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INTRODUCTION

In September 1985 the Bureau published the Oregon City and County
Energy Management Study. During the study most Oregon cities and
counties were surveyed about energy expenditures and types of
energy efficiency improvements made in buildings, facilities and
motor vehicles. One of the major findings was that streetlights
were the number one energy-related expenditure for most Oregon
cities.

Seventy-seven cities reported streetlight utility payments totaling
over $3 million in fiscal 1983-84. However, the energy expenditure
was not readily discernible, because a large portion of most cities'
streetlight utility payments is for equipment rental and maintenance.
Except for cities that owned and maintained their own streetlights,

a breakdown of expenditure by energy, rental and maintenance was not
readily available.

This study, a follow-up to the Bureau's statewide energy management
study, had two basic goals:

1. To analyze the inventory and expenditures of city
streetlights in Oregon.

2. To identify available options for cities to reduce
streetlight expenditures.

A comprehensive statewide streetlight inventory was compiled and city
expenditures were calculated from information gathered from all
utilities that provide city streetlighting in Oregon. For each city,
utilities were asked to identify each light by light type (e.g.,
mercury vapor, high pressure sodium vapor, etc.), light size (e.g.,

70 watt, 200 watt, etc.), and ownership and maintenance arrangement.
All utilities use this information to bill cities each month; however,
the information is not generally listed by category on monthly bills.
Expenditures were calculated by multiplying each inventory component
by the appropriate utility streetlight rate.

After data were gathered, inventory and expenditure information was
compiled and analyzed using dBASE III and Lotus 1-2-3. Complete
inventory information was compiled for 211 of Oregon's 240 cities,
covering over 98 percent of the state's city population.

Because new streetlights are being added all the time and conversion

to more efficient streetlights is also an ongoing process, by the

time this study is published, the inventory and expenditure information
already will be slightly dated. For instance, the city of Portland
inventory was compiled at the end of 1985. By the end of 1986 the

city will have converted approximately 13,000 additional lights from
mercury vapor to high pressure sodium vapor lights.



The first section of this report examines all inventory and expenditure
findings. Per capita and per mile indicators were calculated for each
city so that cities can be compared. At the end of the first section
are brief discussions of lighting technology and streetlight rates.
There 1s also a calculation of the energy use and power requirements

of Oregon's city streetlight system.

The second section explores various options available to cities to
reduce streetlight expenditures. These options include removing
lights, converting to more efficient lights, purchasing the system
from the utility, reducing the hours of streetlight operation, and
reconfiguring the system. Case studies based on the experiences of
various cities are used to illustrate these options.

The appendixes include extensive information on the streetlight
inventory, expenditures and utility rates, as well as other pertinent
documentation used in compiling and analyzing Oregon's city street-
lights. In the inventory and expenditure sections, some tables are
broken down by utilities and others by city. Numerous tables show
inventory and expenditure indicators (e.g., lights per capita, dollar
per mile) for each city. These tables are generally sorted alpha-
betically, by city size, by population, and by the indicators. A
section on utility rates includes current rates from all utilities for
selected lights and a ten-year rate history for selected lights from
selected utilities. The raw inventory data can be found at the end
of the appendixes,



MAJOR FINDINGS

In 1985 Oregon cities paid utilities more than $10 million for
streetlights--53 percent for energy, 37 percent for renting and main-
taining the lights, and 10 percent for pole rental and maintenance.
In addition to the money cities pay utilitiés for streetlights, total
city expenditures also would include capital and maintenance costs
for cities that own and maintain their own lights.

The average Oregon city makes utility payments of $8.22 per capita or
$1,030 per road mile for streetlights. These indicators vary signifi-
cantly by ownership and maintenance arrangements with the serving
utility. When a city owns and maintains its own streetlight system,
utility payments are usually lower than when the system is owned or
maintained by a utility.

Only thirteen cities own and maintain most of their streetlights. An
additional seven cities own most of their streetlights but the utility
maintains them. Many of the larger cities, including Portland, Eugene,
Springfield, Medford, Lake Oswego, and Ashland are in these two cate-
gories. Due to the size of these cities, 52.2 percent of the street-
lights in Oregon are owned by cities (16.6 percent are maintained by
cities and 35.6 percent are maintained by utilities) and 47.8 percent
are owned and maintained by a utility.

There are currently over 114,500 streetlights in service in Oregon's
cities. Nearly 80 percent of the streetlights are served by Portland
General Electric (55 percent) and Pacific Power & Light (24 percent),
with the remaining 21 percent distributed among twenty-one other
private and public utilities. Over half of the streetlights have
been converted to energy-efficient lights. The bulk of the energy-
efficient lights are high pressure sodium (HPS) vapor lights, which
use roughly half the energy that their mercury vapor predecessors used
to produce similar lighting levels. Only the city of Springfield has
installed low pressure sodium (LPS) vapor lights, which are even more
efficient than HPS vapor.

The average Oregon city has 8.7 lights for every 100 residents, which
is equivalent to 10.7 lights for every city road mile. These numbers
generally fluctuate with the size of the city. Small cities with low
population densities tend to have more per capita lights but fewer
lights per mile than large cities. Factoring in the size of the
lights by multiplying each light by the number of lumens it produces,
the average Oregon city provides 935 lumens for each resident and
119,000 lumens for each road mile.

Thirty-eight percent of the city streetlights are 175-watt mercury
vapor lights, making them by far the most common light in the state.
Most of the 175-watt mercury vapor lights that have been converted
have been replaced by 100-watt HPS vapor lights. However, many

also have been changed to 70-watt HPS vapor lights, which are more
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efficient and less costly than 100-watt HPS vapor lights, but put out
less light, and Springfield has converted to 55-watt LPS vapor lights.
While the 175-watt mercury vapor lights supply 7,000 lumens, a 100-watt
HPS vapor light supplies 9,500 lumens, and a 70-watt HPS vapor light
supplies 5,800 lumens. Both PGE and PP&L are encouraging the use of
100-watt HPS vapor lights because of their higher lighting levels.
However, cities that are struggling to balance lighting needs with
restricted budgets may be able to use 70-watt HPS vapor lights for
most streetlight needs.

Streetlight rates have escalated substantially over the past decade.
For instance, PGE's rates have increased an average of 8.9 percent

per year for the last decade for 175-watt mercury vapor lights that
are owned and maintained by the utility. For 175-watt mercury vapor
lights that are owned by a city but maintained by the utility, the
annual escalation has been 9.9 percent, and for those that are owned
and maintained by a city, the annual escalation has been 11.2 percent.

Streetlight rates vary significantly among utilities. Municipal
utilities and public utility districts almost always have compara-
tively lower rates than private utilities. One interesting finding
is that PP&L, Salem Electric, and Consumers Power charge more for a
100-watt HPS vapor light that is owned and maintained by the utility
than for its 175-watt mercury vapor counterpart (PP&L charges $7.57
per month for the 100-watt HPS vapor and $6.98 per month for the
175-watt mercury vapor). This type of rate structure does little to
encourage cities to initiate conversion to more efficient lighting.

Based on the energy and power requirements of the existing inventory,
it was calculated that the present Oregon city streetlight inventory
consumes approximately 103 million kilowatt hours of energy a year and
requires 24.4 megawatts of power. By converting the remaining mercury
vapor and incandescent lights to HPS vapor lights, it is estimated
that these figures could be reduced to 82 million kilowatt hours of
energy a year and 19.2 megawatts. However, these calculations assumed
conversion of the remaining 175-watt mercury vapor lights to 100-watt
HPS vapor lights. If conversion was to 70-watt HPS vapor lights, or
to the even more efficient 55-watt LPS vapor lights, the savings would
increase substantially.

Conversion to more efficient lighting is one option for reducing city
streetlight expenditures. While most of the conversions to date have
been financed through BPA's Street and Area Lighting Program, this
program is no longer available for system-wide conversions. Utilities
are currently installing HPS vapor lights only when mercury vapor
fixtures fail or on new service. Therefore, city-initiated conversion
is the primary avenue available to cities. Depending on the serving
utility's rate schedule and conversion charge, a city could obtain
substantial savings through conversion.

Removing streetlights either temporarily or permanently is another
option available to local governments to curb streetlight expenditures.
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Many cities in Oregon are relatively overlit as a result of his-
torically inexpensive streetlight rates and/or "free" streetlights
as part of the utility franchise agreement.

Several cities in Oregon have either temporarily turmed lights off or
permanently removed streetlights. Many utilities charge cities for
the permanent removal of streetlights, based on their labor costs and
the book value of the equipment, minus the salvage value. Other
utilities remove the lights at no charge to the city. For temporary
delamping, some utilities not only charge for labor, but require that
the city continue to pay the maintenance and rental fees—-only
forgiving the energy charge.

Cities that do not own their streetlight system can also consider
purchasing it from the utility. On a purchase, cities usually have
the option to take over the maintenance responsibilities or let the
utility continue to maintain the system. For smaller cities,
absorbing the maintenance responsibilities may not be feasible. To
assess whether purchase of the system is feasible, a city would need
to examine the streetlight rate benefits from such a change and
negotiate a selling price with the serving utility. The city of
Portland purchased its streetlight system several years ago from PGE.

Other options for cities to explore include system reconfiguration
and reduced operating hours. If certain areas only need to be lit
for certain portions of the night, cities might be able to save money
by having utilities install timers. While this is not an arrangement
that is commonly available through most utilities, it is an option
that cities might want to explore, Cities can also look at better
streetlight placement or the replacement of several lights clustered
in one area with a single higher intensity light.






STREETLIGHT INVENTORY

The Bureau survey identified 114,500 streetlights currently in use in
Oregon cities. Nearly 80 percent of city streetlights in Oregon are
serviced by only two utilities--55 percent by PGE and 24 percent by
PPSL. The remaining 21 percent is distributed among twenty-two other
public and private utilities (see Appendix I-A.l).

Streetlight Types

One important finding is that over half of the streetlights in Oregon
already have been converted from mercury vapor and incandescent to
the more efficient high pressure sodium (HPS) vapor. Some conversion
of lights to low pressure sodium (LPS) vapor and of large, mercury
vapor lights to metal halide has also occurred.

Table 1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

Light Type Number Percent
HPS Vapor 57,663 50.47%
Mercury Vapor 52,905 46 .2
Other* 3,932 3.4

Total 114,500 100.0%

* Primarily consists of LPS vapor but
also includes incandescent and metal
halide lights.

The use of energy-efficient streetlights in Oregon cities appears to
be significantly higher than in most other states. A comparable

study for Arizoma cities conducted by the Arizona Energy Office in
1984 found a use of energy—-efficient lighting of only 30 percent.
("Economic Analysis of Arizona Streetlight Retrofit Potential," by
Jerome Dixon and David J. Sakata for the Arizona Energy Office
(1985).) A national survey of fifty-eight utilities in twenty-six
states conducted by the American Public Power Association in 1984
found a use of energy-efficient streetlights of 28 percent. ("Street-—
lights Providing New Challenges, Energy Savings,”" by Michael Bergman,
Public Power (March-April 1984).) The only notable exception is
California, where utilities already have converted over 93 percent of
all utility owned lights to HPS vapor under the encouragement of the
California Public Utilities Commission's Streetlight Conversion Program
initiated in 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 PGE's service
territory, 54 percent of PGE's lights are still mercury vapor. In
PP&L's 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 PP&L 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 114,500 100.0%

Only about 8 percent of the city lights in both PGE and PP&L's 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.
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Most streetlights in 191 of the 211 cities included in this study are
owned and maintained by a utility. Only 13 cities own and maintain
their streetlights, and an additional 7 cities own most of their
lights, but the lights are maintained by a utility. However, some of
Oregon's largest cities, including Portland, Springfield, Lake Oswego,
Eugene and Medford, are included in the last two categories (see
Appendix II-E).

Streetlight Inventory Indicators

When all inventory information was gathered for each utility, inven~
tories were constructed for each city. For the few cities that have
streetlight service from more than one utility, separate inventories
from each utility were combined.

To construct the inventory informationm in a form that would be useful
for comparing streetlighting among cities, two indicators were derived.
The first indicator is the number of lights per hundred population.

For this calculation, 1985 population figures were used from the Center
for Population Research and Census at Portland State University.

The second indicator is the number of lights per mile. Road mileage
information for each city was obtained from the Oregon Department of
Transportation. To construct this indicator, city owned and maintained
mileage was combined with county and state owned mileage within the
city limits for each city. Appendix I-C contains tables of these
indicators sorted alphabetically, by city size, by utility, by lights
per hundred population, and by lights per mile.

Table 3 indicates that the mean for all cities is 8.6 lights per ,
hundred population. The range of lights per hundred population is 0.9
to 28.6. A standard deviation of 3.9 indicates that about two-thirds
of the cities are within (i.e, plus or minus) 3.9 lights of the

8.6 mean. Table 3 also indicates that the mean drops as city size
increases——large cities are generally more densely populated and thus
have fewer people per light, even though they have more lights.

Table 3
LIGHTS PER HUNDRED POPULATION
City Size Category

All  Under 500~ 1,000- 2,500- 5,000~ 10,000- 25,000~  Over
Item Cities 500 999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 100,000 100,000

Mean 8.60 11.45 9.75 7.72 7.14 7.2 7.32 6.99 7.19
Standard

Deviation 3.87 4,89 3.63 3.61 2.57 2.12 2.51 1.87 2.25
Minimum 0.9 0.9 3.2% 1.04 1.59 5.14 2.06 5.05 4.94
Maximum 28,57 28.57 18.91 2%.35 13.83 14.75 12.99 11.04 9.43
Number

of Cities 211 40 39 51 29 21 21 8 2



Table 4 indicates that the mean for all cities is 10.7 lights per
mile. The range of lights per mile is 0.5 to 48.1. A standard
deviation of 5.7 indicates that about two-thirds of the cities are
within (i.e., plus or minus) 5.7 lights of the 10.7 mean.

Table 4
LIGHTS PER MILE
City Size Category

All Under 500- 1,000- 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000-  Over
Item Cities 500 999 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 100,000 100,000

Mean 10.69 7.93 934 9.85 12.09 11.99 14.66 16.20 15.64
Standard

Deviation 5.70 5.02 3.99 6.8 4.24 2.84 6.38 3.8 4.3
Minimum 0.54 0.54 2,89 1.68 1.65 6 .66 6.04 10.58 11.4
Maximum 48.10 2,28 19.73 48.10 19.80 17.27 30.38 2.4 19.06
Number

of Cities 21 40 39 51 29 21 21 8 2

It also appears from examining the mean values that the number of
lights per mile rises fairly steadily with city size. Again, this
would be expected, as large cities with high population densities
generally have higher streetlight density than more rural cities.

