -  
0 0 0 

City 
Onned and Plaintaired 

Total 
WV HPSV Mher Inventory - - -  
0 0 0 20 
8 0 0 5 
0 B 0 35 
- - -  - 

B 0 8 60 

WJNUCIL EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

Utility City M, City 
Owned and Maintairwd Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained Qnnual Total 

Pole Exwndituw 
City MU HPSV Other W HPSV M h w  MV HPSV Other Charge bycity -- - - -  - - -  - -  -- 

BEND $0 M $0 $0 MI $0 $0 # )8 Na NCI 
T£DKNJD B M 0 0 a a e a 0 M NR 
SISTERS e ~a B B e 0 B a e NFI M - - - - - - - - - -  - 
TOTFIL Sl Nf4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4 # $0 M NFI 

Note: NFI indicates not available. 



TRBLE 111-0 

ENTlWL LINWU( WD INVENTORY FM EXPEM)ITURE 

S T R E m I M  INVENTORY 

Wility City W, City 
fkmed and Maintained Utility Maintained Umd and Maintained Total 

Streetlipht 
City Population MI W M h w  W WSV Other W W!N Other Inventory --- - - -  - - -  

DEPM W Y  
W%S CITY 
FLORENCE 
UKESIDE 
NEWWIRT 
REEDSWRT 
SILETZ 
TOLEW 
WU)PORT 
YFLCWTS 

City 

EWE M Y  
DUNES CITY 
RORENCE 
W E S  IDE 
W O R T  
EEDSPIIRT 
SILETZ 
T W a W  
UCIU)WRT 
YFlCHRTS 

ANmKY EXPENDITURE (dollars oer year) 

Utility 
Omed and Maintained 

City Owned, 
Utility llaintained 

M her - 
-- 

W HPSV Mher - - -  

City 
Owned and Rintained Rnnual Total 

Pole Ewwnditure 
W HPSV Mher Charqe by City 



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Utility 
Owned and Maintained 

City Pooulation HV IV Other --- 

City Ormed, 
Utility RaintaiW 

MV HPSV Other - - -  

City 
Owned and Raintamed 

Tcf a1 
KV HPSV Other Inventory - --- -- ---- 

MNUCIL EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 
--------- 

Utility City Owned, City 
Owned and Haintained Utility Haintained Cwned and Maintained Cinnua: Tct a 

I - --- Pole Expanditurc 
City MV W Other MV HPSV Othw MU HPSV Cther Charge by City - - -  - - -  -- -- - --"" ----."- 

CLATSMIE W $0 $0 $0 $8 Ja $4,645 $41 91 $'S 64,586 - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -- 
TOTA $0 EB $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,645 $4; $0 W %. a6 

Note: The fallowin! footnotes refer to the n!ethdolouy for calculatinn total streetIig9: ee~erditu~i're. 
For a aore nwolete cescription, = notes to  table 111-K. 

Rate Charged to KCKI/LTlFH3 9 lK i  SILT TWLS SlHr13 $/YR 
the City: 2.6 CentsIKW - ------- 

1 0 M  44 d.026 i.14 3 3.43 4:. i8 
l75PlV 76 8.@6 1.98 i28 252.93 3835.14 

Total Rnnual W 172 0.E6 4.47 30 134.16 1609.92 
Cost: HPSV: 4 1 

W :  4,645 

Total: $4,686 



City Population 

cmm 
FllSSIL 
HEPPNER 
IUNE 
LEXINGTON 
LONE ROCK 

W W  
FOSSIL 
S ' P M R  
IUME 
LEXINGTCN 
LONE ROM( 

TRBlE 111-0 

WLUneIR W I N  WD INVENTORY AND EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTDRY 

Utility City Onned, 
W and Haintained Utility Maintained 

W W Other W W Other --- - - - 

City 
Ikrned and Maintained 

Total 
W HPSV Other Inventory - - -  

MNW EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

Utility 
Omd and braintained 

M h w  - 

---- - - - - - - -- - - - --- - --- - - - - - - - 

City W, City 
Utility Waintained Owned and Maintained Fhmual Total - Pole Enoenditure 

XU H W J  Other MU M V  Other Charoe by City 



T f W E  III-E 

WLUHBIf4 RIMR WD INVENTORY FWD EXPENDITURE 

City Population 

WLMBIR CITY 750 
PRE5M3TT 70 
WINIER 1,560 
sc#PPKE 3,410 
ST. HELENS 7,268 

-- 
f OTN 13,658 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY - 
Util i ty City Owned, City 

Onned and Haintained Uti l i ty kintained Onned and Maintained 
Total 

HV W Other MU HPsV Other MV HPsV Other Inventory --- ---  - -- -- -- 

CWW EXPENDITURE (do1 lars  per year) 

Uti l i ty City Owned, 
UuM and Maintained Ut i l i ty  Maintained - 

City MV HPSV Other W HPSV Mher - - - -- -- - 

CmJPlBICI CITY $0 W $0 $1,150 $0 $0 

PRESCOll 1,874 152 0 0 8 0 
WlINIER 37 1 88 0 0 0 0 
slxWaX 1 3 , m  687 8 0 0 0 
ST. mLElJS 3,719 002 B 0 5 0 ------ 
T OTN $19,051 $1,628 SbTJ $1,158 $0 SbTJ 

City 
Owned and Maintained hnua l  Total 

Pole EnoNi tu re  
MV HPSV Other Charae SyCity - - ---- 



TRELE III-F 

WNSU#ERS POWER INVENTORY AND EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Ut i l i ty  Citv hnd, City 
Omed and llaintained Ut i l i ty  Maintained Owned and Irlaintalrd 

Total 
City Population W HPSV Other MV 4V mother HV HPSV Other Inventory --- - - -  - 7 -  

ClDClIR 560 
RBfW 27,988 
W W I S  41,580 
DETROIT W 
I M  34s 
IrWW 18.278 

TOT& 81,855 

City 

W I R  
W Y  
WRVUIS 
DETROIT 
IDFlKHCl 
LEBANON 

fWWL EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

U t i l i t y  
Owned and hintained 

City M, 
Uti l i ty  Faintained 

M her - 

City 
Onned and Maintained hnual Total 

Pole E x m i t u r e  
41V HPSV Other Charae bv Citv - -  -- 



City Population 

H R  
aRNs 
WON CITY 
COVE 
DClWILLE 
3GIN 
'-1CIINES 
illNES 
IMBLER 
I S N D  CITY 
JOHN M Y  
tFIGwlDE 
LON6 CREEK 
m. VEm 
NORTH WDER 
PmIRIE CITY 
SD(Eca 
SJlrl#ERVI U E  
W T E R  
LUUIDN 

TMLE I 11-6 

W MTIONFIL 1IYM)JTORY MD EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT 1 NVWFORY 

Utility 
Dwned and Phintained 

City Owned, 
Utility Maintained 

Other - W HPSV Other - - -  

Citv 
h d  and Maintained 

W HPSV Other 
- 7 -  

Total 
Invent ary 



City 

WR 
PUm 
WON CITY 
COVE 
W W I U  
EL61 N 
HCIINES 
H I E S  
I W R  
I W  CITY 
JW MY 
LRIiFWNDE 
LONG CREEK 
PIT. VE9bW 
NORTH WWDER 
PRFlIRIE CITY 
SEnECR 
X)M#EIWIU+ 
W T E R  
WlON 

Ut i l i ty  
Owned and Maintained 

W W Other - - -  

TClaE 111-6 

CP NCITIONFIL INVENTORY IWI EXPENDITURE 

CWIJUCLL EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

City Owed, City 
Ut i l i ty  h inta ired  Owned and Maintained Flnnual Total 

k l e  ExPenditure 
IIV WSV Other W HPSV Other Charge by City - - -  - - - -  



TRKE III-H 

WRFllD PUD INVENTORY FIND EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY -- 
Utility City Wmed, Citv 

Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained cwned and Maintained 
totai 

City Population #V HPSV Other #V HPSV Other MV HPSV Other Inventorv - - - - - - -  - - -  

CWNUCIL EXPENDITUAE (dollars per year) 
-- -- 

Utility City M, City 
bred and Raintained Utility Maintained Owned and Naintained Rnnual Totai 

--- Pole Exoenditure 

City W HPSV Other W HPSV Other IrN HPSV Other Charoe bv City - - -  - - -  - - - - --- 



TFIBLE I1 1-1 

I W  WWER INVENTORY MI0 EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Utility 
I)runed and Maintained 
- 

City Population #V HPSV &her --- 

City 

FlDRIRN 
H#LmRY 
HUNTINGTON 
:om V# 
NYSSCI 
DJTARIO 
RICliMD 
'MIPI 
W E  

City (lwned, City 
Utility Maintained Drrned and Kalntained - Total 

W HPSV Other #V HPSV Other Inventory - - -- - - -  

W W  EXPRYDITURE (dollars oer year) 

Utility City Owned, City 
Dwned and Maintained Utility Raintained Owned and Naintained hnual Total 

Pole Enoermi t ure 
W HPsV Mher W 4 V V  Other MV HPSV Other Charue by City - - -  - - -  - - --- 

hFI 
#R 
NFI 
NFI 
tu 
kR 
ha 

LFI - 
NFI 

Hots: NCI indicates not available. 



TflBLE 111-J 

LRNE ELECTRIC COOP IWEh70RY WD EXPEMDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Util i ty 
Dwned and Maintained 

City h ~ u l a t  ion WV HPSV Other --- 

W R I  DEE 3,588 295 8 0 
VENETR 2,335 2l @ @ - --- 
TOTRL 5,915 324 0 0 

City Owned, 
Uti l i ty  Maintained 

#u HPSV Other 

City 
Owned and Maintained 

Total 
HV HPSV Other Inventory - - -  

FINNUlK E X K N D I N W  (dollars per year) 
------ - - - - 

Util i ty 
Ikned and Maintained 

City Owned, 
Util i ty Maintained 

City W HPSV Mher - - - 

City 
Orrned and Plaintained Rnnual Total 

Pale Ex~endlture 
W hPSV Other Charge by City - - ---- 



City Pooulat ion - 

TRBLE III-K 

#UNICIPN UTILITIES CIND CITY DEWRRID(T INVENTORY MD EXPENDITURE 

lmuRND 
SFIW 
WBY 
E W  (EtJEB) 
FOREST GROVE 
.x;r(: W I U  
MILTDN FREEMTER 
m T H  
SPAINWIELD (SUB) 

City 

MtuND 
wux!N 
m y  
ELENE (WEB) 
FOREST GRWE 
XMIWILLE 
MILTON FREEWATER 
MRINIIIWTH 
SPRINGFIELD W B )  

Utility 
Owned and Maintained 

PiU HPSV Other --- 

City M. 
Utility Maintained 

HV HPW Mher - -- - 

City 
Owned and Maintained 

Total 
MV ?VV Other Invent~rv - - -  

WUN1#K EXP€MDINRE (dollars wr year) 

Utility City ISwned, City 
Owned and Maintained Utilitynaintained OwnedandHaintained h u a l  Totai 

Pole Exoenditure 
W HPSV Other W MV Mher rW HPSV Dther Charge by City - - -  - - -  - -  --- 

Note: Other catepory for Sorinpfield includes orimarily low 
pressure sodium vamr and sone metal halide liphts. 
Mher catenory fo r  EUEB im!udes metal halide liohts. 
See next wnes for exwnditure methodoiooy. 