Each city can find its indicators in the alphabetical table in
Appendix I-C.l and compare them with the means and standard deviations
for the indicators in its size class as shown in tables 3 and 4. A
city that is significantly higher or lower than the mean of its size
class may want to take a closer look at its streetlight system. - It

is important to remember that this is only a first-cut comparison,

and no final decisions should be made without closer examination of
the physical system in relation to the lighting interests of the city,
city fiscal resources, etc. '

Light Size Distribution

Streetlights are available in various light types (e.g., HPS vapor,
mercury vapor, etc.) and in a range of sizes. There are two basic
ways to define light size. The first is by the amount of power that
the light requires measured in watts (e.g., 70 watts, 200 watts, 1,000
watts). The second is by its light output measured in lumens (e.g.,
5,800 lumens, 20,500 lumens, 100,000 lumens).

Oregon's city streetlight inventory is broken down by specific light
type, including wattage and lumens of each light type, in Table 5.

The most widely used light in Oregon is 175-watt mercury vapor, repre-—
senting over 38 percent of total inventory. The next four most widely
used lights are all HPS vapor lights. Lighting with incandescent
lights still represents about 1.5 percent of all lighting, even though
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incandescents produce less than one~third the light per kilowatt hour
than any other light type.

Table 5
LIGHT TYPE DISTRIBUTION

Percent of

Light Type Lights Total Rated Lumens¥*
Mercury vapor 175 watt 43,999 38.4% 7,000
HPS vapor 100 watt 22,635 19.8 9,500
HPS vapor 200 watt 11,065 9.7 22,000
HPS vapor 150 watt 9.215 8.1 16,000
HPS vapor 70 watt 8,299 7.2 5,800
Mercury vapor 400 watt 8,006 7.0 21,000
HPS vapor 400 watt 3,614 3.2 48,000
HPS vapor 250 watt 2,757 2.4 25,500
LPS vapor 90 watt 1,124 1.0 13,500
Incandescent 300 watt- 757 0.7 4,000
Incandescent 182 watt 576 0.5 2,500
LPS vapor 55 watt 540 0.5 8,000
Mercury vapor 250 watt 505 0.4 10,000
LPS vapor 135 watt 440 0.4 22,500
Mercury vapor 1,000 watt 311 0.3 55,000
Incandescent 405 watt 150 0.1 6,000
Metal halide 1,000 watt 136 0.1 100,000
LPS vapor 180 watt 125 0.1 33,000
Mercury vapor 100 watt 82 0.1 4,000
Incandescent 92 watt 50 0.1 1,000
Metal halide 400 watt 34 0.1 34,000
Metal halide 250 watt 29 0.1 20,500
Metal halide 175 watt 18 0.1 14,000
Incandescent 690 watt 4 0.1 10,000

Total** 114,471 100.0%

* Lumens shown here are PGE lumen figures. Figures differ
some among utilities.

** Total does not equal 114,500 because size was not readily
discernible on a small number of lights.

Energy-efficient lights have a greater light output per unit of power
measured in lumens per watt. For instance, the most common streetlight
today, the 175-watt mercury vapor light, produces approximately 7,000
lumens. These lights are being replaced by either 70-watt HPS vapor,
which produce approximately 5,800 lumens, 100-watt HPS vapor, producing
9,500 lumens, or 55-watt LPS vapor, producing 8,000 lumens. Thus,
replacing an existing light with a more efficient light provides
comparable lighting levels while using only 30 to 60 percent of the
energy. (Technical light comparisons are discussed in greater detail
in the section beginning on page 25.)
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Table 6 shows streetlight distribution by lumen size. The note to
Table 6 contains a second table that shows groupings of lights of
similar output and explains the method of deriving the lumen
distribution table. Although some cities are using some lights that
produce 100,000 lumens, over 94 percent of the lights used by cities
produce less than 22,500 lumens. While almost half of the lights
fall into 5,000 to 8,000 lumen range, these lights account for only
one-quarter of the lumen output.

Table 6

STREETLIGHT DISTRIBUTION AND LUMEN OUTPUT
BY LUMEN SIZE

Percent Lumens Percent

Lumen Range Lights Total (1,000) Total
1,000 - 4,000 1,383 1,27 4,518 0.3%
5,000 - 8,000 52,988 46 .3 361,346 25.2
9,500 - 16,000 33,501 29.3 367,740 25.6
20,500 - 22,500 19,540 17.1 422,044 29.4
25,000 - 34,000 2,916 2.5 75,583 5.3
48,000 - 55,000 3,925 3.4 190,574 13.3
100,000 136 0.1 13,600 0.9
Total 114,389 100.0% 1,435,406 100.0%

NOTE: Ranges are not contiguous, reflecting actual lumens
of discrete light type for each range. Total lumens in
each category were derived by multiplying the total lights
by the weighted lumen estimates shown below.

Weighted Lumen Light Types

Lumen Range Estimate in This Range
1,000 - 4,000 3,267 192, 1182, 1300

5,000 - 8,000 6,819 H70, MV175, 1405, L55
9,500 - 16,000 10,977 H100, H150, MV250, 1690

L90, MH175

20,500 - 22,500 21,599 MV200, MV400, L135, MH250
25,000 - 34,000 25,920 H250, L180, MH400
48,000 - 55,000 48,554 H400, MV1,000
100,000 100,000 MH1,000

NOTE: I = incandescent; H = high pressure sodium vapor;
L = low pressure sodium vapor; MH = metal halide; MV =
mercury vapor. The weighted lumen estimates are based on
the number of lights for each light type that fits into
the respective lumen category. Lumen ratings vary among
light manufacturers. The above estimates are based on
lumen ratings for PGE-stocked lights.
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Light Size Indicators

Other indicators for cities to check, which provide slightly different
information than the lights per one hundred population and lights per
mile, are lumens per capita and thousand lumens per mile. The differ—
ence between the latter indicators and the former indicators is that
the lumen indicators take into account the size of the light, while the
straight inventory indicators do not.

Total lumen figures were calculated by multiplying actual city inven-
tories by the appropriate factors shown in Table 6 (see Appendix IV-A).
Lumen indicators were derived by using the same mileage and population
figures as described above. Indicators are listed for each city in
appendixes IV-B.l through IV-B.4 and are sorted alphabetically, by
population, by lumens per capita, and by lumens per mile, respectively.

Each city can compare its indicators with other cities with similar
characteristics. Table 7 shows the statistical summary of the two
indicators for all cities. The mean lumens per capita is 935, while
the mean thousand lumens per mile is 119.

Table 7

LUMEN DISTRIBUTION SUMMARY TABLE

Thousand
Item Lumens Per Capita  Lumens Per Mile
Mean 935 119
Standard Deviation 466 71
Minimum 61 4
Maximum . 3,505 492
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STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS

In 1985 Oregon cities paid more than $10 million in utility bills for
streetlights, which included electricity costs, rental fees, mainte-
nance fees, pole charges and some circuitry charges. When a utility
owns and maintains streetlights, cities not only pay for electricity
but also pay a monthly charge for renting and maintaining the equip-
ment. Pole charges are generally assessed only when lights are
placed on poles other than standard wood utility distribution poles.
Unlike all other electricity~consuming end uses, most streetlights
are not metered, but are charged a flat monthly amount based on
estimated use.

The $10 million figure pertains only to money that cities pay to
utilities for streetlights. When maintenance on the streetlight

system is provided by the city, costs such as labor and equipment are
paid directly by the city. These additional city costs have not been
factored into the analysis. Therefore, the $10 million figure under-
estimates the total dollars spent on streetlights by Oregon cities by
omitting expenditures for maintenance and capital expenditures incurred
by some cities. However, it does include the entire energy component
of streetlight expenditures, which is the primary objective of this
study.

It was determined that energy accounts for about 53 percent of city
streetlight payments to utilities; expenditures for operation and
maintenance, roughly 37 percent; and pole charges, the remaining 10
percent. Expenditures are broken down into component parts for each
city in Appendix II-D.l and for utilities in Appendix II-D.2. A
statewide summary is shown in Table 8.

Table 8

STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS
BY COMPONENT COST

Item Amount Percent
Energy $5,192,245 53%
Rental and Maintenance 3,589,145 37
Poles 1,001,724 10
Total* $9,783,114 100%

* Total cost does not equal $10,159,608 because
component costs could not be determined for
every utility.
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Total expenditures for each city were derived by multiplying each
component of a city's inventory (e.g., 70-watt HPS vapor city owned
and maintained, 175-watt mercury vapor utility owned and maintained)
with the corresponding utility rates and then combining the components
to build individual city expenditures. City expenditures were com-
bined to derive the utility expenditure tables.

Cities in PGE's service territory spent approximately $6 million on
streetlights in 1985. In PP&L's service territory, cities spent
approximately $3 million for streetlights. A little over $1 million
was spent by cities served by the remaining twenty-two utilities.
The fact that cities in PGE and PP&L's service territory account for
almost 90 percent of the streetlight expenditures in 1985 with only
80 percent of the lights is related to the fact that these two
utilities have a higher percentage of less efficient lights and a
higher percentage of utility ownership than most of the other
utilities. (See Appendix II-A.l.)

While the largest portion of city lighting stock is HPS vapor lights,
the largest portion of expenditure is for mercury vapor lights. Again,
this is related to the generally higher rates for mercury vapor lights

compared to HPS vapor and the fact that most mercury vapor lights are
utility owned and maintained.

Table 9
STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS, BY LIGHT TYPE

Item Amount Percent

Mercury Vapor $ 4,958,740 48 .8%

HPS Vapor 3,936,134 38.7

Other Lights 238,209 2.3

Poles 1,026,526 10.1
Total $10,159,608 100.0%

Over 55 percent of 1985 city streetlight utility payments were for
lights that were owned and maintained by utilities. This percentage
is significantly higher than the inventory that is utility owned and
maintained (48 percent) (and would be even higher than 55 percent if
the pole charges were factored out) due to the higher rates for lights
in this ownership category. In contrast, lights that are city owned
and maintained make up approximately 7 percent of annual utility
payments, while they account for 17 percent of the inventory. (See
Appendix II-A.3 for utility breakdown and Appendix II-B.3 for city
breakdown.)
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Table 10

STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENTS, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

Item Amount Percent

Utility Owned and Maintained $ 5,605,280 55.2%
City Owned and Utility Maintained 2,883,400 27.9
City Owned and Maintained 694,402 6.8
Poles 1,026,526 10.1
Total $10,159,608 100.0%

Streetlight Expenditure Indicators

To compare expenditure figures between cities, two indicators were
developed--dollars per capita and hundred dollars per mile. Tables
can be found with these indicators for each city in appendixes II-C.l
through II-C.4. These appendixes sort the information in alphabetical
order, by city size, by dollars per capita, and by hundred dollars per
mile,

The mean city expenditure per capita for streetlights during 1985 was
$8.22. The mean city expenditure per mile was $1,030. However, since
it is not useful for cities with different ownership arrangements to
compare expenditure indicators, Appendix II-E divides the cities into
three discrete lists, depending on the predominant ownership arrange-
ment. Table 11 contains the statistical summary of the indicators

for each ownership type.

Table 11

STREETLIGHT UTILITY PAYMENT INDICATCRS

Utility Owned City Owned and’ City Owned

All Cities and Maintained Utility Maintained _and Maintained

%60/ $100/ $100/ $100/

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

Mean 8.22 10.30 8.67 10.65 6.97 13.43 2.% 5.08
Standard

Deviation 4.08 6.19 3.91 6.01 2.49 6.92 2.07 3.73

Minimum 0.72 0.49 0.81 0.49 2.44 4.04 0.72 1.66

Maximmn 29.95 49.05 29.99 49.05 9.11 22.07 8.36  13.60

Number
of Cities 211 211 191 191 7 7 13 13
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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.
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STREETLIGHT ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND POWER REQUIREMENTS

Energy consumption and power requirements for Oregon's city street-
light system were calculated based on the 114,500 light inventory

and the rated wattage of each light. Lights were assumed to be in
operation 4,200 hours a year (which is what PGE uses and is based on
roughly twelve hours per day). The streetlights consumed approximately
86 million kilowatt hours of electricity during 1985 and required
approximately 20.4 megawatts of power. These figures are for lights
only and do not include energy use or power requirements attributed

to line losses or lighting ballast operation. Line losses and ballast
operation are generally assumed to add from 15 to 25 percent to both
energy consumption and power requirement figures, depending on the
light type. Using a 20 percent average, more accurate consumption

and power requirements that include ballast and line losses are

103 million kilowatt hours and 24.4 megawatts.

Although there are currently more HPS vapor lights than mercury vapor
lights in Oregon cities, mercury vapor lights require 54 percent of
the power, while HPS vapor lights require 42 percent. Incandescent,
LPS vapor, and metal halide lights combined require less than one
megawatt of power and consume less than 5 percent of the streetlight
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 54%
HPS Vapor 36,013 8.58 42
Incandescent 1,680 0.40 2
LPS Vapor 893 0.21 1
Metal Halide 672 0.16 _1

Total 85,743 20.42 100%
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STREETLIGHT RATES

City streetlight utility payments are determined by the local street-
light inventory and the serving utility's streetlight rates. Each
utility in Oregon has a different rate schedule for streetlights,
which in theory reflects the utility's cost of electricity, capital
costs, labor costs, profit margin, etc. To compute expenditures

for each city, rates for every light type and size from each of the
utilities were gathered., Table 13 shows streetlight rates for five
of the most prevalent light types from eight select utilities.

(Rates for all utilities can be found in Appendix V-A.)

Table 13

MINTHLY STREETLIGHT RATE PRCFILE, BY LIGHT TYPE AND OWNERSHIP
(Selected Utilities, Common Lights

1985
Private Utilities Public Utilities
Light Type/ CP Lincoln Northern City of
Ownership* IGE PP&l.  National PUD  FEWEB  Wasco Ashland
HPS Vapor
70 Watt
A $6.06 $6.57 — - — $4.85 —_
B 3.84 —_ —_ -— -_— - -
C 1.73 1.68 $1.30 — $0.64 — $0.57
HPS Vapor
100 Watt
A 6.98 7.57 8.61 $7.50 - — —
B 4.59 —_ —_ - - - —
C 2.4 2,39 1.8 — 0.78 — 0.81
HPS Vapor
200 Watt
A 9.84 11.31 10.35 8.30 — 7.71 —
B 6.95 —_ — 4.60 —_ —_ —
c 4.72 4.62 3.63 1.30 1,57 - 1.%
Mercury Vapor
175 Watt
A 8.13 6.98 9.03 —_ — 7.30 —
B 5.99 —_ — — - —_ —
c 4.15 4.13 3.02 — 1.37 -_ -
Mercury Vapor
400 Watt
A 13.12 12,58 14.65 —_ - 10,92  —
B 10.85 —_ — — — — —-
C 8.92 935 6.78 — 3.14 -— -

* A = utility owned and maintained; B = city owned and utility maintained;
C = city owned and maintained.
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Several of the utilities do not offer a full range of streetlight
ownership options. For instance, Northern Wasco PUD does not have
rates for city ownership or city maintenance of lights. EWEB and the
city of Ashland offer only schedule C (energy-only) rates. The two
largest private utilities, PGE and PP&L, offer a full range of rate
options for all light types. However, PP&L's schedule B rates are not
shown because they are not uniform throughout the utility's service
territory, and PGE only allows schedule C option lights in certain
circumstances.

Similarly, not all utilities offer every light type and light size.
Both Lincoln PUD and the city of Ashland, having converted all of
their mercury vapor lights to HPS vapor, no longer offer rates for
mercury vapor lights. Northern Wasco does not offer a 100-watt HPS
vapor, although it does offer other HPS vapor lights. Lincoln PUD
and several other utilities not shown in the table offer 100-watt
HPS vapor lights, but not the more efficient and less expensive
70-watt HPS vapor lights. None of the utilities offer 50-watt HPS
vapor lights, which are commercially available and recommended as
replacements for certain incandescent lights.

For smaller wattage lights (i.e., 70~ and 100-watt HPS vapor), the
schedule C rates are approximately 25 to 33 percent of the schedule A
rates for all utilities that offer both options. For larger lights
(i.e., 400-watt mercury vapor) the schedule C rate is 45 to 75 percent
of the schedule A rate. This relative change occurs because, as the
light gets bigger, the energy component of the schedule A rates
becomes larger in comparison to capital and maintenance costs.

There is a considerable difference between public and private utility
rates shown in Table 13, Generally, public utilities' rates are less
than those of private utilities. The primary reason for the differ-
ence is the lower electricity rates that publicly owned utilities

have compared to private utilities. For instance, the highest rate
for a schedule C light serviced by a public utility is less than half
the lowest private utility rate for each of the lights shown. For
schedule A lights, where energy becomes a smaller component of the
monthly charge, the rates are somewhat closer; however, public utility
rates are usually less expensive.

The two largest utilities, PGE and PP&L, have fairly similar rates
for all lights on schedule C. PGE's schedule C rates are slightly
higher than PP&L's for every light except 400-watt mercury vapor.
However, for schedule A lights that include capital and maintenance
costs, PP&L's rates are significantly higher than PGE's for all HPS
vapor lights, while PP&L's rates are significantly higher for mercury
vapor lights. This is due to the different methods used by each
utility for cost accounting and charges for labor and overhead.

(See Table 18 for both utilities' HPS vapor installed cost component
charges.)
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One strong disincentive for cities that want to convert their 175-watt
mercury vapor streetlights to HPS vapor lights in PP&L's service
territory is that cities often will pay more for using more efficient
lights. According to PP&L's rates, a city would be able to reduce

its $6.92 per month charge for a 175-watt mercury vapor only by
converting to a 70-watt HPS vapor at $6.57 per month, but could not
profit by converting to the more popular 100-watt HPS vapor, which
would cost $7.57 per month.

Most city streetlights are mounted on standard wood utility distribu-
tion poles. Cities are not generally assessed an additional fee for
these poles. However, cities are charged monthly fees for utility
owned and maintained poles that are used for the purpose of street-
lights only. Streetlight poles come in a wide variety of types and
sizes, ranging from inexpensive wooden poles to more expensive metal
poles. Like lights, streetlight-only poles are assessed a rental and
maintenance fee. Statewide, city streetlight pole charges account
for approximately 10 percent of total streetlight utility payments.
These costs range from 0 to 36.85 percent of total streetlight utility
payments. (See Appendix II-B.l to Appendix II-B.3.)

'Utility pole charges vary. In some cases (e.g., PP&L), the pole
charge is combined with the streetlight charge, and each light

type and size has a different rate for each type of pole. Other
utilities (e.g., PGE) charge cities discrete fees for each type

of streetlight pole and add them to the cities' overall streetlight
bill.

Streetlight Rate Trends

Ten-year rate histories for each type of light were gathered from
each utility. Appendix V-C shows the ten-year histories for the five
largest utilities for five select lights. This table indicates that
some utilities have only recently begun service for HPS vapor lights,
and Idaho Power discontinued mercury vapor service altogether in 1982.
PGE is the only utility that has provided most types of lights under
all ownership arrangement during the past decade.

Annual escalation rates were derived at the bottom of each of the
history columns in the Appendix. Table 14 shows PGE's streetlight
escalation rates. PGE is a good example because it has offered a
full range of light types and ownership arrangements longer than any
other utility and because it serves a majority of Oregon cities'
streetlights. For lights that are owned and maintained by the city,
escalation rates ranged from 6 percent per year for 70-watt HPS vapor
lights to 13 percent per year for 400-watt mercury vapor lights.
Lights owned by the city but maintained by a utility escalated from
2.5 to 12.5 percent per year. Lights that were owned and maintained
by a utility escalated from 0.5 to 9.5 percent per year during the
past decade.
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Table 14

PGE'S ANNUAL ESCALATION IN STREETLIGHT RATES
BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

1976~1985
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

* 1977-1985.
** 1979-1985.

Figure 1 shows PGE's ten-year rate history for all three types of
ownership arrangements for 175-watt mercury vapor lights.
clearly shows that all three rates have risen significantly over the
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
During the same period, the rate for energy only
(owned and maintained by the city) for the same light rose from $1.43

past decade.

per month in 1985.

per month to $4.15 per month.

§Morth

Figure 1

PGE 175-WATT MV RATE HISTORY
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plus = city owned and utility maintained; diamond = city owned
and maintained; square « utility owned and maintained
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STREETLIGHT TECHNOLOGY

Over the last two decades, significant improvements in lighting
technology have enabled cities to use more efficient streetlights
that can produce similar lighting levels with less electricity
consumption. As a result of these improvements, cities have

replaced most of their incandescent lights with mercury vapor lights.
More recently, cities and utilities have begun to replace the mercury
vapor lights with the even more efficient HPS and LPS vapor lights.

Light efficiency is rated in lumens per watt, which is basically the
amount of light produced by a light per unit of electricity. Figure 2
shows the relative efficiency of various light types used for street-
lights. There is obviously a big difference between the least effi-
cient incandescent lights, which produce from 10 to 25 lumens per
watt, and the most efficient LPS vapor lights, which produce as much
as 180 lumens per watt. The most common light types mercury vapor
and HPS vapor, produce roughly 50 lumens per watt and 110 lumens per
watt, respectively.

Figure 2

EFFICIENCY OF VARIOUS LIGHTS
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SOURCE: "Energy Conservation Through the Use of More
Efficient Outdoor Lighting," Public Works (January
1980).
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As indicated in Table 15, high efficiency translates directly into

low operating costs. LPS vapor, HPS vapor, and metal halide lights
all have below average operating costs., Higher efficiency lights

also tend to last longer. While incandescent lights are estimated to
last only 3,000 to 6,000 hours, HPS vapor lights can last up to 24,000
hours and LPS vapor lights as long as 18,000 hours. Mercury vapor
lights typically last from 16,000 to 24,000 hours. Under normal burn
conditions of roughly 4,200 hours, an HPS light should burn every
night for five or six years before it needs to be replaced.

Table 15

STREETLIGHT CHARACTERISTICS

Rated Initial
Lumens/ Lifetime Operating Capital Color &
Light Type Watt (000 _hrs) Costs Investment Features
Incandescent 10-25 3-6 High Lowest White, Broad
Spectrum
Mercury Vapor 30-65 16-24 Average Low Bluish-White,
Wide Spectrum
Fluorescent 45-100 9-12 Average Average White, Broad
Spectrum
Metal Halide  80-125 7.5-20 Below Above White, Broad
Average Average Spectrum
High-Pressure 65-140 24 Low Average Golden-Yellow,
Sodium Wide Spectrum
Low-Pressure 100-183 18 Lowest Average Yellow, Narrow
Sodium Spectrum

SOURCE: Michael Bergman, "Streetlights Providing New Challenges,
Energy Savings," Public Power (March-April 1984),

Use of high-efficiency lights also results in longer preservation of
light intensity. While the lumen output of LPS vapor lights is main-
tained over the lifetime of the fixture, the lumen output of mercury
vapor lights decreases 25 to 50 percent. HPS vapor lights fall between
the two, decreasing up to 25 percent. Performance of these lights also
depends on how well they are maintained. Although accumulation of dirt
on fixtures does not necessarily reduce the life of the light, it can
reduce light output by up to 40 percent. Routine streetlight mainte-
nance gives cities the most from their streetlight dollars.

Low-efficiency lights cannot be replaced by high-efficiency lights
without replacing the fixtures., (Note: The only exception is the
new screw-in fluorescent tube that can fit in an incandescent socket,
but it is primarily for indoor use.) High-efficiency streetlight
fixtures not only include lights and light housing but also special
ballasts that energize the lights. These ballasts also require
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energy. Ballasts can add an additional 7 to 25 percent to the power
requirement, depending on the light size and type. Generally, power
requirements are proportionately greater for ballasts on small
fixtures than for those on large fixtures.

Figure 3

STREETLIGHT ANATOMY
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Ballasts are present in all high intensity discharge (HID) fixtures
(i.e., mercury vapor, LPS vapor, HPS vapor). Their purpose is to
regulate the amount of current to the light. Specifically, ballasts
provide proper starting conditions, limit current during operation,
and adapt the light to a variety of volts. Without the resistance
that ballasts provide, the current would increase and the lights
would be destroyed.

The amount of energy used by ballasts varies among different light
types and sizes. Generally, ballasts use 15 to 25 percent of the
energy. However, common HPS ballasts use from 10 to 35 percent and
MV ballasts from 16 to 25 percent. (Calculated from PGE and PP&L
monthly average consumption information.) Ballasts for LPS lights
account for up to 71 percent of the lights' energy use. {(North
Florida Planning Council.) Recent improvements in ballast technology
have produced electronic ballasts that require only 5 percent of a
light's energy consumption. ’

Care should be taken in choosing ballasts. Ballasts must be matched
to appropriate light types and manufacturers' specifications to avoid
high ballast losses and premature light failures. Cities should
consider converting to high-efficiency ballasts when retrofitting or
replacing fixtures.

Many streetlights are controlled by photocells. Photocells are
sensors that turn streetlights on and off, depending on the level of
ambient light. Use of photocells to control streetlight burning time
simplifies the control process and ensures that lights are off when
natural lighting is sufficient. However, like fixtures, photocells
need periodic cleaning for proper operation.
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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 Califormia 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.
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OPTIONS FOR REDUCING ENERGY-RELATED STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURES

Streetlights are generally the largest energy-related city expenditure.
Over the past decade, most Oregon cities' 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 Options:

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 optionms.
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 ($) column
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and a 0.0 percent in the percent-~saved column. Each calculation was
made by using the actual streetlight rates for the serving utility.
When rates were not readily discernible (e.g., city owned and utility
maintained rates for numerous utilities), NA (not available) was used
in both the ($) and the percent-saved columns. A dash is used when
the option is not applicable, as is the case for the "city owns,
utility maintains” option when the city already owns and maintains
the system.

The first column displays the current annual streetlight expenditure
for each city. For cities with more than one serving utility, both
expenditures are displayed on separate lines. The remaining dollar
columns represent the new annual dollar expenditure after a particular
option has been exercised, with the percent saved shown immediately

to the right.

The first two options are for permanent delamping of 10 and 20 percent
of existing streetlights. These calculations assume that streetlights
are removed proportionately across all light types and light sizes.
The next two options display the potential savings to a particular
city from purchasing streetlights from the utility. In the first
case, the city owns the lights, but the utility continues to maintain
them. In the second case, the city both owns and maintains the
lights.

Conversion to HPS vapor assumes that all 175-watt mercury vapor lights
are converted to 100-watt HPS vapor lights, not to 70-watt HPS vapor
lights, which would save cities significantly more dollars. A negative
gsign in the conversion percent-saved column indicates that annual
expenditure would actually increase by conversion to more efficient
lights. Conversion is discussed in detail in the conversion section
beginning on page 39.

It should be noted that this table displays only the annual utility
expenditure. It does not take into account initial expenditure that
might be required to delamp, convert to HPS vapor, or purchase all or
a portion of the streetlight system. Nor does the table take into
consideration the fact that if a city purchases the streetlight system,
some of the maintenance and/or replacement costs will be transferred
from the utility to the city. All these costs vary significantly
between utilities and cities and are discussed in greater detail in
the following sections.

Since a city might prefer a combination of options, the combined-
option column should be considered by cities as more or less the upper
bound on potential savings. This option assumes that the city removes
20 percent of the lights, owns and maintains the system, and converts
all lights to HPS vapor. The only way a city could decrease its annual
expenditures further would be to substitute 70-watt HPS vapor lights
for 100-watt HPS vapor lights, convert to LPS vapor instead of HPS
vapor, or remove more than 20 percent of the lights.
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Table 16

CTTY STREETLIGHT CPTI(NS

Jurchase Purchase Convert Combired
t#ility Maintains Citv Maintains To HPS Ootion
Annual Delamp Delamo
Expenditure 1id oercent ¥ percent oercent percent oercent percent