TRBLE 111-K 

WNICIPAL UTILITIES CINO CITY DEWRTkENT INVENTORY 1340 EXPENDITURE 

CFILCNRTIDN #€THODS FOR MNICIW UTILITiES FlND CITY DEWRTMENTS 
- 

The worksheets below use PP&L1s estilaated commotion for each lioht tvw. Uhichwer lioht t ~ w  aoal is .  
we multioly the KW mr lamo per month by the res-ive ra te  for each sunlci~al i ty ;  this oives $ oer iioht. 
Ie then multioly the nuaber of  lights for each lioht type to  ~ e t  monthly cost per light tyw. 

fishland, C i ty  o f  

Rate Charued t o  
the City: 1.83 cents/KWH 

$/LT # LTS 

Total h u a l  
k t :  HPSV: 15,563 

MU: 181 
I: 345 

Total: $16,189 

+ These figures are estimates based on 202W and 327U ImaMiescent lapros. 

Bandon, City of 
KWILTINO 5/KW 91LT # LTS $/MO O/Y4 

Rate Charced t o  
the City: 3.53 cmts/KWH 1- 44 8.0353 1.55 211 327.73 3932.70 

2@0HPS 85 0.0353 3.00 15 45.91 W.89 
i75HV 76 0.0353 2.68 326 874.59 18495.11 

Total hnual 4 0 M V  172 a . ~  6.07 62 376.44 4517.27 
Cost: HPSV: 4,473 

N: 15,di2 

Total: 519,485 

Canby, City o f  

Rate Charged t o  
the City: 2.91 cents1KUH KW/LT/pKI $/KWH SILT # LTS $/MQ $/YR -- 

leBHps 44 0.0291 1.28 74 94.75 1137.G@ 
Total hnual 158HPS 64 8 . M 1  1.86 273 90.44 6101.22 

Cost: HPSV: 13,589 28BW 85 0.0291 2.47 188 465.82 558a.22 
80HPS 115 8.0251 3.35 10 33.47 401.58 

Total: 113,589 4MHPS 176 $.081 Sa1i? 6 30.73 33.76 



WJNICIWL UTILlTIES RND CITY  DEPRRTMEKT IWMTURY C\ND EXPENDITURE 

Fowst Grove, City o f  

Rate Charoed t o  
thec i ty :  i.83cents/KWH 

KWHILTIM $/Hi#! $/LT # LTS $/MI3 I I Y R  

Total Flnnual 1 M  44 8.0183 0.01 655 511.30 6135.6Z 
k t :  WSV: 17,276 2wHS 85 6. 0103 1.56 565 878.86 16546.29 

w : 64 ~ H P S  115 e.0183 2 . 1 ~  n 46.3 m.59 
488HPS 176 8.0103 3.22 1 3.22 3 .65  

Total: $17,340 175WV 76 H.8183 1.39 1 1.39 16.69 
2 5 0 ~  108 k a l e 3  1.98 e 3.95 47.43 

Wcnimille Uatw & Light 

Rate Charoed t o  
the City: 2,42 cents/KW 

KWH/LT/#O $/KWH $ / t T  # LTS $/MI S/YR 
Total Clnnual - 

Cost: HPSV: 20,411 1 W 5  44 0.0242 1.06 432 459.99 5519.92 
200tPS 85 0.0242 2.i6 187 384.66 4615.31 

Total: $28,411 2 m P S  115 8.0242 2.78 248 690.10 0282.21 
4BBHPS 176 0.0242 4.26 39 166.11 1993.31 

Plilton Freeuater 

Rate Charoed t o  
thec i ty :  1.73cents/KWH 

Total h u a l  
Cost: HPSV: 7,677 

Total : $7,677 

Monaouth, City cf 

Rate Charged t o  
the City: 5.8 cent s/KWH 

Tota l  Annual 
Cost: HYSV: 14,%i5 

Incan: 386 

KW/LT/#O $/KWH $/LT t LTS C/W I / V R  

* These fioures aw estimates based on 4tiW ttPS and 448U Incandescent lamas. 



TABLE II I - L  

NORTHERN UCIm WD Ik'VEMTURY MD EXFEKDITURE 

STREETLIGHT IMNTO3Y 
-- 

Utility City O W ~ ,  City 
Onned and HaintaiA Utility Maintained Owed and kaintaim 

- ---- T ~ C  . owal 
City Pooulation MV HPSV Other W KPSV Other MV W HPSVttler :nven:ory - - -  - - -  - -- -- ------ 

THE OFILLES 18,900 111 1,365 a a 0 a 0 8 a :, 416 
WFUR a e 102 8 0 B 0 0 0 e : 84 - - -  - - 7  - -- --- ---- 
TDTN 11,450 113 1,407 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,529 

l7tMM. EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

Utility City Ormed, City 
hned and Faintaired Utility Maintained Orrned and Raintained Rnnual Total 

-- Pole Exnenditure 
City W HPSV Other MV W Other #V WSV Other Charge by City - - - - - -  - - - ----- ---- 

THE DRUES $11,685 $08,776 $0 $0 $a M $0 $0 $0 NR $99,861 
W F U R  175 6,177 0 0 0 d 0 0 0 hQ 6,352 

Note: NCI indicates not available. 





P6E INVENTDRY FlND EXPElvDiTLiRE 

City 

ST. HELENS 
TiMRD 
TUZ1ARTIW 
TLRNER 
WEST LINN 
WIWINCI 
iJILSONVILLE 
MOD VIUBGE 
MM30U3N 
YClWILL 

STfEETLIWT INVENTORY 
--- 

Uti l i ty  City Owned, City 
Owned and Haintained Uti l i ty Naintained Owed and Vairitalnw 

Total 
hpulat  ion W HPSV Other #V HPSV Ether MV HPBV Cttler :i-!ver~torv --- -- - - - ---- 



WUR EXPENDITURE (dollars per year) 

City 

AMITY 
WKIRORCI 
W S  
BFlRLOlJ 
W R T O N  
aRLTON 
COLWIR CITY 
WRNELIUS 
IiClYToN 
WNCKD 
WNDEE 
D U M  
ESTRCRIWI 
FCIIRVIEU 
WTON 
GERVCIIS 
U D S T M  
6RESHFW 
HILLSBORO 
HUBBCIRD 
JoHMsoN CITY 
KEIZER 
KING CITY 
MCIYETTE 
M E  OSWEGO 
H I L W I E  
i'4oulu 
m. RN6a 
NEWBERG 
NORTH PLFIINS 
ORE60N CITY 
W A r n  
RRINIER 
SiJLEM 
SANDY 
SCRPW[lSE 
SWTTS MILL 
SHERIDFIN 
SHERIJOOD 
SILVERTON 
ST. w 
ST. HaEElS 
TIGRRD 

Utility 
Onned and Maintained 

W Other - -  

City Owned, City 
Utility Raintained Owned and hintaimed - 
CW HPSV Mher W HPSV Other - --  - - -  

FInnual 
Pole 

Charge - 
$1,374 

1 86 
409 

8 
123,340 

186 
% 

5,442 
307 
124 

1,065 
384 
aa 
299 
45 
217 

3,056 
62,209 
124,552 
2, 

e 
93 
la6 

1,070 
23.831 
32.427 
4,050 
583 

18,687 
124 

13.378 
235,446 

384 
94,881 
2,251 
2,386 

62 
303 

1,242 
1,421 

31 
2,415 
12,990 

Total 
Exoenditure 

by City 
---- 

$10,731 
7,613 
6,034 
:,%I 

568,343 
12, a78 
5,227 
31,@65 
9,934 
3.528 
11,164 
6 >'=I 

II  
i 1,665 
5,007 
6, YE8 
37,697 
33,162 
336,019 
16,4Zd 
1,063 
5,333 
2,259 
1% ,359 
268.357 
233,773 
36,190 
16, E 5  
79,459 
5.886 

131,893 
2,716,674 

13,5% 
561,394 
32,766 
2L 3% 

1 --7 

1 .  
19, 065 
33,613 
4,416 
62, '378 
93,319 



T W  III-M 

P6E INVENTORY CIHD EXPENDINRE 

MINIX EXPMDITURE (dollars per year) 

Util i ty City Owned, City 
Om#d and Maintained Ut i l i ty  kintained Owned and tsaintainw hnual  Total 

Pole Exoenditure 
City IW WW Other W HPSV Other W HPSV Other Charge by City - - -  - -  - - - -  

T W T I N  
T U N R  
WEST LINN 
WILLCYIINR 
W I L W I U E  
WDOD VILLCIGE 
WWDBURN 
YRMHILL 

TOT& 



T R k E  III-N 

PPbL INVENTORY FlMD EXPEMDITURE 

Utility 
Iknred and Maintained 

City Omted. 
Ut i 1 it y Maintained 

City 
Owned and Maintained 

City Pooulat ion Other 

aws 
i u R N Y  
RRLINGTON 
@TOR:R 
ClTHEM 
WSVILLE 
BEND 
BOWNZR 
B W I L L E  
H l F E  FFlCLS 
CIWNON BmCH 
CFINYO?#ILLE 
WE JUNCTION 
[;ENIRRi_ WINT 
CHILOMIIN 
CGBURG 
M)WU I LLE 
WOS BRY 
CORUMIS 
COTIFIGE GROVE 
C R E W  
DlkLFlS 
EClGLE POINT 
EC'4  
ENTEBRI SE 
FILLS CITY 
GATES 
5 E M H R T  
6LENw 
M # D  HILL 
GIWNTS P m  
Gm w 
HC\LSEY 
WmND 
MRRISBURG 
WIX 
KAnISTON 
mD RIVES 
IlPoEPENWlrCE 
JRGXSWILLE 