City (%) {$) %) ($) saved $) saved $) saved %) saved Utility
ADRIR $3,653 $3.288 $2,923 NA NA N ] 45,524 -5l N NA C.POMER
RDAMS 2,500 2,250 2,000 NA NA 1,330 46.8% 2.5 -9.8x% 629 T74.8% PP
ADAIAN 905 Ble 724 R5 a4, 1% NA NA Ac 2.0% N NA 1DAHO
ALBANY 315,529 283,976 282,423 ] NA 174,688 44.6% 315,836 -0.1% 91,629 T71.8% PR
ACBANY 4,693 4,223 3,754 NA M MA NA 5,735 -22.2% M NA C.POWER
AMITY 18,791 9,712 8,633 1,159 33.7% S.214 3L.7% 9,282 14,0% 2,483 T7.8% PGE
ARLINGTON 7.3% 6, 657 5,917 NA M 3,219 56.5% 7,788 -5.3% 1.045 75.1%  PPEL
ASHLAND 16,189 14,498 12, 887 - - AC o AC 3. 0% 12,887 29.0%  ASHLAND
ASTORIA 93,746 84,371 T4, 997 NA N 55,183  4l.1% 81,245 13.3%  R3.l12 T7S5.3% COgL
ATHENA 12,5% 11,333 19,976 N NA 8,115 35.6% 13,288 5.4 3,701 T3.6% PR
AUMSVILLE 11,0852 19,667 9, 482 NA N 6,799 43! 11.408 3.7 3,071 74,1% PORL
RURDRA 7,619 6,857 6, 895 3,661  25.7% 4,137 A5. 7% 6,382 16,22 1,934 74,6% PBE
BAKER 28, %5 25,223 22,429 - - A o 25,816 7.9 20,653 26,3% CONATL
BANDON 19, 483 17,537 15,588 — - AC  d.0% 12,781 3h 4% 10,225 AT.5% - BANDON
BANKS 6, 834 5, 431 4,828 4415  26.8% 3,378 44,0 4,914  18.6% 1,488 75,3 FGE
BARLOW 1, 961 1,485 1,849 1,158 26.3% 737 HOm 1,340 14, i% 372 76.2% PGE
BAY CITY 12, 380 9, 342 8, 304 NA NA [} ] ARC % N NA TILLAMOCOK
BEAVERTIN 360, 343 324,309 288,279 184,001 48 131,523 63.5% 331,273 A% 72,322 T9.:  PeE
BEND 125,010 112,589 109, 608 MNA N 65,451 47.6% 103,177 17.5% 27,795 TI.8% P&
BEND N NA M NA 1] ] NA ARC 6.8 M N ClE
BONANZA 3,334 3,180 2,827 NA NA 1,861 47.3 3,767 -6.6% 937 73.5% PR&L
BROWNSYILLE 9,419 8,477 7,535 ] NA S.826  A6.6% 10,448 -10. 9% 2,782 T8.5% PP
BURNS 6,673 6,008 5,340 NA N 1,474 T7.92 AC A 1,551 76.8% CPMNATL
BUTTE FALLS 3,24 2,17 2,593 NA N 1,797 #4467 3,416 -5.4% 852 13.7% P
ChAnBY 13,589 12,239 10,871 - - L o0& AC  @e.om 19,871 c9.0f CANBY
CANNDN BEACH 13,841 12,457 11,973 N NA 8,433 39.1% 13,430 3o 3.164 TI.i% PP&L
CANYON CITY 8,768 7,89 7,814 N L] 2,106 76.0% 8,631 1.6% 1,579 82.1% CPNATL
CANYONVILLE 7,489 6,568 5, %27 NA NA 3,988 AT.2x 7,882 -5.6% 2,217 T8 1% PPEL
CARLTON 12,278 19,878 9,662 8,943 26 6,427 46.8% 10,072 16.6% 2,98 73.m  PBE
CAVE JUNCTION 3,079 e, 2,463 _— - R 3m 1,92 38.2% 1,522 53.6% PPYL
CENTRAL PDINT 39, 414 31,873 28, 331 NA NA 20,798 41.5%  33.844 A M 9.299 73.7% PPL
CHILOQUIN 3,3% 8,456 7,516 N NA 5,347 43, 1% 9,169 2.M 2,417 7435 U
ZLATSKANIE 4,680 4,217 3,749 - - AL o 2.5%  44.6% 2,075 955.7% CLATSKANIE
COBURG 8,133 7,319 6, 506 NA NA 5,211 B/ N 7,617 6.,3% 2,350 7L.1%  PPML
COLUMBIA CITY 1,181 1,063 945 M NA 658 44,31 AC o 56 55.5%  CRIVER
COLUMBIA CITY 5,227 4, 704 4,182 5,131 1.8% 3,512 3.8 4,113 21.3% 1,715 67, % PBE
CONDON 6,288 5,659 5,839 NA M N N AC Bex MG NA C.BASIN
COCS pRY 97,981 88,183 78, 385 N N 55,336 A3.5% 98,922 -1.9% 36,171 61.0%  PPEL
COOUILLE 41,07 36, 964 32,897 N L 19,943 Si.4% 42,056 -Z.44 11,983 TQ.8% PRRL
CORNEL IUS 31,065 27,958 24,852 21,604  30.5% 15,466 SO.2X 26,175 13.7% 7,185 76.9% PBE
CORVALLIS 229, 571 198,514 176,457 N M 118,316 S8.9% 219,351 0.6% 67,094 £9.6% FPPLL
CORVALLIS 16, 165 14,549 12,932 N N M NA 17,486 -8.2% MR NA C.POWER
COTTABE GROVE 59, 134 45,136 49, 121 M NA 27,268 45.6% 45,731 8.8% 12,943 Té.2x PR
COVE 3,879 3,432 3,104 WM W 85 T77.9% 3,824 LM 371 A3, 3% CPMATL
CRESWELL 11, 365 19,228 9.092 NA M 5,973 A7.4% 11,460 -0.B% 3,169 T2.i%  PPAL
DALLAS 59, L6 43, 374 49,333 N NA 29,027 42,4% 48,818 3.4 13,562 Ti.i% AP
DAYTON 9,934 8,91 7.947 7.480  23.5% 5,708  47.6% 8,422 15.2% 2,447 T75.4% OGE
DAYVILLE 3,608 3,240 2,860 ] N 677 A1.2% AC  a.ox 681 83.3% CPMATL
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Purchase Purchase Convert Comtiined
Utility Maintains City Maintains To HS Ootion
fmnual Delamo Delamo
Expenditure 1@ oercent 20 percent percent percent percent percent

City (%) {%) (%) (%) saved (%) saved (%) saved ($) saved Utility
DEPDE BRY 5,698 3, 121 4,332 NA 4] 656 Ba.5x AL o 35 9.8%  LINCOLN
DETROLT 6, 854 6, 168 5, 483 M N MM 10,09 4.2 M M C.POWER
DONALD 3,538 3.185 2,831 2,516 28.% 1,743 S0.7% 3.0 13.7% 813 77.ex  peE
DUFUR b, 352 s, 117 5, 861 NA NA NA N NA MA NA M NWRSCO
JUNDEE 19, 164 9,147 8,131 6573 5.3 4,216 58.51 9,157 9.9 2,186 78.5% PRE
DUNES CITY 5,7¢8 5 1% 4,582 N L 582 89.8% LN ) 46b 91.9%  LINCOLN
DURHAM 6,315 2. 684 5, 052 54 1324 3,8% N1 5.886 19.5% 1,813 71.3% PeE
EAGLE POINT 28,138 18, 124 16,119 N M 10,360 48.6% 20,984  9.3% 5,881 73.8%  PREL
ECH0 6,897 &, 288 5,518 NA ] 3,856 441X 6,885 @8.2% 1,791 74,04 PPAL
ELGIN 18,959 16, 245 14,440 N ] 3,283 A1.0% AC 2.0 2,787 B84.6% [PNATL
INTERPRISE 15, 964 13,560 12,853 N M 7,175 S2.4% 15,633 -3.8% 4,149 72,5%  PPRL
ESTACADA 16,881 14,473 12,065 11,699 27.5% 8,571 46.7¢ 13,268 17.9% 3,%4 75.3%  PGE
CUGENE 76, 386 68,676 61,045 - - A s AC @e.e%  Bl.OAS 20.0% EWEB
FAIRVIEW 11,665 19,498 9,33 9,188 2t.2% 6,619 43.3% 9,745 16.5% 3,831 T2.3% HGE
caLls CITyY 4,293 3,064 3, 434 NA NR 2,618 39.0x h,423 -3.0% 1,19 72.3%  PPEL
FLORENCE 28, 704 25,834 22,93 NA NA 3,154 B9.o% AL e 2,923 9t.2%  LINCOWN
FOREST GROVE 17,380 15,606 13,872 - - AC B. % AC [ ) ) 13.872 20.e%  COREST GR
FOsSIL 3,689 3, 2hd 2,888 ] NA ] NA AC 9. 8% NA NA £, BASIN
GARIBALDT 6,75 6,880 5, 405 NA ] NA N R o:m N NA O TILLAMCOX
GRSTIN 5, 987 4, 506 4,005 3,811 23,9 2,828 4372 4,120 .74 1,274 74.6% PBE
GATES 4,207 3,78 3,365 NA MA 1,837 56.3% 4,234 -0.6% L,218 71 PRML
GERRHART 8,691 7,822 6,953 NA NA 5,351 38.4% 9,017 -3.7% 2,872 Te.2% PO
GERVAIS 6,980 6,282 5, 584 4,855 0.4 3,179 SAS 6,221 1.9 1,638 76.7% PGE
GLANSTONE 37,697 33,927 38,157 34, 385 8.3 23,467 37.7% 30,583 19.1% 11,755 68.8% PGE
GLENDALE 7,79 7,015 6,235 NA NA 4,004 38.4% 8,518 -9.2% 1,915 75.4x  PORL
BOLD HILL 6,199 5,971 4, 352 NA NA 2,136 65.5% AC [N 1,787 72.4% PPAL
GRANTS PASS 130, 997 117,816 104,726 NA M 72,481 44,67 114,184 12,82 32,061 75.5% POAL
GRASS VALLEY 2,89 1,885 1,675 N ] 1,249 49,81 2,271 -B.5% 374 T2.6%  DPPML
GRESHAM 326, 162 293,546 268,930 210,001  35.6% 144,601 55.7% 291,328 10.7%  76.628 76.5% PeE
HAINES 3, 484 3,138 2,787 NA N 1,338 61.8x 34719 1% 625 82.1% [PMATL
~aLFuaY 3,058 2,732 2, M7 1,929 3.9 NA N 2,978 2.6% MM 1RO
HALSEY 7,482 6,734 5, 986 L) ] 5,312 29.0n 6,849 B.52 1.638 78.1% poal
HAMROND 4,668 4,281 3,73 NA ] 2,97 31.% 5272 -12.%% 1.220 73.9% PP&L
HARRISBURG 13,478 11,77¢ 19,462 NA ] 7,680 3.7 12,470 4,62 3,642 T72,2% PRI
HELIX 1,715 1,543 1,372 NA ] 992 42.1% 1,817 -5.% 1.238 27.8% PR&L
HEPONER 8, 442 7,598 6, Toh N N ] N A oo N NA CLBRSIN
HERMISTON 49,967 44,970 39,974 NA ] 24,599 38.8% 51,656 -3.4% 13,435 T73.1%  PRAL
HILLSBORD 338,919 304,217 279,415 161,369 Se.3x 113,45 66.5% 307,739 9. 56,735 A83.o% PGE
HINES 18, 847 9,762 8,678 NA NA 1,970 81.8% A o 1,669 B84.6% CPNWATL
HODD RIVER 13,108 11,797 19, 486 nNA ] 9,767 25.5% 12,18  7.6x 2,854 78.2% PPIL
HUBBARD 16, 420 14,778 13,13 19,571 35.6% 7.425 S4.8% 14,333 12.7% 3.513 78.6% PGE
HUNTINGTON S5, 187 4,668 4, 149 3, 17¢ 38,94 ] NA 5,066 2.3% M M 10AHO
10ANHD 2,9%7 2,679 2,37h N M NA NA 4,283 -A3.7% N NA C.POWER
IMBLER 2,865 2,578 2,29 NA N Thh  T4.0% 2,004  2.1% 529 B1.5% CPNATL
INDEPENDENCE 24,049 21,644 19,239 NA NA 14,171 41,12 22,611 6. 0% b, 141 74.5% PPRL
10NE 2,138 1,917 1,704 NA NA NA NA A o M NA C.BASIN
1SLAND CITY 4,689 4,220 3,751 NA ] 1,176 74.9% 4,578 2.4 713 84.8%  CANATL
JACKSONVILLE 11,260 18,152 9,924 NA NA 3,826 66.1% 11,58 -2ox 2,655 76.5% PPAL
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Murchase Purchase Corivert Combined
Utility Maintains City Maintains To WS Jotion
Annual Delawo Delamo
Expenditure 13 percent 29 percent percent percent percent percent

City (%) ($) (%) (%) saved (%) saved ($) saved ($) saved Utilitv
JEFFERSON 7.855 7,869 6,284 NA NA 4,035 48, 4% 8.228 ~4.7% 2.005 T74.5% PPAL
JOHN DAY 17, 345 13,610 13,876 N NA 4,231 T75.6% 17,888 1.5% 3,307 8a.9x CONATL
JOMNSON CITY 1,863 1,676 1,490 1,837 1.4 .73 7% 1,126 33.5% 836 55.1% FGE
JORDAN VALLEY 1,72t 1,549 1,377 1,806 .8 NA M 1,678 2.9 NA NA 1DAKO
JOSEPH 3,19 2,873 2,354 NA NA 1,005 68.3% AC o,: 884 74.8%  FRRL
JUNCTICN CITY 25,108 22,597 29, 886 NA NA 14,842 43.9% 25,017 .42 6,868 T72.7% PPAL
KEIZER 5,933 5,339 4,746 4,942 16.7% 4,29 a1 3,75  36.7% 1.716 71.1%  P&E
KEIZER 40, 495 36, 446 2,39% 15,064 62.8% 10,088 75.3% AC 0.0 4,86 822 S.E
KING CITY 2,219 2,869 1,849 1,787  22.3% 1,907  34.4% 1,763 26,01 631 72.5% PGE
KLAMATH FALLS 103,623 93,260 82,898 NA NA 68,839 34.2% 38,393 5. 36,211 6BD.I% PRE
LAFAYETTE 12, 359 11,123 9, 887 8,44  31.3% 6.138 58.6% 18,576 14.4% 2,634 T7.i%  PBE
LAGRANDE 72,898 69,688 58,319 NA N 13,589 78.7% 72,314 Q.8 12,69 B3.1% CPnATL
LAKE OSKEED 298, 357 187,322 166, 686 183,974 11.7% 138,556 37.3% 163,15¢ 21.7% 62,438 7e.@x 6t
LAKESTDE 9, 856 8,879 7,885 ] NA 1,849 49,4 AL o.M 833 91.5%  LINCOLN
LAKEVIEN 26, 882 23,402 20, 8 NA N 12,83 53.82 6,047 0.2 7.022 73.0%  PRAL
LEBANDN 4,411 3,970 3,528 NA NA ] ] by 247 ~A1,6% NA  NA C.PCMER
_ZHANON 1,937 b4, 761 57,965 MR N 43,668 39.3% 66,917 T.%% 29,897 Ti.i% FRIL
LEXINGTON 1,524 1,372 1,219 NA N ] N aC e NA MR CLBASIN
LINCOLN CITY 106, 482 95,762 85,121 N N 35,389 47.9% 109,044 2,51 35,171 B6. T PRiL
LONE ROCK 153 138 122 NA NA ] N ARC @ NA MR C.BRSIN
_ONG CREEX 5,224 4,699 4,177 N N 946 81.9;% AC a0 799 B84. 7%  CENATL
LOSTINE 1,340 1,206 1,072 NA N 794 40,81 1,433 -8.5% K7 Te.6%  EOLL
LOWELL 1,826 1,643 1,461 ] N 566 69.8% AC o 433 T5.é%  ErUD
LYONS 5, 585 3,87 4,468 N NA 3,622 35.2% 4,T59 14,02 1,488 73.4% PRl
*ADRAS 15,138 13,624 12,119 NA NA 6,088 59.8% 1S.241 -9.7% 4,282 T2.2%  ORL
AL IN 3,633 3,268 2,93 NA n 2,710 2424 4,512 -23.5% 1,833 63.7%¢ P
YANZANITA 7,764 6,988 6,211 M N NA NA AC 9.0% NA NA TTLLAMOOK
MCRINWILLE 20,014 18,013 16,011 NA N 15,897 21.6% AC .8 12,557 37.3%  MCMINNVILL
YEDFORD 223,378 201,048 178, 702 NA NA 137,685 29.4% 198,383 il.2%  95.86¢ 57.ix SRk
MERRILL 7,43 6,674 5,932 NA NR 4,499 39.4% 7,214 2. 1,973 73.4%  0P&L
ETOLIUS 2,384 2,326 2,067 NA N2 32 o67.84 2,687 -9.%n 565 78.1%  CORL
»ILL CITY 18,237 16, 414 14,599 NA N 8,428 53.8% 15,389 16.1% 4135 T.IX OPEL
It ERSBURG 12,076 19,868 9.661 N N 7.293 4L.3% 10,96 9.2% 3,413 7L.7% PRR
MILTON FREEWATER 7,677 6, 989 6,142 - —_ AL e&: ARC  o.%x 6,142 20.0% MILTON FRE
PILWALKIE 239,719 215,881 191,823 168,355  33.i% 117,366 S51.1% 203,888 13.3% 33,875 T1.5% PRE
MOLALLA 36, 190 2,51 28,93 25,485 29.8% 18,336 47, 7% 39,225 16.9% 8,684 76.0% Pet
MCNMOUTH 14,635 13,172 11,708 - - A A L N 11,708 20,0%  MONMOUTH
MONRCE 3,499 3,149 2,799 NA NA 1,863  46.8% 3,557 -7 957 72.7% FRAL
#030 30434 3,091 2,747 MM 2,834 49.8% 3.724  -8.5% 94 72.6% PRPA
MT. ANGEL 16, 823 15, 143 13, 460 12,2% 2.9 8,946 46.8% 14,334 14,82 4,369 7404 FGE
¥T, VERNON 6, 984 5,926 5,267 NA M 1,2l12 B1.6% AC 0.0% 1,046 B4, 1% CONATL
MYRTLE CREEX 18, 463 16,616 14,770 NA NA 7,527 9. 18,508 -9.2% h 408 TS, X PRRL
WYARTLE POINT 39,298 27,268 24,238 NA NA 14,659 51.6% 31,456 -3.8% 8,827 78.9x DR
NEHALEM 5, 588 5,011 4, 434 NA NA NA NA AC  d.0% M NA TILLAMOGK
NEWBERG 79,439 71,513 63,567 97. 182 28. 1% 48,294 49.31 67,610 14.9% 19.485 75.6%  PEE
NEWPORT 735, 438 67,887 68, 344 N M 8,799 84.5% AC o0 6.%7 99.8% LINCOLN
NORTH BEND 18,263 70,437 &2,61@ N N 36,921 Se.a% 79,891 112 22,770 78.9% 00}
NORTH PLAINS 5, 886 5,298 4,709 4,238 28.% 2,916 S9.5% 5,898 13.5% 1,388 76.4% FGE
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furchase Pyrchase Convert Combined
Utility Maintains City Maintains To HPS Ootion
Annual Delamp Delamo
Exoenditure 10 percent 20 oercent vercent nercent percent oercent