Other 
-- 

lllU H%V Other - - -  
Total 

1 nvent ory 



T a u  III-N 

W4L IKVENTORY W) EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INWHTORY 

City 

JEFFERSON 
JOSEPH 
JUNCTION CITY 
K M T H  F a t s  
W N I E U  
IE0FltaN 
LINCWJ CITY 
LDSTINE 
LYONS 
YADRRS 
MRLIN 
"EDFORD 
iRRILL 
k715LI1JS 

1 MILL CITY 
? I L L E ~ ~  
mAOE 
mm 
MYRTLE CREEK 
MIYRTLE WINT 
NORM BEND 
WLWD 
PENDLETrn 
W I L ~ T H  
W D J I  X 
PILOT ?OCK 
WUERS 
PRINEVILLE 
RnmOND 
RIDDLE 
A06W RIVER 
m R 6  
SCIO 
s#sIM 
W Y  MM: 
STWIELD 

'FIYTON 
lblInITY 

SUTKERLIN 
SWEET HONE 

Population 

Utility 
Owned and Maintained 

City Owned, 
Utility Maintained 

City 
Ouned and Maintained 

Other - Other 
-- 

Other 
Total 

'Invmtory 



City Paoulat ion 

TClELE III-N 

WPL I W T O R Y  MID EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHI INVENTORY 

Utility 
Onned and Maintained 

W Other --  

City IJwn#l. 
Utility Maintained 

W HPSV Other - - -  

City 
(krrwl and Maintained 

Total 
WV HPSV Other Inventory - - -  



TABLE III-N 

City 

FItBRNY 
C)RLlNGTON 
RSTSRICl 
kWLNFI 
RUMSV I LlE 
FEND 
mzfi 
ERC;rEJ:LE 
FJJTTE F U S  
CWNCN BERC.?? 
CRNYWILLE 
PAVE S N T I  ON 

3 T W L  POINT 
CHILLmJIN 
COBURG 
COQiJILLE 
ms MY 
C D i W l I S  
COTTRGE GROVE 
caEsmL 
DRLLRS 
ERGLE POINT 
ECHO 
SNTERPRISE 
FRLLS CITY 
ClFlTES 
mRMR: 
5.2hWLE 
GOLD HILL 
GRRNTS PRSS 
GRRSS WEY 
WLEY 
m D  
%RRXSaUE 
m 1 x  
X.WISTON 
"'VD QIVER 

j E M N C E  
JRM(S0F;VILLE 
,TFFEASON 

W k  INVENTDAY FLND EXPENDITURE 

AhtNUClL EXPENDITRE (dollars oer year) 

Ut i l i ty  
h d  and kintained 

City Cwned, 
Util i ty Maintained 

City 
Cwned and 5aintair1ed 

Cther 
-- 

Other 

hnual  
Pole 

Charoe 

Total 
Enpendit uw 

by CCity 



TFIWE III-N 

INVENTORY FIND EXKHDITUX 

F)F(NURL EXPENDITRE (dollars 9er year) 

City 

J m  
L~;GT:CN c I n  
KLMGTH FRUS 
L ~ € v I E V  
L E w a N  
LINCOLN CITY 
LUSTINE 
L Y r n  
MC\DRCIG 
NtIV 
BEFORD 
ERAILL 
METQLIUS 
YILL CIN 
3lILLERSBURG 
mw. 
Mum 
W!?U CREEK 
WRnE POINT 
NORTH BEND 
OflKLWD 
WIDLETON 
W I iOMTH 
34DENIX 
PILOT m 
ZWRS 
PRINNIUE 
mwD 
RIDDLE 
ROGUE RIVER 
ROSEIWRG 
XI0 
SERSIDE 
W Y  WE 
!WWIELD 
STRVTON 
SUglIHIN 
Si?KXIN 
SWEEf WE 
TRLENT 
UWTILM 

Utility 
Owned and Maintained 

City Owned, City 
Utility Naintained Owned and lrbintained 

W HPSV Other WV - - - -- Other - 

- - -  

Flnnual 
Poie 

Char~e 

---- ---- 

Total 
i x w ~ i t u ~  

by city 

3.192 
25.168 
183,623 
26,0@ 
71,957 
106,492 
1,340 
5,595 

15, i26 
3,653 

223,378 
7,415 
2,5E 

18923, 
12,876 
3,495 
3,424 
18,463 
3a? 29a 
76,253 
5,696 

111.964 
17,448 
11.875 
14,175 
7, &!! 
33,699 
53.4a9 
8, SZa 
16.4% 

117,158 
6,5& 

47; 595 
2,111 

12,328 
38,741 
i 8,953 
36,99 
56,21b 
18,568 
21,698 



FlWNWL EXPENDITRE (dollars cer year) 

Utility City Owned, City 
Owned and Waintained Utility Maintained Owned and haintaiwd Rnnua: Total 

--- ------ Pole E~wnditure 
MV WV Dther F!V HPSV Gther City 3V H%V Other Charoe by City 

--- -- -- - --- -- - -- -- -- 



T R U  111-0 

W E H  ELECTRIC INVENTORY CLNF EXPENDITURE 

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY 

Utility 
Owned and Maintained 

City Population W HPSV Other - - -  
KEI ZER 19, BBB 0 368 8 
WEM 94,600 0 625 0 - - - 
TOTFlL 114,488 0 993 8 

City Onned. 
Utility Maintained 

W HPSV Other - - -  

City 
(kmed and Haintained 

Total 
MV W S V  Cthw Inventory - - - 

FWJNUCY. EXPOJDITURE (dollars per year) -- - 
Utility City Ckmed, City 

Rmed and Maintained lkility Haintained Ormed and Maintained h u a l  Total 
Pole Exoenditure 

City CW HPSV Other WV hPW Other W W Other Llarpe by City 

KEIZER L8 %29,494 L8 W % K  W 10 $0 $8 $8 $39.:56 
SCYM a %,W3 8 8 9,286 8 0 B 8 0 64,3Z3 

- - - - - - - - - -  - -- 
T O T ~  $0 ~ 4 , 5 3 7  HI $ 9 , ~  a $0 $0 1 I 194.473 



TRBLE 111-F 

TILLRIIOW( WD INVENTORY RND EXPENDITUR 

STREEnIGHT INVENTORY 

U t i l i t y  City Owned, City 
Olrned and k i n t a i n e d  U t i l i t y  Maintained Owned and Maintaineo 

------ Total 
City Population CIV W Other W W Other MV F i  Other Inventory --- - - -  -- -- --- ----- 

RY CITY 
GCIRIrnI 
WNZRNlTCI 
liEtMW4 
ROM(CWJFIY 

TILLC\#WII( 
FELER 

TOTFIL 

City 

Bay CITY 
GiARIWI 
WZWJITR 
NEWLEM 
R ( 3 C W Y  

TILIAWK 
, WHEELER 

#dNW EXPENDITURE (do l la r s  per year) 

U t i l i t y  City Owned, City 
Owned and Maintained U t i l i t y  Maintained awned and Maintained Fln~ual Total 

- ?ale Ex~endi tu re  
W HPSV Other #V HPSV Mher MU HPSV Other Charge b y c i t y  - - - - - -  - - -- --- 





lrEIWrm L W N  DISTRIBUTIOWS BY CITY 
( in  thousand lumens) 

City 

WCllR 
mm5 
WRIRN 
Kwv 
RnlN 
m1m 
mwm 
mill 
m€w 
(UISVILLE 

wmlw 
W R  
wau 
ms 
maw 
wv ctn 
ERVERrn 
BDm 
m a  
BRarsSVIUE 
UJW 
BUTTE F U S  

I W Y  
YWWBW)I  
aYnm CITY 
CIYIYWIUE 
mRTm 
WVE NtTIM 
c€m(W WINT 
MILmVIN 
UTS(RI(1E 

CNZVILLE 
COLWIA CITY 
MhQON 
COOS mv 
DDlllQIUS 
UWMYLIS 
oOllR6E 6ROClE 
CmE 
CllESiaL 
DlYUlS 
mYIm 

. MWILLE 
ma€ mv 

Ran)r 1: Range 2: Range 3: Ruqe 41 Range 5: 
1,eoe- 4 , ~  5 , e a e - h e a e  9,530 - 1 s . m  a,see-=,see a,= - 3 , ~  -- 

LipMs L- Lights LURM Lights L- Lights L- Llqhts L u m n  -- -- ------ - -  

Range 6: 
48, - 55,888 
---- 
Lights L w m  -- ------ 

3 0 
a e 
P e 
8 1,214 
I 0 
B B 
28 971 
13 631 
1 e 
e e 
0 e 

:22 5,924 
6 8 
8 B 
a e 
e e 

14 bBB 
18 4& 
e 'a 
1 49 
6 B 
B 8 
t a 1  
e e 
6 B 
e e 
2 97 
e 8 
e e 
e e 
e e 
1 49 
2 97 
8 B 
e e 

146 7,889 
1 49 
98 4,758 
5 243 
B 8 
8 8 
e e 
8 e 
e e 
6 b 

Lights L w r n  -- -- 



TABLE IM 

K16HlED L W N  DISTRIBLITIONS BY ClN 
( i n  thousand l u m )  

City 

OETWIIT 
MWW) 

DUNR 
wlcoa 

ClN 
w m  
EAaE POINT 
€Ow) 

ELGIN 
MllPRlE 
ESTm 
affDE 
FRIRVIEU 
F(US CITY 
NWM(CE 
msr 6nlnE 
FDSSIL 
E W I ~ I  
warn 
MKS 
ElwwT 
EMIS 
KiwSTw 
6LDaw 
6aD HILL 
m m  
ERmWYLEY 
6RE4CY1 
tm1m 
W F W Y  
HYSM 
twMw 
tmRRISBURG 
ELI1 
ta+w 
HllllISTOW 
HIUSHlRD 
HllES 
W RIKR 
lcmtm 
Wllmrn 
lDFICYI 
ImER 
IWOEW(WICE 
IOE 

- 1: 
1,819 - 4,m 

Liqhts L u m  -- 

Range 22 
5,m - e,m 

Lights L u r m  -- 

Rnpr 31 Rurpc 4: Range 5: Range 6: Range 78 
9 , s  - lbem ee,see - E,W B,W - ru,m *em - ss,m 109, eee i l t y  Totals 