City (%) (%) %) (%) saved () saved (%) saved (%) Saved  Utilitv
NCRTH POWDER S, 346 4,812 4,217 NA NA 1,018 B8i.1% AC 2.0 991 83.1% CPNATL
NYSSA 14,766 13,289 11,613 9,05 39.:x ] NA 14,423 2.3% N hA 10AH0
DAKLAND S, 606 5. 045 4, 484 NA M 2,735 Sl.2% 5,682 -9.3% 1,383 76.4% PORL
QAKRIDGE 30,616 27,554 24,493 NA NA 8,580 72.0% NA NA NG WA LANE
ONTARIC 47,527 42, T4 38, 022 38,%5 18.e2 NO NA 46,812 1,5% MR NA O IDAMD
OREGON CITY 131,893 118,724 105,515 91,609 30,5% 67,227 499 111,825 15.8% 31,713 76.e¢%  PGE
SENDLETON 111, 959 189,772 89,573 M N 55,850 SO.7%  107,7%  3.8%  3d.84b 732X EPAL
PHILOMATH 17,49 15, 741 13,992 NA N 9,419 46,11 17,87 2.6% 4,683 73.9% EPRL
DHOENIX 11,875 19,688 9,500 [ N 4,866 S59.0% 11,928 -9.4% 3.061 Ta.2x DR
PILOT ROCK 14,175 12, 758 11,340 N L] 8,372 40, %% 13,998 1.e% 3,791 73.3% P
OQRTLAND 2,716,674 2,445,007 2,173,339 2,480,818 B.7% 1,698, 110  37.8% 2,443,37¢ 12.1% 1,112.423 S3.i%  PBE
POMERS 7,069 6, 362 5,655 NA NA 3,529 Se.1% 7,313 -3.5% 2,186 69.1% FREL
ORALRIE CITY S, 668 Sy 181 &y 534 N NA 1,245 B1.6% o 8. 94 84, 1% CTonaTL
PRESCOTT 2,899 1,589 1,679 N NA ars  58.3% AC Aox 709 66.6% CRIVER
PRINEVILLE 39,609 35,648 31,687 NR ] 16,452 58,.5% 49,475 -c.2% 10,896 74.5%  POAL
RAINIER 459 45 360 N L 174 Bl.4% N S 133 B3.1%  CRIVER
RAINIER 13,5% 12,237 19,877 5.787 28.m 6,705 5874 11,779 13.4% 3,191 76.5%  P6E
REDMOND 53,489 48,068 42,727 NA NA 27,312 48.9% 5,517 1,74 15,415 71.1%  PPEL
REDMOND NA A NA N NA NA L] o e M M LLE
REEDSPORT 31,165 28,049 24,932 N NA 3,285 89.5% A 4% 2,628 91.6% LINCOLN
RICHLAND 1. 394 1,255 1,116 820 A% NA N 1,384 &.7% NN 1DAKC ~
RIDDLE 8,529 7,688 6,816 ] NA 3,806 55.3« 8,542 -9.3% 2,257 T73.5% P&
ROCKAAY 16, 396 14,720 13,885 NA NA NA L] A Bm NAONA TILLAMOOK
ROGUE RIVER 19, 496 9, 446 8, 397 N NA 5,738 45.3% 18,448  9,5% 2,660 7474 PR
ROSERURG 117,158 103, 442 93,727 NA ] 63,491 45.8% 114,158 2.p% 33,682 Ti.3%  RRL.
SALEM 961, 354 305,219 449,883 376,652 32, 278,176 TO.4% 496,484 11.6% 154,495 T72.5% PGE
SALEM 67,587 b6, 828 54,869 37,54 A4 4% 27094 NN AC @™ 21,676 67.9% S.E.
SANDY 32,766 29,499 26,213 25,384  22.5% 18,589 43.3% 26,349 13.6% 8,779 73.2%  GGE
SCRPPONSE 29,3% 18,35 16,317 13,778 3R.4% 18,133 59.1% 17,8477 14, 3% 4,921 73.9% PGE
SCRPPOCSE 17,493 19,663 13,923 NA NA 0, 144 84,72 [N ] 4,915 71.8% CRIVER
8CI0 6, 586 5,855 5, 205 NA N 2,233 &5 % e 1,786 7z.6% PPAL
SCOTTS MILL 1,757 1,581 1, 485 1,878 38.6% 494 TR 1,757 ?.0% 395 77.5%  PGE
SERSIDE 47,595 42,836 38,976 NA N 21.436 549t 54,839 -15.21 13,64 71.4% Pog
SENECA 1,946 1,39 1,237 NA NA 457 78.4% 1,46 3,92 232 65.0% IPAATL
SHADY COVE 2,111 1,908 1,689 NA MA 1,147 45, 7% 2,179 -3.& S71 73,88 oM
SHERIDAN 19,625 17,662 15,76 14,627  &5.5% 10,549 46.2% 16,536 15.7% 5,006 74,5% FOE
SHERWOOD 19,065 17,138 13,232 14,379 2461 9.866 48,21 16.689 12.5% 5.345 72,04 TGE
SILET 5,987 5,388 by TN NA NA 334 91.1% AC B 427 92.9%  LINCOLN
SILVERTON 39,613 35,652 31,690 29,181  26.3% 21,591 45.5% 33,783 14.7% 10,836 72.7% PBE
S1STERS NA 1] NA ] NA NA N AL o M M LLE
SPRINGFIELD 99,349 89,414 79,479 NR NA 48,826 S1.7% AL a0 79,479 28.¢% SUB
STANFIELD 12,329 11,088 9,85 ] M 6,398 46.8% 11,956 3.&1 3,39 73.1% PPML
STAYTON 38,741 27.667 24,993 ] NA 18,199 40.8% 28,5718 7.é% 7,93 7438 SR
ST. HELENS 62,978 56,689 50, 383 47,006  O5.4% 34,877 4A6% 52,065 17.3% 16,176 74.3% PGE
ST, HELENS 5,854 5,266 4,581 N NA 2,133 63.5% i e.ex 1.787 70.8% CRIVER
ST, PALL 4,916 4,425 3,333 3,755 23.6% 2,778 43,5% 4,046 (7.4 1,266 74.2% DGE
SUBLIMITY 18,953 9,857 8,762 4] NA 5,015 S4.2% 18,915  &.3% 2,633 T7S.8% ODRL
SUMMERVILLE 1,663 1,497 1,330 N N 29% 82.6% H o.8 232 66.2x CPNATL o
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Purchase Purchase Convert Combined

Utilitv Maintains Citv Maintains To HPS Ootion
fmrual Delamo Delamo
Expenditure 1@ oercent 22 percent percent percent oercent parcent

City ($) (%) (%} (%) saved %) saved () saved ($) saved Utilitv
SUMPTER 2,686 2,418 2,149 NA NA 463  B82.6% AC d.ex 375 86,02 CPmATL
SUTHERLIN 36, 98t 33,283 29,585 NA NA 21,285 42.4% 35,739 3.4 9.978 73.0% POLL
SWEET HOME 56,216 58, 594 44,973 NA NA 29,333 47,84 56,238 -9.8%  16.994 69.8% PRLL
TALENT 19,568 9,511 8,434 NA M 5,233 50.5¢ 18.377 -d.1% 2.982 72.9% PR
THE DALLES 99, 861 89,4875 79. 889 NA N N NA ) N NA NA NWASCD
TIGARD 93,319 43,947 74, 656 63,548 31,7 45,420 51.3% 80,726 13.9% 23,79 74.5% PGE
TILLAMOOK 27,548 24,786 22,03 NA MR NA NA aC e M N TILLAMOOK
TOLEDO 48,490 43,641 38,79 NA NA 4,987 89.7% AC & 3.999 91.8% LINCOLN
TUALATIN 94,259 84,833 75. 487 79.438 15,74 5,385 46,3 79.437 15.7h  3@.396 £7.8% CHE
TURNER 11,589 18, 438 9.2t 7,953 A8t 5,565 52.0% 9,881 1472 2.55¢ 78.¢%  DRE
UMaTILLA . 21.658 19,4% 17.326 NA N 12.669 41.,9% 29,549  5.1% 5.648 73.9% POl
UNION 8,835 7,932 7,968 NA N 2,855 .72 8,699 1.5 1.453 B83.6% CPMATL
UNTTY 881 613 545 436  36.0% NA NA [* N N M 1DAnd
VALE 13,851 12, 466 11,981 8. 422 39.24 NA NA 13,456 2.81 NA KA 1DRKH0
VENETR 5. 341 4,807 4,273 NA NA 1,786 68, 1% AC 8.0x 1,365 74.4% ERUD
VENETA 2,619 2,357 2,895 NA N w9 2.9 NA NA N M LANE
WALDPORT 12.939 19,853 9,647 NA NA 1.271  89.5% RC 0. 8% 1,817 91.8%  LINCOIN
WALLOWA 5,648 5,976 4,512 NA NA 1,778 #8,5% A A 1.422 74,8% PPRL
WARRENTON 18. 481 16,633 14,783 N NA 13,300 20.0% 17,58  5.2% h164 T7,5%  PPRL
WASCO 361 325 289 NA NG 198 A5, 1% 363 -4.5% 9¢ 74.6%  PPIL
WATERLDO 1,915 1,723 1,332 NA NA 1,128 Al {2 1.868 2.9% 529 72.8% ROAL
WEST LINN 143,231 130,708 116,185 9,131 37.9% 61,29 97.8% 129,361 18.% 38,773 78.8% PGE
WESTON 7,758 6,982 6, 206 N NA 4,874  37.2% 8,229 -6.1% 2.267 70.8% PO
WHEELER 4,132 3,737 3.322 NA N L) N A Al N N TILLAMOOK
WILLAMINA 18,333 16. 500 14,666 13,673  25.4% 18,857 45.1% 15,233 162 4,601 74,9% PEE
WILSONVILLE 67,579 69, 821 54,063 30,060 55.5% 19.215 7i.6% 63,434 6,12 11,117 83,5% PBE
WINSTON 16, 860 15,174 13, 488 NA ] 12,978 23.¢ 18,732 -ii. 1% 7.232 S1.1%  PRAL
WOOD VILLAGE 14,760 13,284 11,808 9,839 33.3% 7,185 51.92 12,772 13,54 3.483 T76.4% PBE
WOODBURN 84,159 79, 343 10,527 55,338  37.2% 38,645 S6.2T  TI.6l1 12 18.936 78.5% PEE
YACHATS 5. 423 4,881 4,338 NA M 35 89.0% A 444 91,85 LINCOWN
YAMHTLL 6,7c8 6,048 5.370 4,937  26.5% 3.538 4.4 %672 15.6% 1.618 73.9% PEE

NOTES: 1. MNA indicates not availadble.

2.
k8

AC indicates already accomnlished.

— indicates not applicabla,

Conversion column: 1756 WV to 100W HPS, 250W MV to 158W HOS, 400W MV to 708W HPS, and 1208W MW to 428W HPS.

Purchase, Utility Maintains colusm does not include saintenance cost for ooles.

Negative percent savings in the conversion colum irdicates increased exocenditure.

Excenditures for cities served by Lincoln P.U.D. might be artificiallv low due to $8,015 oer kwh rate used.
Idaho Power has no "City Own, Utility Maintain® rate for {70W MV lawps: state averace of $4,78 was used.

Salem Electric has no "City Own, Utility Maintain rate for 70W HPS lamos: state average of $3.48 was used,
Combired Ootion column indicates city purchases and maintains, converts to H9S lawos, and delamos 20%.
Purchase, City Maintains column is somewhat theoretical for PBE because ootion is not offered for ail liohts.
Utility column: C,POWER is Consumers Power, C.E. is Central Electric, CRIVER 1s Columbia River, IDAHD is Igaho
Power, LINCOLN is Central Lincoln, C.BASIN is Columbia Basin, amd S.E. is Salem Electric.
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Delamping

One of the best methods to reduce streetlight expenditure is through
temporary or permanent removal of some of the streetlights. A

10 percent reduction in streetlights can result in a 10 percent
decrease in streetlight expenditure, assuming a fairly even reduction
across all light types.

Most streetlight systems in Oregon cities were installed during times
of relatively inexpensive streetlighting due to extremely low elec~
tricity costs. In fact, many cities at one time even had basically
free streetlights as part of franchise agreements with the utilities.
As a result, many cities have inherited streetlight systems that have
erred on the side of too much light rather than too little light.

Today, with streetlight rates rising and free streetlight arrangements
in franchise agreements a thing of the past, many cities are reexamin-
ing their commitment to lighting certain areas. Some cities have
decided to reduce or discontinue lighting strictly residential areas;
others have decided to discontinue lighting the downtown commercial
areas.

A decision regarding the exact light location and size at a busy
intersection is basically an engineering decision. Determining the
type of areas that should be lit in the first place is generally a
more subjective decision. It is obviously easier not to light a
certain area in the first place than to go back at a later date and
delamp an area after the residents have become accustomed to a
particular lighting level. Although there is some debate regarding
the validity of the perception that increased lighting directly
translates to decreased crime, there is little debate about the
enhanced road safety from lighting busy streets and intersections.
Still, city officials considering delamping must be sensitive to
citizens' streetlight expectations.

In December 1981 the city of Florence (population 4,645) passed

a resolution listing the city's streetlight priorities. These
priorities are listed below, beginning with Highway 101 and all four-
way intersections as the highest priorities and ending with mid-block
residential lights and lights at the entrance to planned unit devel-
opments, bike paths, and city parks.

1. Highway 10l: each intersection within the city, and
not less than two hundred feet (200') apart, from the
Siuslaw River, north through 15th Street.

2. Each four-way intersection with all streets paved.

3. Each four-way intersection with at least two streets
paved. :

4. All other four-way intersections.
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5. Each three-way ("T") intersection with all streets
paved.

6. Each three-way ("I") intersection with the through
street paved.

7. All other three-way intersections,.
8. At each paved cul-de-sac.
9. At each unpaved cul-de-sac or dead—end street.

10, Four hundred feet (400') apart on Rhododendron Drive
from Greenwood Street to 35th Street.

11. Midway between lighted intersections on other streets
if distance exceeds six hundred fifty feet (650').

12. Four hundred feet (400') apart on other city streets
without intersections, but not closer than three hundred
twenty-five feet (325') from a lighted intersection.

13. At entrance(s) where a planned unit development (PUD)
meets a city street.

14, At entrance(s) where a bike path meets a city street.
15. At entrance(s) to city parks.
The city's resolution also included the following:

This street lighting policy may require the re-
moval of existing street lights in inverse order
of priority, if necessary, in order to avoid over-
spending the approved Street Light Fund Budget.,

In accordance with these inverse priorities, Florence requested that
Central Lincoln PUD remove approximately fifty lights, which accounted
for approximately 15 percent of its streetlights. The utility com-
plied with the city's request and did not charge the city for removal.
Florence's permanent delamping saves the city approximately $5,000

per year.

The city's delamping efforts met with little or no citizen resistance.
However, city employes feel that a clear explanation of the city's
need to curb streetlight costs and development of a defensible
priority list helped deal with the concerns of opponents. The city
also clearly stated in the resolution that residents could have lights
in addition to those provided by the city, as long as they paid the
entire cost directly to the utility. (See Appendix VI-A for entire
resolution.)
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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 ds a result of the city's
complete conversion to LPS vapor (see page 42), 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, PP&L'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
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or removing lights and for temporary delamping will have a bearing on
these decisions.

Removal charges differ among utilities. For instance, Central Lincoln
PUD did not charge Florence when the city asked to have over fifty
lights permanently removed. In PP&L's service territory, cities are
assessed a labor charge for removing lights and poles (when appli-
cable), minus whatever salvage value remains in the poles or fixtures.
(For these purposes, PP&L assumes mercury vapor lights have no salvage
value.) In contrast to PP&L's policy, PGE charges for the labor,

plus the remaining depreciated value of the equipment. To determine
the value of a streetlight, PGE uses the original cost, assumes a
thirty~three year life, and uses an accelerated depreciation method.
The main difference is that PGE charges a city for the remaining value
of all removed equipment on the assumption that they cannot sell the
equipment and the city should absorb the full cost, while PP&L either
credit a city for equipment it can reuse or, in the case of mercury
vapor lights that cannot be reused, does not charge or credit the
city.

For temporary delamping (i.e., disconnecting electricity without
removal), both PGE and PP&L charge cities for labor. Both utilities
then continue to assess cities a monthly charge for all utility owned
and/or maintained lights equal to the original charge, minus the energy
charge. For both temporary and permanent delamping of lights owned

by cities, PGE and PP&L charge for only the labor to disconnect the
energy and do not assess a monthly charge. Cities served by other
utilities should check with their respective utility for appropriate
costs.

Conversion

As discussed in the section on lighting technology (see page 25),
improvements in streetlight design efficiency now give cities
comparable lighting levels with much lower energy use. To date, over
half of the lights in Oregon cities are high-efficiency lights. The
overwhelming majority of the lights are HPS vapor, with some LPS
vapor and metal halide lights. While most of these lights have been
converted from less efficient lights, some are the result of installa-
tion of new lights in new developments. Because of the higher light
output per unit of energy input (measured in lumens per watt), these
lights generally consume only 30 to 60 percent of the energy of their
less efficient predecessors.

The primary impetus for streetlight efforts in Oregon cities has been
BPA's Street and Area Lighting Program. Initiated in 1981, this
program reimbursed utilities for 100 percent of the cost of converting
existing street and area lights to more efficient (primarily HPS vapor)
lights. Most conversions in Oregon have been financed through this
program. Even PGE and PP&L funded most of their conversions with BPA
money until 1983, when they decided not to sign conservation contracts
with BPA.

1
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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 enmergy-efficient light
installation upon attrition of less efficient lights, PGE and PP&L
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
utilities' 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
benéficial., 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--50.92 difference per light. Even in PP&L's 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
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both PGE and PP&L currently install only 100-watt HPS vapor, unless
cities specifically request 70-watt HPS vapor. Both PGE and PP&L
report that city dissatisfaction with the amount of light from a
70-watt HPS vapor compared to a 100-watt HPS vapor prompted the end
of their active promotion of 70-watt HPS vapor.

It is a fact that 175-watt mercury vapor lights put out approximately
7,000 lumens, 70-watt HPS vapor lights put out 5,800 lumens, and
100-watt HPS vapor lights put out 8,000 lumens. However, despite the
fact that 70-watt HPS vapor lights put out 17 percent less light than
175-watt mercury vapor lights, 132 of the 210 cities that the Bureau
has inventory information for have at least some 70-watt HPS vapor.
There are currently over 8,000, 70-watt HPS vapor lights in Oregon
cities and over 22,000 100-watt HPS vapor lights.

In California, cities generally convert their 175-watt mercury vapor
lights to 70-watt HPS vapor lights. Each Oregon city will need to
balance utility costs with requisite lighting levels. B8ome uses may
be adequately served by 70-watt HPS vapor, and the best solution would
be to mix 100-watt HPS vapor and 70-watt HPS vapor lights to minimize
costs while providing adequate lighting.

After looking at the appropriate utility rate structures, cities need
to examine conversion charges utilities might require. Again, this
differs among utilities. For instance, PGE requires cities to pay a
discontinuance fee for utility owned mercury vapor lights, which
includes the remaining book value of the light, plus the cost of labor
for removal, minus any salvage value. There is no fee for installing
the new light when PGE retains ownership (charge is folded into the
rates). When the city owns the light, PGE requires the city to buy
the new light and pay PGE for the labor to install it. In contrast,
PP&L indicates that if a city in its service territory wants to
convert to HPS vapor, there is no discontinuance fee or labor charge.

The city of Silverton (population 5,920) recently paid $10,488 to
have PGE convert its seventy-eight 400-watt mercury vapor lights to
200~watt HPS vapor. This discontinuance fee of $134 per light was
for the book value of the mercury vapor lights, plus the labor to
remove the light, minus the salvage value. The conversion will save
the city about $40 per light per year, or $3,080 for all the lights,
at the current rates. This represents a simple payback of between
three and four years on the city's investment.

At the same time, Silverton decided not to convert 200, 175-watt
mercury vapor lights to 100-watt HPS vapor lights because the dis-~
continuance fee of $24,300 was too high relative to the approximate
$2,750 per year savings. This represents a simple payback of between
eight and nine years. Originally, the city considered paying for

the conversion with a loan from the state's Small Scale Energy Loan
Program (SELP). However, after careful consideration, the city
decided that due to the 10 percent interest rate, the city would

be better off financially to pay for the 400-watt mercury vapor
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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
119, 175-watt MV to 100-watt HPS vapor $13,500 $1,699

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.)
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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.
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Purchase

Purchasing streetlights and nondistribution poles (poles that are not
used by a utility for electricity distribution purposes) from a utility
generally ensures the greatest reduction in annual utility expenditure,
with the least impact on the physical system than any other optioms.
Fifty-seven cities in Oregon own some of their streetlights. Fifteen
cities, including Portland, Eugene, Springfield, Lake Oswego, Ashland,
Bandon, and Baker own over 95 percent of their streetlights.

Several things must be considered when evaluating the purchase of a
streetlight system: (1) streetlight rate differential between utility
ownership and city ownership, to determine the ongoing annual savings;
(2) the utility's selling price for the system; (3) whether to buy the
streetlight system and have the utility continue to maintain the system
or have the city assume maintenance responsibility; and (4) whether to
buy the entire system or only a portion.

Since streetlight rates and purchase charges vary significantly

among utilities, cities need to contact their utility for an accurate
estimate of the potential costs and savings from purchasing the
streetlight system. As indicated in the rate comparison table in
Appendix V-A, savings on utility expenditure from an ownership change
can be substantial. For instance, purchasing a single 175-watt
mercury vapor light from PGE would reduce a city's monthly charge
from $8.13 to $4.15, if the city maintained the light, and $5.99, if
the utility continued to maintain the light. The same purchase from
PP&L would result in a reduction from $6.98 to $4.13, if the city
maintained the light. A 100-watt HPS vapor light purchased from PGE
would result in a reduction from $6.98 to $2.42, if the city main-
tained the light, and $4.59, if PGE maintained the light. The same
purchase from PP&L would reduce the rate from $7.57 to $2.39, if the
city maintained the light. (Rates for PP&L maintenance are not
readily discernible.)

Purchase prices also differ among utilities. In 1981 the Eugene Water
and Electric Board transferred ownership and maintenance responsibility
for the city of EBugene's streetlight system to the city at no charge.
The utility maintained that the city's payments had basically paid the
capital cost of the system. (Small remaining value was forgiven.) A
similar no-charge transfer occurred between the Springfield Utility
Board and the city of Springfield.

Both PGE and PP&L expect a city to pay for the transfer of any portion
of the streetlight equipment from the utility to the city. To deter-
mine the purchase price, PGE and PP&L derive the book value of all
equipment under consideration. Book value reflects the initial
purchase price, minus the depreciated value of the equipment, based

on the remaining life of the equipment. PP&L provides free mercury
vapor lights, although they still charge for a mercury vapor fixture,
which generally has a higher value than the light.
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PP&L and PGE's purchase price differs from the discontinuance fee for
permanent delamping in that it does not include a labor charge, since
lights are not being physically removed. Another difference in PP&L's
purchase price and discontinuance fee is that the discontinuance fee
includes credit for any salvage value from removed equipment, which

is not applicable in a purchase arrangement.

Even if the rate differential between utility ownership and city
ownership is attractive and the purchase price is not insurmountable,
cities need to factor into their calculations any capital and labor
costs that are assumed from the utility through the transfer.
Similarly, before deciding to take on mgintenance responsibility as
well as ownership, cities need to assess whether hiring the expertise
in-house or contracting for the service will save more money than
having the utility continue to maintain the system. Taking over
maintenance responsibilities might be easier for large cities than
for small cities.

Utility maintenance of a city owned streetlight system generally
includes regular replacement of lights and photocells, as well as
replacement of broken light fixtures or glass., Taking over street-
light maintenance is not an available option for all Oregon cities.
In PGE's service territory, cities can purchase their streetlight
system, but they are not generally allowed to take over maintenance
responsibilities. Although PGE offers rates for city maintenance,
the utility is not willing to relinquish streetlight maintenance
responsibility to a city unless the streetlights and associated
equipment are not installed on utility distribution poles. PGE
claims that it does not want to be liable for city employes near
utility poles or distribution lines and that the utility needs to
retain the right to service the lights to assure that equipment is
of appropriate quality and correctly installed to ensure proper,
safe energy delivery through the system.

In contrast, PP&L claims it is indifferent about a city's decision
to maintain the system or have the utility maintain it. While PGE
maintains 87 percent of its city owned lights, PP&L maintains only
10 percent.

If cities can establish their own expertise, it is likely that they
will be able to gain substantially from purchasing the streetlight
system. The main reason is that utilities, particularly private
utilities, generally have high overhead and labor costs relative to
most cities.

Table 18 illustrates some of the high labor and overhead costs
included in PGE and PP&L streetlight rates. PP&L's capital costs
only account for about 30 percent of the installed cost, while PGE's
account for about half. PP&L charges $92 to $144 more than PGE for
the installed cost of new HPS vapor lights. This gap is basically
responsible for PP&L charging higher rates than PGE for utility owned
and maintained HPS vapor lights, despite the fact that their energy

45~



charges are almost identical. The major difference between the two
utilities is PP&L's larger "general overhead" and "other" expendi-
tures. Only PGE's labor costs are significantly higher than PP&L's.
PGE estimates two and one-half hours for installation at $32 per hour.
This figure does not include an additional 25 percent overhead charged
on labor in the general overhead column,

Table 18
CALCULATED COST COMPONENTS FOR NEW HPS VAPOR LIGHTS
Light General

Type Capital* Labor Overhead Other** Total
PP&L PGE PP&L PGE PP&L PGE PP&L PGE PP&L PGE

70 watt $128 3113 %67 $80 $83 $38 $ 91 812 3369 $242
100 watt 130 143 67 80 83 42 91 15 371 279
200 watt 168 156 71 80 99 46 104 17 442 298

* Includes fixture, light, photo control and mast arm.
** Includes transportation, storage and payroll overhead.

In 1978 the city of Portland explored purchasing its streetlight system
of over 37,000 lights from PGE. There were four reasons for these
efforts.

1. Portland's streetlight service agreement was to expire at
the end of the year.

2. Portland was not completely satisfied with PGE's service.

3. Streetlight expenditure had increased nearly 60 percent
between 1972 and 1978.

4. The city needed to operate streetlights within the limits
of a ten-year special tax levy of $3,580,000, which was
in effect through 1985.

The city studied various methods of acquiring the streetlight system,
including condemnation, purchase, and construction of a new system
after requiring PGE to remove the existing system at their cost. In
1980 the city decided to pursue purchase of the system from PGE. On
July 31, after several months of negotiation, the city purchased the
system,

At the time, the city estimated that it could save $648,000 per year
through the purchase. During the first five years of ownership,
Portland calculated that it saved $4,130,000 in rental charges that
would have been paid to PGE at a cost of $3,840,000, which includes
the $3,000,000 purchase price, plus the lost income from interest on
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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 Portland.)

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
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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 utility retains
ownership, expenditures for the city can actually increase.g

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 savings 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 HPS 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 $41,650 $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

-48—



Sheridan applied to the Oregon Department of Energy for a loan from

the Small Scale Energy Loan Program (SELP). Two loan options for
conversion and purchase were proposed by ODOE. The first loan on

the full $71,600 at 9.75 percent for a twenty-year term had an annual
debt service of $8,160. Since only savings of $7,600 were anticipated,
the city would have had to subsidize approximately $560 annually to
cover the debt service. The second option was an unsubsidized annual
loan, where energy-saving dollars approximated annual loan repayments.
In this arrangement, the twenty-year loan would have been made on

only $66,65 and would have required $4,944 from the city initially.