Lights L u m s  Lights L ! m m  Light5 Lwem Lights , L u r m  Lights Lumen Liqhts L u m  ---- ------ - - - - -  ---- -- 



YIGI(TED LWN QISTRIWTIUTIONG BY CITY 
( in  thousand lwms) 

City 

lam CITY 
JAEKSOMIIUE 
mFEm 
mN my 
JomsQ( CITY 
~~ 
Jowl4 
N l C T I M  CITY 
E12ER 
KINE CITY 
mTH F W  
L I F B r n  
WwuE 
WEDSKGO 
m t D E  
LaEvIDI 
LmwM 
LEXIffiTOH 
L I W  CITY 
LMm 
U)6 C R W  
LOSTIM 

I 'ml. 
IN5 

mw 
MLIN 

I M I Y ( I T h  
IC I I IWILLE 
lEDFORD 
m 1 u  
m 1 t E  
U I U  CITY 
UILL.€RSBUf& 
MILTLW-FEEMTER 
MIUWKIE 
M L m u  
mlwunl 
mROE 
mR0 
m. WQ 
KT. VEm 
WRTLE CRW 
m m  WIHT 
KmEm 
HWR6 

Ruqe 2: Rrnpc 3: bnge 4: Range 5: 
5 ,888 -B ,W 9 1 5 9 ( - 1 b , m  a,=-=,% 8,588-34,888 

Lights Lurns Lights L w e m  Lights L w a n  Liqhtm Lurens --------- 

2 43 
11 238 
8 8 

58 I,= 
8 8 
8 8 
9 194 
69 1 , s  
19 418 
11 238 

131 2,629 
1s s 4  

1 3  3,882 
262 X659 

8 173 
71 11% 

284 6,134 
8 8 

18 216 
8 8 
5 lea 
8 8 
4 86 

31 678 
53 1,145 
12 2 3  
15 324 

187 4,039 
314 b,7& 

15 324 
8 8 

44 m 
6s 1,484 
% 2,874 

383 B,4e2 
1,987 

69 1,469 
0 173 
8 8 
44 958 
9 194 

I3  281 
M 1,814 
24 518 
97 2,635 

hnge 6: Range 7: 
a, Wa - 55,888 100, eea C l t v  Totals 

Llphts Llaem Lights Lumen Liqhts L u R m  
L _ - - -  





EIGHTU) L I M N  DISTRIBUlIOWS BY CITY 
fin thousand I-) 

C i t y  

SU)(ERVILLE 
S W T E R  . SUTHEUIH 
SUEETHOllE 
T m  
THE U S  
TIGRRD 
TILW1100K 
TOLEM 
TLWATIN 
lWDlER 
UlRTlLLf4 
WIW 
UNlW 
WYE 
mcl 
WlYDPMlT 
WaYl  
IRAWTLN 
wsco 
mm 
E S T  L I M  
YESlOH 
YEELER 
WILLCWINR 
WILS[MIIUL 
Y I R T W  
10D V I W  

mwlbi 
Yu!MTS 
v m 1 u  

Range 1: 
1 , m  - 4,699 

Lights L u r m  -- 
9 e 
9 0 
0 9 
e 'a 
Q e 
e e 
8 0 
9 'a 
9 e 
9 e 
0 0 
9 e 
e e 
e e 
e 0 
9 9 
8 e 
e 9 

93 304 
9 e 
e e 
B 9 
B B 
e 9 
'a 9 
8 8 
e 9 
e e 
B 9 
e e 
e e -- 

1,383 4,518 

Lights Lwms 
-- - 

e e 
8 B 

1w 2,160 
56 1,219 
22 475 

296 6,393 
187 4,039 
111 5397 
126 2,721 
128 2,755 
23 497 
51 1,192 
13 281 
8 173 
6 1 3  

15 324 
27 583 
16 346 
16 346 
e 0 
5 lea 

I29 2 7 6  
el 454 
18 216 
39 842 
73 1,533 
28 432 
33 713 
68 1,469 
3 65 
7 151 -- 

19.W 422.944 

Lights L- -- 
0 e 
e 0 
'a e 
e 0 
B 9 
e 0 

14 363 
e 0 
e e 

45 1,166 
B 0 
9 0 
e 9 
9 0 
e 0 
e I 
e b 
B 0 
3 78 
0 0 
e e 
1 2 6  
9 e 
8 B 
B 8 
1 6  
e 9 
1 26 
5 130 
e 0 
e 9 - - 

2.916 75,583 

Notes: Total 1- in e r h  category wme deriwd by multiplying 
the tota l  lights by the wpighted lumen e s t i v t n  snan klar: 

L w m  Range 
Ueighted L w m  Light T y p r  

E s t i u t e  I n  This R a m  

Range 6: Raqe 71 

46, #w - 55,990 1 w , m  

Liqhts L m  L~qhts  L u m  ---- 
9 B B # 
8 e a 9 
9 e e e 

76 3,699 B 8 
1 49 e 0 

63 3,859 B 8 
33 1,682 B B 
e B e 8 
0 9 e 9 
I 49 B 0 
e 9 e 9 
0 'a B B 
0 B B B 
e e 9 8 
e B e e 
e 97 e e 
9 e e 9 
9 'a e 9 
Q 0 0 B 
9 B 8 0 
0 B B B 
1 49 9 0 
e 9 e e 
e e e e 
B 9 e e 
4 1% 8 e 

36 1,748 'a B 
8 d 0 B 
9 4 n  B B 
9 B B B 
e e 9 9 - - - -  

3,925 19B.574 136 13 ,W 

Lights L u m J  -- 
13 143 
21 231 
346 3,837 
471 7,278 
185 1,087 

1,416 16,660 
7W 9,741 
273 4,176 
453 6,Sll 

1,BJB 9,834 
88 951 
a3 2,146 
69 783 
8 173 

192 2,833 
94 1,158 

119 1,593 
68 646 

285 1,366 
4 27 

16 a 1  
1,- 1e,w4 

81 863 
42 567 

161 1,683 
460 4,419 
195 3,140 
110 1,378 
738 6,741 
58 669 
63 533 -- 

114,389 1,435,486 

The weighted lurn estimates m based on the nurkr of liphts fw 
c a d  liqht t y ~ e  tnat f i t  into the r r r p c t l n  lun crtpgay. 



LUMENS PER WITCl CIND LUMENS PER WID MILE 
Sorted In Rlohabetical Ordw 

City 

FlDRIR 
GDW 
RDRIFW 
m 
M I T Y  
FIRLINETON 
flstuND 
RSTDRIA 
CIm 
FKlPrSVIUE 
WROM 
WKER 
BFllYDDN 
HNKS 
BF\RLWJ 
M Y  CITY 
BECWERTON 
BEND 
m z f l  
B-ILLE 
Bums 
BUnE FRUS 
W B Y  
CRNNONBEACH 
WYON CITY 
WNVGNVILLE 
CCIRTON 
CRW JUNCTION 
CENTRFIL WINT 
CHILERUIN 
(XFITMIE 
CDBURG 
UlLUHBICI CITY  
c o r n  
M30S BCIY 
COWIUE 
CORNnIUS 
W W L I S  
WTTRGE GROVE 
CWE 
C R E W  
WlCLRS 
DRYTON 
DCWVIU 
DWK BRY 
KTROIT 

Total Total 
Road Total Lumens t- 

Population fliles Lights (1.0001 Per Caoita ---  
200 
191 
143 

36,789 
936 
7% 

16,280 
la, les 
1,411 
1,106 
73 1 

12,739 
6, a2 

595 
109 

1,276 
20,385 
18,981 

367 
1,009 

%l 
259 

8,420 
1,064 

8SI 
715 
958 
493 

3,226 
811 

1,554 
1,m 
670 
953 

17,614 
4,795 
2,467 

29,985 
5,275 
30s 

1,832 
5.346 
793 
371 
823 
594 

Thousand 
Lumens 

Per Nile 



City  

WNRU) 
W N R  
WNDEE 
W S  CITY 
WWW 
EaLE POINT 
ECHO 
ELGIN 
ENTERPRISE 
ESTFICRDCI 
E M %  
Fflf RVIEH 
FRLLS CITY 
RORENCE 
FflXST GRWE 
FaSSIL 
G C I R I W I  
GFtSTON 
mTEs 
GERRHCIRT 
G E M I S  
GW)STW 
GLDlIXllE 
60U1 HILL 
GRRNTS FdSS 
GIWS WILLM 
G R E W  
HCIINES 
MLFIJCIY 
HClCsEY 
tw?lDHD 
HRRRISBURG 
hELIX 
HBPNER 
MMISTON 
HIUSBORO 
HI*S 
HOCD RIVER 
HUBMAD 
HUNTIffiToN 
IDWHR 
IHWR 
I N D E M N C E  
I ONE 
ISLRND CITY 
JFLCKWILLE 

UlENS PER CRPITf4 W LUHENS PER RORD MILE 
Sorted In CIlDhabetical Order 

Total  Tot a1 
Road Total Luwns L m e m  

Population Miles Lights (1,0W) Per Caoita ---  

Thousand 
Lumens 

Per M i l e  



LUMEN PER W I T A  f f l D  LUllEHS PER RORD MILE 
Sorted I n  alphahetical Ordw 

Total Total 
Road Total LUW~IS Lu!aens 

C i t y  Population Miles Lights (1,000) Per Capita 
7 - -  

JEFFERSON 
JM DAY 
J W N  CITY 
JOWIFbY VAL 
msm 
J W T I O N  CITY 
KEIZER 
K I N  CITY 
W T H  F U S  
warn 
Lixm 
LFWE OSWEW 
LRKESIM 
LFlKEVlEY 
mON 
LEXItGTCN 
LINM3UJ CITY 
LONE ROCK 
LW CREW 
LOSTIK 
LOwEU 
LY 0% 
HADWS 
I4FlliN 
WNZMITA 
K~INHVILLE 
EDFORD 
KRRILL 
rnOLIuS 
N I L  CITY 
~IUERSBUffi 
NLTM FEMTER 
M I L W I E  
WLRUFI 
m T H  
h o ) u < ~  
mRO 
M. l?N6EL 
MT. VERNON 
MRTE CREEK 
MYRTLE POIKT 
luEHFKEn 
NEWBERG 
KWWRT 
MIRTH BEND 
NORTH U I N S  

Thousand 
LWens 

Per Eile - 



LUMENS PER CWITR M D  LLYENS PER RCFII) Y I ' Z  
Sorted I n  Nohabetical Grder 

City  

MIRTH Wlr'DER 
NYm 
OWMD 
ORKRIDGE 
CiNTRRIO 
0REm CITY 
P E W O N  
PHILOMTH 
PNENIX 
PILOT RWT( 

PORTtRM) 
PDUERS 
PRFIIRIE CITY 
PIKSM)l-r 
PRINNILLE 
RClINIER 
m WOND 
REEDSWRT 
A1 MRND 
RI  3DLE 
ROCt(MY 
ROWE RIVER 
!aEBURG 
mu9 
SRUY 
SCCIPPO(SSE 

SCIO 
mT?s #ILL 
SEFISIDE 
SENEm 
W Y  W E  
SHERIM 
W R W D  
SILETZ 
SILVERTM 
SISTERS 
SPRINGFIELD 
STMF IELD 
STRYTON 
ST. H€LEhS 
ST. PR1;L 

I SUBLIMITY 
SUMERViLLE 
Wf ER 
SUllERLIN 
SWaTtHJE 

Total Total 
Road Total lumens lumens 

Pooulat ion Miles Lights  (1,@B0) Qer Ca3ita - -- - 

Tnousand 
tu~ers 

Per Pi!? 