For conversion without purchasing, ODOE offered Sheridan a 9.5 percent,
fifteen-year loan on the $17,100 discontinuance fee requested by PGE.
This loan would have required Sheridan to make loan payments of $2,143
per year, with estimated savings of at least $850 per year.

While the SELP loan for conversion-only seemed more feasible than the
loan arrangement for a combined purchase and conversion, the city
decided that neither package would be pursued further at that time,
An additional problem with the conversion-only loan was that SELP
required the city to provide collateral, since the city would not own
the lights. In the purchase-plus-conversion arrangements, the
streetlights were to serve as collateral.

Other Options

While delamping, conversion and purchasing are the three most widely
used approaches currently used to reduce streetlight expenditure,
reducing hours of operation and system reconfiguration are other cost-
cutting methods available to local governments.

Reducing the number of hours that streetlights are turned on can save
cities money by decreasing the energy used by the lights and by
extending the life of the lights and fixtures. A city would need to
assess whether certain areas could be sufficiently lit for fewer hours
than from dawn to dusk. For instance, does a bicycle path through a
park that closes at midnight need to be lit from midnight to dawn?
Similarly, what does a city gain from keeping its main commercial
streets lit after the last bar closes at 2 a.m.? Turning off some
portion of a city's lights for part of the night could result in large
savings.

One of the technical barriers to this potential solution is that the
vast majority of streetlights currently operate on photocells that
turn lights on around dusk and off around dawn. To reduce the hours
of operation of certain streetlights, some type of control clock
would need to be installed. Photocells and time clocks can be
programmed to work together. Also, while few lights in the state are
currently metered for energy consumption (consumption is estimated
based on total hours of annual operation and then spread evenly
throughout the year), utilities might want to begin metering lights
that are not turned on and off in the standard way. Cities would
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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 several 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&L's costs are $11.31

for one 200-watt HPS vapor light and $15.14 for two 100-watt HPS
vapor lights.
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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 HPS 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

STATEWIDE ENERGY SAVING AND POWER REDUCTION POTENTIAL

Anmxal Delamp Delamp Convert Conbined
Current Enerey/Power 10 Percent 20 Percent to HPS Option
Inventory 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

Type Number KWH My KW MW KWH MY KWH M KWH My
Mercury Vapor 52,785 55,782 13.3 50,203 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 03 951 0.2 761 0.2
HPS Vapor 57,585 43,216 10.3 38,804 9.3 34,573 8.2 43,216 103 34,573 8.2
Metal Halide 217 806 0.2 7% 0.2 645 0.2 806 0.2 645 0.2
LPS Vapor 2,229 1,072 0.3 9%5 0.2 858 0.2 1,072 0.3 858 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: Anmal energy and power use figures were derived by increasing light wattages 20 percent
to account for ballast and line losses. Fnergy and power figures for the comversion colums
are based on BPA estimated emergy savings for HPS retrofits. See Appendix VI-B. Combined-
option colum includes conversion to HPS vapor lights and 20 percent delamping. LPS vapor

and metal halide lights are not converted to HPS vapor because they are efficient alternatives
to mercury vapor and incandescent lights.
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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 PUC

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 Office

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
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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 Associatiom
Greg Page, city of Eugene

Michael Bergman, American Public Power Association
Douglas Wilkinson, Central Oregon PUD
Deborah Brewer, Eugene Water & Electric Board
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TABLE 1-A.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE
fAil Wilities

Utility City Owned, City
Owred and Maintaired Utility Maintained {wred and Maintained

Total
Utility Poputation L HPSY Other W HPSV  Other L) HPSY  Other  Inventory
PBE 764,085 15,997 3, 447 8 16,481 21,634 4 1,776 3,430 155 £2, 844
PPEL 403,930 16,205 8,089 1,407 119 118 ] 380 1,714 1 28,930
EWEB 196, 100 @ e 9 2 ) 9 2 5,115 68 5,243
SUB 41,540 ] 0 @ 8 2,243 0 2 @ 2,25l
LINCOLN PUD 36, 095 ] 2,240 ) ) 3 ] @ @ ] 2,243
P NATIDNAL 31,663 279 1,156 a9 ) ) ? 124 394 2 2,182
NORTHERN WASCO 11,885 113 I, 407 @ ) 9 ] 9 B ) 1,52@
ASHLAND 14,940 ) 2 9 2 ) ? 2 1,38 16 1,386
FOREST GROVE 11,910 ] e ) ? ] 8 3 1,223 @ 1,226
SALEM ELECTRIC 113,775 2 993 -2 ] 161 a ) 3 2 1,136
10AHO POWER 15,233 165 963 Q 6 i1 9 ? 9 ) 1,143
MCMINNVILLE 14,415 ) ) ) ] ] @ ] 985 (] 306
TILLAMOOK PUD 7,935 9 79 2 ) ] ) ] ) 9 792
BANDON 2,338 0 ] ] ) ] ) 388 226 ) 614
CANBY 7,750 ] 0 Q ) ) 9 9 558 @ 551
MILTON FREEWATER 5, 300 0 2 ] ) @ ? ) 463 a 463
COLUMBIA BASIN 3,441 @ 445 [ 9 ] @ 9 9 ) 445
CONSUMERS POMER 80,999 237 116 ] @ ) 2 @ 0 8 333
LANE ELECTRIC 6,835 . 324 @ 9 8 8 9 ] e 0 324
MONMOUTH 5,399 0 9 ] @ ) 2 8 282 3 285
COLLMBIA RIVER 12,675 2e2 14 ] ie ] ] @ ] ] 232
CLATSKANIE PUD 1,625 ) ) @ ] 9 2 158 3 0 161
EMERALD PUD 3,060 ) 68 8 8 2 ) 2 ? ? 1)
CENTRL ELECTRIC 9 68 2 @ @ ) 2 ] ] =)
Total 1,704,786 33,524 19,801 1,436 16,590 21,927 2,247 2,831 15,935 249 114,508

Percent of Total 29.28%  17.2%% 1,852  14.45% 19.15%  1.96%  2.47%  13.9ex  B.22% 1e@. 2ex



TRBLE I-A.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIBHT TYPE

All Utilities

Mercury Vapor HPSY Other
Utility % % ] 3 Total
PGE 34,174 54, 38% 28,511 45,37% 159 9.25% 62,844
FosL 16,704 39.59% 9,912 35.36% 1,414 5. 04% 28,030
EWEB 2 a.08x 5,179 98.70% 68 1.38% 5,243
SUB 8 9.36% 9 .02 2,243 99.64% 2,251
LINCOLN PUD 9 0.08% 2,243 100,001 @ 2.80% 2,243
CP NATIONAL 403  18.47% 1, TSR 8@, 291 29 1.33% 2,182
NORTHERN WASCO 113 T.43% 1,407 92.57% 9 2.00% 1,520
ASHLAND 2 g.14% 1,368 98.70% 16 1.19% 1,286
FOREST GROVE 3 9.24% 1,223 99.76% 8 0.88% 1,228
SALEM ELECTRIC 2 8.17¢ 1,154 99.83% ) 0.00x 1,156
IDAHO POMER in 14, 93x% 974 85,971 9 9.88% 1,145
MCMINNVILLE ) 0. 007 %6  100.00% ) 0. 0% 986
TILLAMOOK PUD ) 9.08% 792 iea. e 9 9, gax 7%
BANDON 388 B3.1% 226 36. 81% ] 9. ax 614
CANBY @ Q. 0% 51 109, ot ] 0. 89x il
MILTON FREEWATER ) 0. 001 463  109.e3% 0 2.80% 443
COLUMBIA BASIN 0 9. 080x 443 109,001 0 0. 00x 445
CONSUMERS POMER 237  67.14% 116 32, 86% 2 9. e0% 323
LANE ELECTRIC 324 100, 00% ) 9. 08% ) 2. dex 324
MONMOUTH ) 0. 00% 282 98.93% 3 1.03% 285
COLUMBIA RIVER 218  93.97% 14 6.@3% ? 0. dox 2%
CLATSKANIE PUD 158 98.14% 3 1.86% e 8. oo US|
EMERALD PUD 2 Q. 3% a8  109.00x 2 9, 83% 88
CENTRL ELECTRIC ¢ 0. 00% 68  100.00% 2 8.03% 2]
Total 52,95  46.21% 57,663 50.3p% 3,932 3. 43X 114,500



TRBLE I-A,3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE
All Utilities

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

Total
Utility & % ) % # % Lights
PGE 19,444  30.94% 38,039 £6.53% 5,361 8.53% 62,844
PPEL 25,692  91.66% 237 8.85% 2,131 7.50% 28,0390
EWEB ‘ 2 0.00% 2 8,001 5,243 108,00% 5,243
suB 9 .0 2,251 100, 002 @ .00k 2,231
LINCOLN PUD 2,24 9,871 3 2.131 2 0.801 2,243
CP NATIONAL 1,464  67.891 ') 2. 00 718 32.91% 2,182
NORTHERN WASCO 1,500 109, 00% 2 Q. o "} . {500
ASHLAND ) ) 9 o.00% 1,386 100.00% 1,386
FOREST GROVE ¢ 9. 09% 8 g.80% 1,226 10Q.00% {,206
SALEM ELECTRIC 995  8h.07% 161 13.93% @ .00 1,135
1DAHO POMER 1,128  98.52% 17 1.484 2 a.00x 1,145
MCMINNVILLE ? 0.09% 8 2. 00x 96 108.001 906
TILLAMOOK PUD 792 108.00% ) 2. 00% '} 0. 001 7%
BANDON ) o.09x @ 0. 80 614  100.0: b4
CANBY 0 0. 00x ) 0. 00% 991 109,001 991
MILTON FREEWATER 0 0. 091 @ 0. 80% 463  100.00% 463
COLUMBIR BASIN 45 100.80% 0 a.0;l ' 3. 3% 445
CONSUMERS FOWER 353 10d.00% ) 0,804 @ 2.ex 333
LANE ELECTRIC 324 109, 00% ) @, eax @ 8. 80x 324
MONMOUTH 9 0.0 2 Q. 8% 285 196, 00% 283
COLLMBIA RIVER 216 93.1¢ 16 6.98x @ 3, 0% 2k
CLATSKANIE PUD 9 9. 0% a @, 6% 161 108,007 161
EMERALD PUD 88 100, 60% 8 2,001 @ 2. 004 &8
CENTR. ELECTRIC 60 109, od% [ 2.00% 2 g.0m 60

TOTAL S, 761 47.83% 4D, T2h 35.97% 19,015  16.61% 114,300



TABLE I-B.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY DWNERSHIP AND LIEHT TYPE

A1l Cities
tility Lity Cwned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained

. Total

City Population Y HPSV  Other Y HsVY  Other M HPSV  Other Inventory
ADAIR 560 40 Q Q ] 2 ] 9 a 2 42
ADAMS 245 2 ) e 9 @ 9 9 ] 9 2 28
ADRIAN 155 ) 13 e e ) ) ) 0 @ 13
ALBANY 27,99 2,182 868 e e 92 e ) 1 @ 3,081
AMITY 1,049 76 9 ] 0 ] ] 9 2 @ B3
ARLINGTON 459 30 54 ] 9 ) 9 () ) 0 84
ASHLAND 15, 650 Q 0 9 e 0 ) 2 1,368 16 1,386
ASTORIA 9,828 384 347 134 38 3 )} ) 0 4 a3n
ATHENA =N 117 14 ) 0 0 ) ] ? e 131
AUMSVILLE 1,488 187 9 9 e ) 9 () ) 0 116
AURORA 525 60 7 ] 0 0 ) Q ) 2 &7
BRAKER 9,498 9 9 ) 0 0 @ 124 9% 0 718
BANDON 2,330 ) 9 9 9 @ ) 388 226 ) 6i4
BANKS 495 48 ] 0 ] ] 0 2 @ 8 4
BARLOM 189 16 ) '} 0 ) 2 0 ] ) 16
BAY CITY 1,100 9 107 ) ) ) 9 ] ) 2 197
BEAVERTON 33,956 1,574 428 ) 19 231 ) ) 5719 @ 2,83
BEND 18, 638 354 3% 312 Q 0 ) 13 e ' 1,073
BONANZA 323 33 9 ) 0 ) ) 0 e 9 42
BROWNSVILLE 1,258 43 35 28 ) 9 @ ] ) 0 106
BURNS 2,838 9 49 ) 2 ) ) Q [ 8 45
BUTTE FALLS 450 35 3 9 9 ] ] e ] ) 38
CANBY 7,730 ? e ) 0 ] ) ) 5l ) 55)
CANNON BERCH 1,250 58 46 28 ) 9 ] 9 ] 2 154
CANYON CITY 61@ 27 40 9 @ 0 ] 9 0 2 &7
CANYONVILLE 1,270 64 18 ) 9 ) 9 9 8 9 az
CARLTON 1,270 112 1 0 0 0 ) 9 9 e 113
CRAVE JUNCTION 1,158 ] ] ) 8 ] 9 35 13 ) ]
CENTRAL POINT 6, 748 345 17 1 e @ ) 0 ] 9 363
CHILOBUIN 70 94 2 a @ 9 a 0 ¢ ) 9%
CLATSKANIE 1,699 0 0 9 e 0 ) 158 3 9 161
COBURE 650 5 1 ] 9 ) ] 0 ¢ 2 &3
COMILLE 4,220 237 159 ) ) ? 9 0 Q ) 3%
COLUMBIA CITY 758 9 e ) 79 ] 1 Q 0 -} 43
CONDON 729 9 130 9 e @ @ 9 ) ] 138
COOS BAY 14,695 33 368 () [ 0 ) ) 199 Q 902
CORNELIUS 5, @30 148 13 9 121 2 9 @ ) 9 274
CORVALLIS 41,588 1,842 1,013 ] ) 9 ) 0 43 Q 2,098
COTTAGE GROVE 7,090 335 98 9 ) ] 9 2 @ e 433
COVE 530 1 28 ) 9 0 9 ) 9 ] 3
CRESWELL 1,89 9e 29 ? ? ] 0 ) ') ? 12t
DALLAS 8,9 3 Ii) 9 0 ] ) 2 2 9 469
DAYTON 1,399 8 6 9 12 ) ) ] ) 2 100
DRWILLE 205 9 27 ] 0 ] 9 0 @ 0 27



TABLE I-B.!