TABLE IV-ti. 1 

City 

TRLENT 
THE D U E S  
TIWRO 
TILLRWOOK 
T m  
TUC#ClT IN 
TUIWER 
UMTILLA 
UNION 
liNITY 
WE 
VENETF) 
MUPORT 
WCIUOWCI 
LHIRRMTON 
IJASM) 

UATERtMl 
kEST LINN 
WESTON 
MIEELER 
U I W I W  
Cr I LSONV I LLE 
UINSTON 
UOOII VILLRGE 
U[)[3DBURN 

Y W T S  
YWIU 

Utl90liS PER W I T 4  WD LIMNS PER RURD MILE 
Sorted In  filohabetical OrGer 

Total total  Thousand 
Road Total Lurnerrj Lumem Lumens 

Po~ulation Hile Lights (1,BBB) Per Caoita Per "rlie ---  -" 

l r6 
241 
110 
176 
276 
227 
i s  
74 
26 
NFI 

l i l  
64 
1P1 
70 
Y 
4 

55 
120 
75 
88 
144 
42 
239 
190 
1% 
69 
61 

Note: NFI indicates not available. 



LUEM KR CRPITR F \ ~ D  L'J~ENS PER RCRD VILE 
Sorted By De5cerxhng P a ~ u l a t i o n  

Ci ty  

MRlLAM 
EUGENE 
SRLEM 
HEWORD 
CORVRLLIS 
S P R I W I M  
G R E W  
BERWRTIJN 
HILLSBCRO 
M Y  
LCWE OSRGO 
TIWRD 
KEIZER 
BEND 
H ! L W I E  
lU&Wtl F U S  
ROSEBUW 
CISHLC)Nn 
GRRMTS PW 
btC#INNVILLE 
m BFlY 
OREGON CITY 
F'ENDLETWY 
UEST LINN 
I A G M E  
FOREST GRWE 
IJOODWRN 
NEUERG 
T!4E W L E S  
W T I N  
LEBCWON 
HEM ISTON 
NSDRIR 
I3LFuETONE 
MTRRIO 
BFLKER 
NORTH 6t'M) 
I)CltLAS 
NEWPORT 
WBY 
ST. HUEFlS 
COTTFLGE 6RWE 
SUEET HMrff 
CENTlWL M I N T  
REHOND 
LINCDL! CITY 

Total Total 
Road Total Lumens L':mens 

Population Niles Lights (!,e38) Per Cal i ta  ---  

Thousand 
Lyle!!5 

Per k i  le 





UIKE PER WITk RND LMENS ?ER RW RILE 
S o r t e d  By Weraing P o p u l a t i o n  

C i t y  

FCIIWIEW 
HCIRRISBURG 
KIN6  CITY 
WILLRnINR 
ELGIN 
HUBWRD 
JEFFERW 
CLFlTSKRNIE 
W E  
STFINFIELD 
PILOT ROCK 
W R T  
ROINIEA 
nru CITY 
FKlffiVILLE 
HINES 
RDGUE RIVER 
s w I n I T Y  
LRKESI W 
MYTON 
HEPPNER 
DUHDEE 
CCIRLTON 
CRNYONVIUE 
3 m W I U E  
C c I w I N m  
LFlFClYETTE 
nlRNER 
SAW COVE 
RldM(AWCIY 

JOSEPH 
WNES CITY 
CAVE JUNCTION 
PRAIRIE CITY 
RIDDLE 
MY CITY 
G F l R I W I  
WITY 
SILETZ 
GEClRHFlRT 
FITt!ma 
NORTH PLFIINS 
EOU) HILL 
LYONS 
DFIKlAVD 
KRRILL 

T o t a l  T o t a l  Thousam 
Road T o t a l  L W ~ M  Limt15 Lwers 

Pooulation Mils Lights (I,@@@) Per Wits F'tr Rile ---  -- 



LUMEN3 PER CRPITR RNO LL%NS PER FEMD.FILE 
Sorted By Deswndinq Population 

Ci ty  

DEWE BFlY 
WCIUOWFl 
FAILS CITY 
MUEK 
CHILWUIN 
COUUrlBIR CITY 
GERVCIIS 
SISTERS 
Im CITY 
MSTON 
W M  
m m  
wm 
L O W  
WSM 
Y M I L L  
mffi 
WIN 
MT. VEW 
CANYON CITY 
ECHO 
XI0 
%TON 
Y M T S  
RDFIIR 
HUNTI#TON 
# ILLERSBURG 
WFUR 
WVE 
FaSSf L 
m D  
FKlmRCl 
GCITES 
MFINZRNITR 
WNKS 
CKINROE 
METDLIUS 
NORTH WER 
BUTTE FRUS 
FIRLINGTON 
J O W  w 
WFISCO 
HCllRJClY 
DETROIT 
HF\IN€S 
JOHNSON CITY 

Total Total 
Road Total Lu~oem Lwaem 

Population N i les  Lights (I,@BiI) Per Caoita ---  

Thousad 
Lumens 

Per qile 



City 

WEELER 
IrmE 
I m  
Sf. PCKK. 
tiDNFINZCI 
NOR0 
IWR 
WNAU) 

SENECCI 
SCOTT5 n 1 u  
LON6 cm 
awts 
MHMm 
LEX INTON 
LDSTINE 
WTERLWI 
DCI'N I LLE 
RICHAND 
G W  V U E Y  
ADRIM 
HELIX 
slnWERVILLE 
SUWTER 
UNITY 
WlRLOW 
P R E r n  
LONEROCK 

LUHEM PER W I T #  WD LWENS PER RRRD PiiE 
Sorted By Descending Population 

Total Total Thoumu 
Road Total Lumens Lumens Llmess 

Pooulation Niles Liohts (1,BBB) Per Ca~ i ta  Per Mile 
-- ---- 

Note: NCI indicates not available. 



TRBLE IV-B. 3 

LUMENS PER CCIPITCI WD LUMENS PER R%D WILE 
Sorted by Descendin0 Lumem Per Capita 

T o t a l  Total 
Road To ta l  Lunm Lmm 

C i t y  Population Miles Lights 11,888) Per Capita ---  
NDIFILM 
MIURSBURG 
WWN 
PAESWTT 
LINWUJ CITY 
M Z W I T R  
LDNG c m  
rmEw 
DClYVILLE 
f4OCmMY 
CIRLINGTON 
FOREST GROVE 
MILTON F W M T E R  
COBURG 
UtlEELER 
M I N G T f f l  
UNITY 
SWTER 
ME DClLLES 
DEiROIT 
ST. m 
IWFUR 
R M  
HPPNER 
SCIO 
CANYON CITY 
W Y  
CKlRORFl 
WPORT 
BIKER 
CmDGi'I 
W Y  
LONE ROCK 
MYRTLE POINT 
RICHLCIND 
MXH POWDER 
VCYE 
ws 
m M Y  
CJILSONVILLE 
YFlWFlTS 
KSTON 
WRS 
W R W  
BAY CITY 
HILWCKlKIE 

245 
558 

%3Je 
70 

6, 
4% 
245 

3,275 
285 

1,185 
458 

11,758 
5,858 
656 
356 
555 
110 
158 

10, see 
468 
330 
550 
955 

5% 
618 
418 
52s 

fA 3% 
9,496 
728 

27,988 
25 

2,708 
190 
455 

1,678 
495 

14,695 
3,788 

568 
730 
775 

379,1388 
1, lee 
17,375 

Thousand 
Luntem 

Per Yile 



TFIBLE IV-B.3 

LUMENS PER CRPITFl FIND LUPIENS PER RBlD NI!L 
Sorted By Descending Lumens Per Capita 

City 

W I LLE 
UNTClRIO 
MCHIMVILLE 
HILL CITV 
SECISIDE 
BClRLDW 
LEXING'ION 
#OLCKLFI 
CRNBV 
SWEFltlOnE 
TI- 
WILWIN 
MTES 
f 4 s l u N D  
M. VERMIN 
ClSTORICl 
NORTH BEND 
R E D m D  
MWE BRV 
UCUSWIRT 
(YIKR1I)GE 
ECHO 
WRY 
W I E U  
ELGIN 
FaSSIL 
WRTERLWl 
IlrlBLER 
W F I T I N  
LEwNoN 
G R r n  w v  
m z n  
ST. HELENS 
#IUFI#IM 
IONE 
tAKE osbE6a 
UINTON 
s(Ywoa% 
EDFORD 
JOHN DRY 
SUMEWILLE 
MHIRN 
( X R T W I E  
W HIU 
MITV 
W S I D E  

T o t a l  T o t a l  
Road Total Lumens Ltlmm 

Population Miles Lights (l,@@VJ) Per Ca~ita - - -  

Thousand 
LumerG 

Per rile 



LIBENS PER CRPITFI QND LUHENS PER RW RILE 
Sorted By Oescending L u m ~  Pey Cauita 

City 

WtWIFI CITY 
SUMERLIN 
FEND LET^ 
HELIX 
mRO 
SRLE# 
NYW 
ffim 
BROWNSVIM 
AOSEBORG 
JUNCTIO111 CITY 
K L M T H  FRUS 
W W  
GASTON 
FLORENCE 
PILOT ROM( 

f.mNlJNBECICH 
HERRILL 
R a D S W R T  
WEST LINN 
H M R  I SWIX 
Eu6ENE 
OREGON CITY 
BECWERTON 
SILVERTON 
LYONS 
6MNTS PFlSS 
EST= 
YCVBf ILL 
G C I R I W I  
I4CU)m 
I W  
mRaE 
WUW 
RIDOLE 
T U M R  
aw 
LRFflYETTE 
WKSEY 
STFINFIELD 
ENTERPRISE 
SHERIDCHI 
G R E W  
M I N  
WRLTON 
RUlgSVILLE 

Total Total 
Road Total Lu~em Lumen5 

Population Hiles Lights (1,000) Per Capita ---  

Thousand 
Luutem 

Per Vile 



LUMENS PER WITR RND L M W S  PE4 RCRD MILE 
Sorted By Descending L u m s  Per Capita 

City 

COTTRGE GROVE 
SHERLlWD 
cHwLiw 
PRINEVILLE 
~ T I U  
COAVFYLIS 
SPAINGFIEU) 
6EWIS 
FRIRVIEU 
HILLSBOKU 
blu tawH 
HIES 
F'HIL~TH 
GLENWE 
WBBCIW) 
WINIER 
SUBLIHITY 
SMITTS MIL 
MINES 
SILETZ 
M r n  
Jllt!wlN CITY 
WMRT 
fXEE RIVER 
m 
EflGLE POINT 
STAY TON 
w 
WNES CITY 
NEWBERG 
LMRCINDE 
LlODDBURN 
BUTTE FRLLS 
EWE 
biT. W6n 
DCIYTON 
CCINY[SNVILLE 
INDEPENDENCE 
WRRENTON 
J O W  VCll 
F U S  CITY 
C R E W  
JRCXWI LLE 
WOOD V I M  
WNDEE 
MYRTLE CREM 

Total Total 
Road Total Lumens turnem 

Population Miles Lights I1,GW) Per Capita - - -  
41.1 433 
18.8 192 
8.4 53 

35. 9 418 
28.8 203 

165.8 2,898 
188.4 2,251 

6.1 73 
11.6 110 

112.9 2,669 
23.5 285 
11.5 83 
13.2 168 
5.8 102 

11.4 1 4  
11.0 143 
8.0 123 
7.6 23 
7.0 38 
8.7 53 
8. 1 62 
1.4 36 

14.3 1@6 
6.2 112 

in .6 1,073 
12' 1 210 
23.2 281 
43.3 469 
19.5 63 
55.7 747 
71.0 556 
49.0 730 
3.1 Je 
6.6 3 1 
9.8 146 
8.9 led 

10.2 62 
30.9 226 
42.9 205 
4.4 24 

11.3 45 
10.5 121 
15.3 1 34 
6.9 118 

12.9 102 
16.1 210 

Thousand 
L w ? ~  

Per File 



City 

CIWIR 
HRHISTDN 
WNFTCI 
PIWIRIE CITY 
METOLIUS 
CDRHuIUS 
PHOENIX 
TImm 
CENT= WlNT 
I w N D  CITY 
NORTH PLCIIW 
LOSTINE 
CRVE JUNCTION 
LWJEU 
TCllMT 
l3Lmsrn 
UNION 
JEFFERSON 
SENECR 
BURNS 
JOSEPH 
KEI ZER 
HOOD RIVER 
M Y  COVE 
KING CITY 
\I#Isw 
SISTERS 

LWS PER WITO FWD LMEMS PER m MILE 
Sorted By k c e n d i n u  Lumens Per Caoita 

Total Total Thousand 
Road Total Lunoem Lurnem Luraens 

Population Riles  Lights (1,0@0) Per Caoita Per Wile 

M e :  NR indicatm not available. 



WKHS PER CCIPITA AND LU#ENS PER ilOClD NILE 
Sorted By Descending i u m s  Per Mi le  

Ci ty  Population 

FOREST GROVE 
PILOT ROM( 

RILTON FREMTER 
TOLEW 
N I L W I E  
L I W  CITY 
W S  
WRTLRND 
BCW)ON 

THE WiXS 
UKE (3SilE60 

tlLBw 
hIt6TON 
WOS MY 
TWKFlTlN 
rnIWIUE 
BEFWERTON 
W O R I )  
MYRTLE POINT 
ST. rmENS 
COWILLE 
WOOD VILLILGE 
REEDSWRT 
GRESHFW 
NGME 
MT. V E W  
DNTARIO 
NEWWRT 
HILLSBORO 
SECISIDE 
CLSHLAND 
RSTORIA 
NEW-EH 
MlRVClllIS 
ST. PFKll 
J m  CITY 
SCKEM 
G W T S  P%S 
HRLWY 
TI- 
CITHEW 
SILVERTON 
MIUERSWRG 
NT. WXL 
CRNBY 
W M  

Total 
Road 

hi  l e s  - 
Total 

Lights 

Total 
Lumem 

11, W0) - 
Lumens 

Per Capita 

Thousand 
L w e w  

oer iYile 



LUlENS PER WITR MD LUMENS PER IlUW NILE 
Sorted By Descending Lumens Pw Mile 

City 

W(EVIECI 
slxwm€ 
SCIO 
W O W T H  
S U E E ' r ~  
S P R l W I M  
WaAUll 
NOm BMD 
o m  CITY 
CLIITSKWIE 
m1u 
WDLETON 
CWRORFl 
ENLE MINT 
WRIDGE 
mwm 
HEPPNER 
WMR 
UILLMIW 
KLFWTH F U S  
ROSEBURG 
ROGUE RIVER 
ww1u 
pH ILWTH 
WOODBllRN 
WflYmE 
n u  c I n  
PH(#NI X 
HYW 
LmwN 
WTTRGE G M  
*m LINN 
WRS 
no= 
JUNCTION CITY 
STFIYTDN 
JOMN MY 
P E R R I U  
DCILLRS 
GFISTON 
LON6 CREEK 
NRJBERG 
WOY 
TUN 
SUBLIHITY 
SHERIM 

Total Total 
Road Total Lunens Luwm 

Population Miles Lights (1,88411 Per Capita ---  

Thousand 
Lmm 

Per fiile 



UPENS PER CWITR FUuD LUMENS PER RORD WiiE 
Sorted By Descending Lumens Per Mile 

City 

FRIRVIEU 
RIHlIR 
NORTH WWDER 
PRINEVIU 
w 
WFUR 
TIGIIRD 
SHERWOOD 
HUNT INSTON 
STFWIELD 
SUTKRLIN 
WRNpIUS 
WRLW 
RED#OND 
HUBMRD 
PRESM3TT 
WKllE CREEK 
WLDWRT 
R6IN 
LRGRCUJDE 
WOFI CITY 
CCIRLTrn 
CRESWELL 
E S T m  
MDW 
ECHO 
W I N  
HCIRRISEURG 
NTES 
W S I D E  
R I  w 
MITY 
HINES 
DCIYrON 
iioclwav 
BOY CITY 
WliEaER 
GERVCIIS 
BEMI 
CENTM POINT 
WSTONE 
RClINIER 
rmMD 
GLENIXlLE 
WRIBCKDI 
ENTERPR IS€ 

Total Tot a1 
Road Total Lurnem L a m  

Pooulation Miles Lights (I,@%) Pw Caoita ---  

1,- 11.6 110 1,315 
568 2.5 40 2M 
455 5.0 40 556 

5,410 35.9 418 3,993 
1,670 18.3 1% 2,838 

550 7.4 164 813 
28,258 80.2 768 9,741 
2,685 18.0 192 1,984 

555 8.4 69 W 
1,668 12.1 117 1,275 
4,328 36.8 346 3,037 
5,658 23.7 274 2,467 

lea 1.1 16 109 
6,718 66.5 443 6,071 
1,768 11.4 140 1,172 

70 1.8 20 185 
3 , M  16.1 210 1,653 
1,590 15.7 119 1,593 
1,765 16.9 138 1,717 

12,230 71.8 556 7,@7 
610 8.6 67 857 

1,270 9.7 113 95E! 
1,895 10.5 121 1 , w  
1,910 16.8 133 1,5643 
2,328 19.2 134 1,876 
685 6.2 73 681 
620 4.9 44 470 

1,840 16.9 113 1,543 
588 5.4 39 521 

1 ,43  13.3 100 1,278 
198 2.6 19 247 

1,040 10.4 0s 936 
1,470 11.5 83 1,028 
1,398 8.9 lee 793 
1,lBS 23.9 167 2,120 
1,109 14.5 187 1,270 

358 6.5 42 567 
745 6.1 73 531 

18,000 18.6 1,073 19,981 
6,740 37.8 363 3,226 
9,578 44.4 492 3,872 
1,568 11.8 143 1,813 

275 2.8 35 239 
720 5.0 1 W 4% 

1,07L 18.2 69 874 
2,678 10.7 154 1,582 

Thousand 
Lwers 

Per rile 



LU#ENS PER W I T f l  WI L W N S  PER RIND MILE 
W e d  By Descending Luoens Per Mi le  

Ci ty  

BUrrE F U S  
CHILOBJIN 
YFWHIU 
RIDDLE 
HEMISTON 
60U) HILL 
KEIZER 
WCYLOWFI 
DETROIT 
SILETZ 
UESTON 
TURNER 
C F I E a J O N m  
M T I L M  
cwLmu 
INDEPENDENCE 
W Z M I T R  
IHELER 
~ ~ I U  
LYW 
J R W W I L L E  
M O N V I L L E  
PRClIRIE CITY 
YFlCHClTS 
M#Ulrl8ICI CITY 
IONE 
BROWHSVILLE 
mROE 
HELIX 
JmE M Y  
V E m R  
ADRIaN 
FOSSIL 
I-wiEY 
CIRLIN6TON 
WM)(]N 

Ism CITY 
LEXINGTON 
JOmN VCll 
DIME€ 
WTERLW3 
MIRTH PLAINS 
F I M S  
1 m  
LOWELL 
aVE 

Total  Total 
Road Total  Lumens L u m  

Population Miles Lights (1,W) Per Capita ---  

Thousand 
LUmerEi 

Per lrlile 



City 

JEFFEEUN 
BOlYUlZFi 
GEFiWRT 
m1ORO 
HILSONVILLE 
CIIVE JUNCTION 
lifwmul 
E m  VFILLEY 
F U S  CITY 
WINES 
WNES CITY 
BURNS 
KING CITY 
JIISEPH 
SENEN 
KTOLIUS 
MRENTON 
UISTINE 
UNION 
HWD RIVER 
W T E R  
SCDTTS n I u  
SHRDV CWE 
LONE m 
w#sm 
UNITY 
SISTERS 

LiJKNS PER W I T R  FIND LIMN5 PEA RWD HllE 
Sorted By De!xendinu Lumens Per Mile 

Total Total Thouma 
Road Total Lumens Lulnem Lurens 

Population Miles Lights (1,0&3) Per Caoita Per Nile ---  -- 

13.7 
6.7 

14.3 
6.5 

106.3 
11.9 
0.1 
4.3 

11.3 
7.8 

19.5 
27.2 
7.6 

10.8 
2.8 
6.9 

42.9 
3.7 
29.9 
31.0 
9.5 
7.0 

13.7 
2.4 
7.4 

Nil 
12.1 - 

8,252 

Nate: W! indicates rmt available. 





TRBLE V d  

1985 STREETLIGHT RFITE PROFILE BY LIGHT TYPE CVcD WNERSHIP 
Clll Plajor Ut i l i t i e s  
(Dollars wr Irlonth) 

Liaht Type/ Forest Salm T i l l m k  City of 
Dmzwrhip Grove Electric Idaho McHinnville WD Bandon 

HPS Vamr 78 Watt 
R - 7.12 - - - - 
B - - - - - - 
C - - - - - - 

HPS Vamr 198 Watt 
Cl _ - 6.B 5.88 - 0.08 - 
B - 2.95 3.24 - - - 
C 0.01 - - 1.86 - 1.55 

HPS Vamr 200 Uatt 
!A - 8.19 7.89 - 9.00 - 
B - 4 . 8  4.54 - - - 
C 1.56 - - 2.06 - 3.m 

k u r y  Vamr 175 Watt 
R - 5.10 6.64 - - - 
B - 2.78 - - - - 
C 1. 3Y - - - - 2.60 

k u r y  Vawr W Watt 
R - - - - - 10.99 
B - - - - - 7.01 
C - - - - - 6.07 

Notes: " R ' denotes u t i l i t y  omred and maintained. 
' B ' denotes c i t y  owned, ut i l i t y  maintained. 

C ' denotes c i ty  amed and maintaimd. 



1985 STREETLIGHT ACITE PROFILE BY LIGHT TW€ MD OWHRSHIP 
fl11 k j w  Ut i l i t i e s  
(Dollars wr Month) 

Liqht Type/ L i m l n  CP Northern City of 
h m n h i p  P6E WLL RW SUB WD National k s c o  Fkhlad 

HE Vam 70 Uatt 
A 
B 
C 

tm Vapw lee Watt 
A 
0 
C 

tP5 Vapor 200 Watt 
CL 
B 
C 

Mercury Vapor 400 Watt 
A 13.12 12.50 - - - 14.65 18.92 - 
B 10.85 - - - - - 8.63 
C EL 92 9.35 3.14 - - 6.78 - - 

ktes: ' CI " denotes u t i l i t y  onned and wintained. 
" B ' denotes c i t y  cmned, ut i l i t y  maintained. 
' C ' denotes c i t y  Mined and maintained. 



1965 STREETLIWT RRTE PROFILE BY LIGHT TYPE FWD OWNERSHIP 
Clll Major Utilities 
(Dollars per Month) 

Lipht Type/ Columbia Comunep5 Lane City of Colwaia Clatskanle 
hmwvhia Basin Power Electric bnmouth River WI) PUD 

HPS Vawr 78 Watt 
R 4.68 9.45 - - 5.75 - 

HPS Vaoor 1M Uatt 
R 4.25 11.45 - - 6.63 - 

tlPS Vamr 268 Watt 
CI 5.88 - - - 8.95 - 
El - - - - - - 
C - - - 4.93 - - 

' )Ilercury Vaoor 175 Watt 
CI - 7.58 6.65 - 7.72 - 
B - - - - 5.69 - 
C - - - - 1.96 

k u r y  Vaoor 400 Uatt 
CI - 11.95 10.15 - 12.46 - 
B 4 - - 10.50 - 
C - - - - - 4.47 

Central 
E W D  Electric - - 

Notes: " R denotes utilitv owned and maintained. 
" 0 ' denotes city onned, utility maintained. 
' C It denotes city onned and maintained. 



TRBCE V-B 

1985 ME M Y S I S  FOR W, UTILITIES 
Based On Selected Lioht T y m  

(Dollars per Ilonth) 

LiNt Type1 Standard 
Ownership M a g e  Deviation R x i ~ U n  Hiniaun - -- 

CPS Vapor 70 Watt 
CI 
B 
C 

CPS Vapor 100 Uatt 
R 
B 
C 

tPS Vawr 288 Watt 
CI 
B 
C 

h w y  Va#rr 175 Watt 
A 
B 
C 

I$rmry Vawr 488 Watt 
CI 
0 
C 

Notes: ' II denates utility owned and maintained. 
' B . denotes city owned, utility maintained. 

C ' derotes city owned and maintained. 



STREFILIGHT RRTE HISTORY BY SELECTED LIGHT TYPE 
For Five Larpe Oretpn Utilities 

70 Watt HPSV 100 kt t HPSV 

Idaho W Idaho W 
P6E PPM. Power National EWEB RE WK Power National 

I 6 M h  
Rates A 

0 
C 



STREETLIGHT KITE HISTORY BY SELECTED LIGHT TYPE 
For Five Large Oreoon U t i l i t i ~  

288 Uatt HPSV 175 Uatt W 

Idaho W 
PPwer National EWEB --- 

Idaho CP 
Pawer National -- 

G d h  
Rates A 

B 
C 



TABLE v-c 

SfRUnIGHT W7E HISTORY BY SELECTED LIGHT TYPE 
For Five Large Oregon Utilities 

Idaho W 
PGE PPaL P m r  National ---- 

I Grwrth 
Rates A 

0 
C 



STREETLIGHT lWTE HISTORY BY SELECTED LIGHT TYPE 
For Five Large Oregon U t i l i t i ~  

(1) Cll l rates are based on the rate that was in effect on or 
around Nay 1 of each year. The fallwing table specifies 
the date each year's rate came into effect: 

Year - 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1988 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

Idaho 
Power 

w 
National 

(2) Calculation of uunicipal rates are based on a cents/KW 
rate char@ to the city by BPCl multiplied by PPlK9s 
estimated omsumption for each lamp type. 

(3) A " denotes util i ty owed and maintained. 
" B ' denotes city owned, utili ty maintained. 
' C " denotes city cwned and maintained. 

(4) - indicates not applicable. 



A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A STREET LIGHTING POLICY FOR THE CITY OF FLORENCE. 

WHEREAS, on J u l y  11, 1950, t h e  v o t e r s  o f  t h e  Ci ty  of  Florence approved 
a cont inuing street l i g h t i n g  levy,  and 

WHEREAS, the  provis ion of  adequate l i g h t i n g  of  p r i n c i p a l  C i ty  s t r e e t s  
and i n t e r s e c t i o n s  i s  an a i d  t o  the  s a f e t y  of  m o t o r i s t s ,  c y c l i s t s  and pedes- 
t r i a n s ,  and 

WHEREAS, street l i g h t s  a l s o  o f f e r  some b e n e f i t s  t o  those p r i v a t e l y  
owned p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  a r e  p a r t i a l l y  l i g h t e d  by t h e  s t r e e t  l i g h t s ,  and 

WHEREAS, i t  i s  i n  the  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  t o  avoid unnecessary use of 
e l e c t r i c a l  energy f o r  any purpose inc lud ing  street l i g h t i n g .  

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED t h a t  i t  is  t h e  Po l i cy  of t h e  C i t y  o f  
Florence t h a t  street l i g h t i n g  has  the  primary func t ion  of adding t o  the  
s a f e t y  of  motor i s t s ,  c y c l i s t s  and p e d e s t r i a n s  dur ing  t h e  hours of darkness.  
It is n o t  t h e  Ci ty  policy' t o  provide street l i g h t s  f o r  the  s p e c i f i c ,  o r  
s o l e  purpose of p ro tec t ing  p r i v a t e  proper ty .  

BE IT FURTEIER RESOLVED t h a t  t h e  fo l lowing p r i o r i t i e s  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  
f o r  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of  s t r e e t  l i g h t s  w i t h i n  t h e  Ci ty .  New l i g h t s  s h a l l  be 
i n s t a l l e d  i n  t h e  o rder  set f o r t h  i n  t h i s  p r i o r i t y  l i s t i n g ,  except  t h a t  
street l i g h t s  turned o f f  f o r  budgetary reasons  dur ing t h e  per iod of 
September through November, 1981, t h a t  meet one of  t h e  15 p r i o r i t i e s ,  s h a l l  
be turned on be fore  any new street l i g h t s  a r e  ordered t o  be i n s t a l l e d .  

STREET LIGHT PRIORITIES 

1. Highway 101: each i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h i n  Ci ty ;  and not  less than 
200' a p a r t ,  from t h e  Siuslaw River ,  n o r t h  through 15th S t r e e t .  

2. Each four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n  wi th  a l l  s t r e e t s  paved. 

3, Each four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n  w i t h  a t  l e a s t  two (2) streets paved. 

4. A l l  o t h e r  four-way i n t e r s e c t i o n s .  

5. Each three-way ("T") i n t e r s e c t i o n s  w i t h  a l l  streets paved. 

6. Each three-way ("TI') i n t e r s e c t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  through s t r e e t  paved. 

7. A l l  o t h e r  three-way i n t e r s e c t i o n s .  

8. A t  each paved cul-de-sac. 

9. A t  each unpaved cul-de-sac, o r  dead-end s t r e e t .  



10, Four hundred feet (400'3 apart  on Rhododendron D r i v e ,  from Greenwood 
S t r e e t  t o  35th S t r e e t .  

11. Midway between l i gh t ed  i n t e r sec t i ons  on o the r  s t r e e t s  i f  d i s tance  
exceeds s i x  hundred f i f t y  f e e t  (650' 1. 

12. Four hundred f e e t  (400 ' )  a p a r t  on o ther  Ci ty  s t r e e t s  without i n t e r -  
s ec t i ons ,  but not c lo se r  than three  hundred twenty f i v e  (325')  from 
a  l igh ted  i n t e r sec t i on .  

13. A t  entrance(s1 where a  Planned Unit Development (PUD) meets a  Ci ty  
s t r e e t .  

14. A t  entrance(s)  where a  b ike  path meets a  City s t r e e t .  

15. A t  entrance(s1 t o  Ci ty  Parks.  

The T r a f f i c -  Committee e s t ab l i shed  by 7-2-1 of the  City Code may add 
s t r e e t  l i g h t s  a t  o ther  loca t ions  and author ize  s p e c i f i c  exceptions t o  the  
above p r i o r i t i e s  when necessary i n  o rder  t o  enhance the  publ ic  s a f e t y  and 
welfare.  

Actual locat ions  may be var ied  s l i g h t l y  depending upon placement of 
Central  Lincoln PUD poles. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED t h a t  t he  City Manager (Budget O f f i c e r )  s h a l l  
annually prepare es t imates  f o r  the  Ci ty  Budget, of the  amount of property 
tax  t o  be levied each year ,  t o  cover the  cost  of a l l  s t r e e t  l i g h t s  necessary 
t o  meet the foregoing c r i t e r i a ,  and adminis t ra t ion of the S t r e e t  Lighting 
Program. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED t h a t  i t  s h a l l  be the Pol icy of the  Ci ty  of 
Florence : 

1. That the Ci ty  w i l l  pay t he  monthly cost  of s t r e e t  l i g h t s  only f o r  
standard luminaries a s  provided by Central  Lincoln PW, loca ted  upon 
s taadard poles. In the  event  t h a t  i n  the fu ture  r e s iden t s  of an a r ea ,  o r  
developers of a  subdivision wish s t r e e t  l i gh t ing  on more cos t l y  po les ,  then 
those res iden ts ,  o r  developers ' s h a l l  pay t o  the  City the  e n t i r e  add i t i ona l  
c o s t ,  including b i l l i n g  c o s t s  and o the r  adminis t ra t ive  cos t s .  

2. That i n  the event a  r e s i d e n t ,  o r  group of r e s iden t s  of the  City 
of Florence wish t o  have s t r e e t  l i g h t i n g  i n  addi t ion t o  t h a t  provided by 
the policy here in ,  then t h a t  r e s iden t ,  o r  those r e s iden t s  s h a l l  pay the  
e n t i r e  cost  t o  the C i ty ,  including b i l l i n g  and o ther  adminis t ra t ive  
cos t s .  

3. That the  City of Florence does not provide s t r e e t  l i g h t s  i n  a l l e y s ,  
nor a t  the entrances of a l l e y s  from publ ic  s t r e e t s .  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED t h a t  t h i s  s t r e e t  l igh t ing  pol icy f o r  the  City 
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of Florence  does not  r e q u i r e ,  no r  aut .horize t he  a d d i t i o n  of any s t r e e t  
Lights  un le s s  t h e  approved S t r e e t  L igh t  Fund Budget thas  s u f f i c i e n t  monies 
t o  pay t h e  c o s t .  This  s t r e e t  l i g h t i n g  p o l i c y  may r e q u i r e  t h e  removal of  
e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t  l i g h t s  i n  i n v e r s e  o r d e r  of  p r i o r i t y ,  i f  neces sa ry ,  i n  
o r d e r  t o  avoid  over-spending the  approved S t r e e t  L igh t  Fund Budget. 

PASSED BY THE; COMMON COUNCIL, t h i s  22nd day of  December, 1981 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR, t h i s  22nd day of December, 1981 

ATTEST: 

, 471 6 7  
Al ice  M. Hunt, CITY RECORDER 



Annual Enerqv Savlnss 
Expected Annual Energy 

Converslons o r  R e t r o f i t s  L l  f etlme Savings pe r  Convers l ons 
From To (years) o r  R e t r o f i t  (kwh)* 

Hercurv Vapor 

1,000 Watt 400 Watt HPS 20 
400 Watt HH 20 
380 Watt LPS 20 
310 Watt HPS 20 

700 Watt 400 Watt HPS 20 
310 Watt HPS 20 
250 Watt HH 2 0 
180 Watt LPS 20 
150 Watt HPS 20 

400 Watt 200 Watt HPS 20 
250 Watt HH 20 
135 Mat t  LPS 20 
100 Watt HPS 

250 Watt IS0 Watt HPS 20 
I00 Watt HPS 2 0 

70 Watt HPS 20 
90 Watt LPS 20 

175 Watt 100 Watt HPS 20 
70 Watt HPS 20 
55 H a t t  LPS 20 

100 Watt 50 Watt HPS 20 206 

Fl uorescent 

660 Watt 256 Watt HPS 
400 Watt MH 2 0 
400 Watt HPS 20 
180 Watt LPS 20 
-200 Watt HPS 20 

400 Watt 200 Watt HPS 20 
180 Watt LPS 2 0 

192 Watt 150 Watt HPS 20 
135 Watt LPS 20 

* Computation was based on 4,200 hours burning t ime per year and l l n e  
wattage f o r  mercury vapor, HPS, and MH. Medlan c i r c u l t  wattage over the 
l i f e t l m e  o f  the Luminalre was used t o  ca lcu la te  savings f o r  LPS. 



Annual Enersv Savlnss 

Expected Annual Energy 
Converslonr o r  Retrof i t L i  f etime Savings per Conversions 
From To (years) o r  R e t r o f i t  (kwh)* 

Incandescent 

15,000 Lumen 150 Watt HPS 
(860 Watt) 175 Watt HH 20 2,772 2,163 
(715 Watt) 90 Watt LPS 2 0 2,820 2,354 

690W - 620W - 
10,000 Lumen 100 Watt HPS 20 2,344 2,050 

(690 Watt) 175 Watt MH 20 2,058 1,764 
(620 Watt) 90 Watt LPS 20 2,140 1,955 

w 448W - 40SW - 
6,000 Lumen 70 Watt HPS 20 1,491 1,310 

(448 Watt) 55 Watt LPS 20 1,400 1,290 
(405 Watt) 

4.000 Lumen 70 Watt HPS 
(327 Watt) 55 Watt LPS 2 0 
(295 Matt) 

2,500 Lumen 
(202 Watt) 
(189 Watt) 

70 Watt HPS 

* Computation was based on 4,200 hours burnlng time per year and l i n e  
wattage f o r  mercury vapor, HPS, and MH. Wedian c i r c u i t  wattage over. the 
l i f e t i m e  o f  the Lumlnaire was used t o  ca lcu late savlngs f o r  LPS. 

I 



AVAILABLE 

I n  a l l  t e r r i t o r y  served by the  Company. 

APPLICABLE 

To l i g h t i n g  se rv i ce  f o r  pub l i c  s t r e e t s  and highways, and p u b l i c  grounds and 
areas, supp l ied t o  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  o r  agencies o f  Federal o r  s t a t e  govern- 
ments where funds f o r  payment f o r  e l e c t r i c  se rv i ce  a re  provided through 
t a x a t i o n  o r  p roper ty  assessment. 

CHARACTER OF SERVICE 

From dusk t o  dawn d a i l y ,  c o n t r o l l e d  b y a  pho to -e lec t r i c  c o n t r o l  o r  t ime 
sw i t ch  t o  be mutua l l y  agreeable t o  the  Customer and Company. 

MONTHLY RATE FOR STANDARD EQUIPMENT 

The f o l l o w i n g  monthly ra tes  a re  f o r  Company-approved s t r e e t 1  i g h t i n g  lumi- 
na i res .  Option A I s  f o r  lumina i res  owned, maintained and suppl ied w i t h  
e l e c t r i c  energy by t h e  Company. Option B i s  f o r  maintenance and energy 
supp l ied t o  lumina i res  owned by t h e  Customer. Option C i s  f o r  t h e  fu rn ish -  
i n g  o f  e l e c t r i c  energy t o  lumina i res  owned and maintained by t h e  Customer 
and i n s t a l  l e d  on l y  on Customer-owned poles. Under normal operat ing condi- 
t i o n s ,  any requ i red c i r c u i t s  f o r  Option C lumina i res  w i l l  be owned and 
maintained by the  Customer. - 
Maintenance. by t h e  Company inc ludes group lamp replacement and glassware 
c lean ing on Company schedule. I n d i v i d u a l  lamps w i l l  be replaced on burnout 
as soon as .reasonably poss ib le  a f t e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  Customer and 
sub jec t  t o  t h e  Company's operat ing schedules and requirements. 

Nominal Monthly Monthly Rate 
Type o f  L i g h t  Watts Lumens kwh Option A Option B  Option C 

Incandescent* 92 1,000 32 $ 4.96 $ 3.53 $ 1.84 
182 2,500 64 6.82 5.39 3.68 
300 4,000 105 9.17 7.74 6.04 
405 6,000 142 11 -35 9  -92 8.17 

Sodium Vapor 70 5,800 30 6.06 3.84 1.73 
100 9,500 42 6-98 4.59 2.42 
150 16,000 62 8.41 5.78 3.57 
200 22,000 8  2  9.84 6.95 4.72 
250 25,500 101 11.60 8.14 5.81 
400 48,000 158 14.51 11.38 9.10 

* No new serv ice.  
** No new serv i ce  under Opt ion A except i n  es tab l ished r e s i d e n t i a l  

areas i n  order  t o  prov ide c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  l i g h t  
serv ices . 

Issued May 15, 1984 E f f e c t i v e  f o r  meter readings 
C.  L. HefnrIch,  Senior  Vice pres ident  on and a f t e r  June 15, 1984 



Lamp/ Laminaire Ballast 
Lumens TYPe TYPe 

Line Loss 
Watts 3.009 

100W/4,000L 
175W/7,000L 
250W/10, OOOL 
400W/21, OOOL 
700W/40,000L 
1,00OW/55,0OOL 

70W/5,800L 
70W/5,800L 
100W/9,500L 
100W/9,500L 
150W/16,000L 
200W/22,000L 
250W/25,000L 
400W/48, OOOL 
1 ,OOOW/130, OOOL 

175W/14, OOOL 
250W/20,000L 
400W/34,000L 
1,000W/100,000L 

HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 
HPS 

NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 

NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
NPF Reactor 
Auto Regulator 

Auto Regulator 
Auto Regulator 
Auto Regulator 
Auto Regulator 

Annual 
KWH* ------.. 
497.49 
865.20 

1,189.65 
1,860.18 
3,266.13 
4,767.25 

Month1 y 
KWH ------- 

41.46 
72.10 
99.14 
155.02 
272.18 
397.27 



Energy Mainten- Less 
L u n i ~ i  r e  MMTHLY Charge Option Circuit ance Option L u n i ~ i r e  Imestmnt Option 

T Y P  KUH 0.05757 C Charge Charge B Replacunent Charge A 

Mercury Vapor 

H igh-Pressure Sodiun 

Ui th Schedule 104 Adder of 50.00119 per KUH 
Mercury Vapor 

High-Pressure Sodiun 
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