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY CWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE

All Cities
Utility City Dwned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained

Total
City Population w HPSV  Other w HPSV  Other W HPSY  Other Inventory
DEPDE BAY B25 9 60 ) ) 0 e ) 2 8 €2
DETROIT 400 T 0 ] 2 ) 0 2 1] @ 72
DONALD 273 35 9 ) ) e 9 ) e ] 35
DUFUR 550 2 182 e 8 e 8 e 0 124

DUNDEE 1,380 5] R ) ] ] 0 8 ¢ ) {
DUNES CITY 1,170 e 63 e 8 e 0 (] e L] 63
DURHAM 728 17 e e &7 9 0 8 e 73
ERBLE POINT 3,010 171 39 e 8 e 0 8 e (. 210
ECHO 683 &7 6 8 ] ] 8 o ] ) 3
BLEIN 1,765 8 138 0 8 e e 8 ] 8 138
ENTERPRISE 2,070 95 39 0 e e e 8 e ) 154
ESTRCADA 1,918 108 25 0 e e ] e e 8 133
EUBENE 196, 100 8 8 e e e e 8 5175 &8 5,243
FRIRVIEW 1,850 7 9 ] 8 21 2 ] ] (] 110
SALLS CITY 788 A2 3 e ¢ @ e ] e 5]
LORENCE 4, 645 e 289 ] 8 @ [ e e @ a9
FOREST GROVE 11,758 e 8 e 8 ) 9 3 1,223 8 1,226
FOSSIL bX) e 75 e ] o ] e 0 e 5]
SARIBALDI 1,87¢ 8 &9 8 ) ) ) L] 8 e 63
BASTON 560 42 2 e ) 0 9 [ 0 e 44
BATES Sea 13 24 e ) ) @ Q ) 8 39
GEARHART 1,008 39 21 46 8 e e [ 8 8 186
BERVALS 743 5] 18 ] e ) [ ) e e 73
GLADSTONE 9,570 e 2 e 408 86 e 3 ? 1 492
GLENDALE 728 34 6 &2 ) e ) @ 2 9 162
60LD HILL 918 e Bl 2 Q e ) ) 0 e 61
GRANTS PASS 15,356 1,085 78 e ] e ) 2 e 8 1,083
BRASS VALLEY 180 i) o ) 0 e ) e e 8 25
BRESHAM 37,488 1,739 299 e 369 414 e Q e @ 2,821
HAINES 3% 1 8 29 e 0 @ 0 9 38
HALFWAY 41@ 8 3 e ) a @ ] ? e 3
HALBEY 680 6 17 54 ] 0 e ] e e Iy
HAMMOND 525 29 4 29 ) e 0 ] ) ) &
HARRISBURG 1,848 83 23 1 ] 8 ) e (] [ 113
HELIX 155 o e 8 ] ) @ ¢ 8 ) 20
HEPPNER 1,385 ) 162 Q 8 ¢ 0 8 ) [ 162
HERMISTON 9,8% 354 162 e ) 0 ) @ [ 0 5i6
HILLSBORD 3,270 1,3% 7 8 e 115 0 0 8 0 2,869
HINES 1,479 e a3 e @ 0 [ e [ 8 83
0D RIVER 4,499 99 2 79 3 e 0 @ e 0 143
JBBARD 1,760 129 i1 e e 0 e e 8 ) 14@
HUNTINGTON 55 12 57 e e 0 2 0 8 ] £9
IDANHA 343 3 0 0 [ e ] 8 e @ 3
IMBLER 29 2 10 8 9 e @ 8 ] 8 ae



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE

TABLE I-B.1

A1l Cities
Utility City Owned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained

Total

City Population w Hpsv  Other w HPSV  Other nw HPSV  Other Inventory
INDEPENDENCE 4,145 185 11 25 L) ) 0 8 e 8 226
I0NE 345 [ 44 8 e @ e 0 ° 8 44
ISLAND CITY 739 22 16 ) @ e ° e e 8 38
JACKSONVILLE 1,990 24 106 4 e ] e e e e 134
JEFFERSON 1,755 74 19 ) ) e ] 0 e @ 93
JOHN DAY 1,985 | 7 e @ ) e 0 e e 130
JOHNSON CITY 3N 1 ° [ 1 e (] 34 [ e K
JORDAN VAL 445 3 19 e 8 L] ] e e e 24
JOSEPH 1,178 e 34 e ) ) ] 0 e e 34
JUNCTION CITY 3,050 212 36 (] 0 ] e 0 e 8 248
KEIZER 19, 6ea 13 mn @ e 15 e 0 e e 497
KING CITY 1,830 11 1 e o ) e e e 7 19
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 580 103 160 9 25 e 8 210 e 1,136
LAFAYETTE 1,240 109 2 @ o ) ) 0 e i 108
LAGRANDE 12,238 116 440 0 8 ) 0 8 e 0 5%
LAKE DSWEBOD 24,200 19 )\ 8 1,833 448 ) e @ e 2,321
LAKESIDE 1,429 8 108 ) 0 @ e (. e (' 168
LAKEVIEW 2,735 154 % 8 0 e ] 0 @ e 246
LEBANON 10,278 487 109 ) 8 e ) 8 @ e %
LEXINGTON 242 8 3 2 ) 0 e ] ) e 3
LINCOLN CITY 6,068 335 K3 ) 0 ) 0 0 L] 0 8%
LONE ROCK &5 0 3 8 ) ) ] 0 e e 3
LONG CREEK 245 0 49 2 9 L @ 0 L} 0 L]
LOSTINE 240 16 0 8 e ) e e ) @ 16
LOWELL 785 e a3 8 0 @ J 0 e 8 a3
LYONS 870 K} 7 e 8 e 0 0 @ 8 k+:}
MADRAS 2,329 38 % e 0 ) e 0 2 e 134
MALIN tee 40 2 2 0 e e ° ) @ 44
WANZANITR 495 e L] 8 e ) e e e e ™
MCMINNVILLE 15,175 ) 8 ) ) ? e e 996 0 9%
MEDFORD 41,975 896 241 35 e 9 0 281 1250 3 e
MERRILL - 845 n 1 ) e ) @ 0 ) e 72
METOLIUS 455 & 26 0 0 L) 0 0 0 ) 2
MILL CITY 1,520 9% M 0 o e 9 ¢ e e 153
MILLERSBURG 550 63 26 8 8 @ e (] (. (. 89
MILTON FREEWARTER 5,850 0 e 8 ) 0 e 8 483 e 463
MILWAUKIE 17,375 1,113 75 e B2 52 e (] 0 e 1,962
MOLALLA 3,100 237 16 8 28 4 0 e e e 285
MONMOLITH 3,390 L] e 8 ] e e ( 282 3 285
MONRGE 460 23 i e e e é @ e @ 36
MORO 3 4 9 8 ¢ e e ) 0 ° 4
MT. ANGEL 2,930 125 21 ) ) @ e 0 ) e 146
MT. VERNON 620 0 o0 @ ) 2 2 8 ) @ 5
MYRTLE CREEK 3,200 94 116 ) 8 ] e 8 8 e 218



TABLE 1-B.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE

fAll Cities
Utility City Owned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained

Total
City Population LY HPSV  Other L) HPSY  COther L) HPSV  Other  Inventory
MYRTLE POINT 2,700 113 130 () ) @ ? ) 8 2 3e3
NEHALEM 245 ) ) 9 ? 8 ] @ 9 ? bh]
NEWBERB 11,440 418 27 9 254 4 9 2 9 9 T47
NEWPORT 8,350 9 134 ) 9 0 ] ? ) ] 734
NORTH BEND 9,135 485 327 9 ) 0 9 Q ] 8 73
NORTH PLAINS 938 S54 3 9 () 9 9 () ) 9 39
NORTH PONDER 435 9 49 9 9 @ ) @ @ a L]
NYSSA 2,89 34 163 @ 9 9 2 0 ) 2 197
OAKLAND 850 3 18 9 () 9 9 Q 8 9 3
OAKRIDGE 3,588 295 ) ) () @ @ ? ) ] 295
ONTARID 9,510 n 582 2 0 1 ) ) 9 9 o84
OREBON CITY 14,500 884 117 () 44 19 8 1 40 ] 1,107
PENDLETON 14, 400 519 462 16 7 @ ) 7 9 a 1,062
PHILOMATH 2,640 k) 80 49 [ ) ) ? ] @ 168

OHOENIX 2,510 47 7 2 (! 2 ) @ 8 9 H
JL0T ROCK 1,630 128 10 1 ) 9 @ 8 2 9 139
PORTLAND 379, 000 16 ) 0 11,865 19,207 ¢ 1,73 2,797 138 35,753
POWERS T8 38 &7 9 ) 9 9 0 2 L'} 635
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 9 43 ) 0 a 9 9 a 8 43
PRESCOTT 70 19 { ) ) 2 ] 9 2 . 8
PRINEVILLE 9, 410 178 240 ] ] ) ) 9 2 Q 418
RRINIER 1,560 132 6 ) 4 3 e @ 2 ) 143
REDMOND 6,740 152 202 89 0 ) ) a a ] 443
REEDSPORT 4,875 ) 303 ] 2 3 2 ) a @ 306
RICHLAND 190 { 18 ° 9 ) ? @ ) 9 19
RIDDLE 1,115 57 42 9 9 9 a ) a ] a9
ROCKAWAY 1,185 9 167 ) ) @ @ a a 9 167
ROBUE RIVER 1, 440 99 11 2 @ () 2 a 2 Q {12
ROSEBURG 16,825 783 255 9 [ 9 a a ] 9 1,038
SALEM 9%, 600 2470 1419 @ 251 755 @ 4 3 ] 4982
SANDY 3,530 151 36 ) b/} 3 a 2 @ 2%
SCAPPOOSE 3,410 288 21 ) @ ) ] @ @ @ 389
SCID 390 9 63 ] ) [ 9 9 a 9 83
SCOTTS RILL Fe] 9 23 ) [ ) 9 (] 9 ] 23
SEASIDE 9,380 &6 334 160 ) ) 3 @ 4 9 584
SENECR 265 12 { ) @ ] @ ) 9 13
SHADY COVE 1,199 19 4 9 ) ] 2 3 @ ) 23
SHERIDAN 2,4c0 134 23 0 3 ) @ ) 2 2 184
SHERWOOD 2,683 75 43 ) 5 17 (. 9 9 9 1%
2ILETZ 1,823 0 53 @ 0 @ 2 e a (] 33
ILVERTON 5,2% 2718 a1 ) 0 ] a @ a 9 329
SISTERS 749 9 32 9 0 2 L4 ) ) 9 33
SPRINGFIELD 42,699 ) 9 9 8 @ 2,243 @ 9 ] 2,251
STANFIELD 1,668 99 27 ) ) 2 ) 2 9 117



TABLE I-B.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY BY OWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE

All Cities
Utility City Owned, City
Owned and Maintained Uility Maintained Dwred and Maintained

Total

City Population L] HPSV  Other L HPSV  Other W HPSY  Cther Inventory
STAYTON 4,815 281 (] ) [} (] ¢ 9 "] 3 eb!
ST. PAL 330 39 & [} Q "} Q @ 2 0 43
ST. HELENS 7,260 06 44 ] 4 7 3 2 @ 4 978
SUBLIMITY 1,430 76 47 [} [ ] @ "} @ e 123
SUMMERVILLE 159 ] 13 ) 8 "} ('] 2 a 0 13
SUMPTER 138 Q el ] Q "] @ Q @ @ el
SUTHERLIN 4,329 381 3 ("] ] (] @ @ @ @ 346
GNEET HOME &, 800 323 148 ("] ") @ "] ('] "] [} 471
TALENT 2, 660 7™ 3 ] "] "] ('] 0 ") ) 195
THE DALLES 10,909 111 1,385 ("] 9 @ 8 Q @ 0 1,416
TIGRARD 29,250 337 246 ] 155 frtd (] Q 9 ' 768
TILLAMCOK 3,925 '] 13 ("] @ (] "] 9 2 2 273
TOLEDD 3,279 a 453 ) ] ('] 2 ) [} Q 433
TUALATIN 10,350 179 13 ') 617 189 2 Q ('] ? 994
TURNER 1,210 a3 ] 2 Q ('] "] L) ] e )
UMATILLA 2,980 184 19 9 2 Q ('] '} 0 @ P X
UNION 2,129 e7 42 0 Q (] 9 0 0 ? 69
UNITY 110 9 8 0 ) @ ) [} ' 0 8
VALE 1,678 34 132 ] 6 9 ? "] Q Q 192
VENETR 2,335 9 63 ] (] 0 2 ('] @ @ 34
WALDPORT 1,599 ("] 119 @ ('] 2 (] ('] ') @ 119
WALLOWA 8@ e &0 e ] e () (] 0 @ &0
WARRENTON 2,473 5 2 118 Q (' 9 [} 3 @ 25
WASCO 445 4 8 @ ) 0 @ [} '] 2 4
WATERLCO 210 16 P 0 [} [} 9 0 @ 9 18
WEST LINN 12,959 937 263 8 3 47 8 () 0 [} 1,258
WESTON 738 70 i1 e 0 ) ] () ) 0 81
WHEELER 350 9 42 @ [} (" 9 [} 0 0 42
WILLAMINA 1,785 147 3 Q 9 2 ) Q ? @ 161
WILSONVILLE 3,700 124 ce2 [} " a2 Q @ i1 [} 460
WINSTON 3, 350 111 'Y) 2 el (] a 16 @ 9 195
WOOD VILLAGE 2,595 94 24 @ 0 9 2 @ [} Q 118
WOODBLURN 11,700 695 1295 "} (] @ 9 Q 0 "] 730
YACHATS 560 0 58 (' ) [} 9 () ') 0 58
YAMHILL 650 63 ] e é @ ) (') 0 '] 63
Total 1,520,805 33,524 19,801 1,436 16,55 21,927 2,247 2,831 15,935 249 114,580

Percert of Total 29.28% 17.29%  1,25% 14.40% 19.15%  1.96%  2.4TE¢  13.92%  0.22% 108. 0%



TABLE I-B.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

All Cities
Mercury Vapor HPEV Other

City ] ] ) % i % Total
ADAIR 43 108.08% ] 0.0 [} 8. 00% 40
ADAMS 26  92.86% 2 T.14%4 9 0. 00x 20
RDRIAN ) 0. 8% 13 100,081 [} 0. o 13
ALBANY 2,182 7.8 839 29.18% ¢ o.0o% 3,081
AMITY 76 B89.41% 3 18,59 9 0. 00% 83
ARLINGTON B OBTIF 0 4 bA2H () . 80% 84
ASHLAND 2 8.14% 1,368 98.7¢n 16 1.159¢ 1,386
ASTORIA 32 41,201 350 42174 138 16.53% 830
ATHENA 117 89.31% 14 19.69% e 8, 6% 131
ALMSVILLE 107 9R.24% 9 7.76% 3 2. 00x 116
ALURORA 60  89.33¢ 7 18.40% e 0.00% 67
BAKER 124 17.27% 594 82,73 8 Q. dox na
BANDON 388  63.i: 226  3b.B1% @ 8. 09% 614
BANKS 46 193.0%m ] . 0% 2 2.091 46
BARLDW 16 100,007 e 0. o0 ? 0. aex 16
BRY CITY 8 LR 187 169,80 8 2, 00% 107
BERVERTON 1,593  5S6.27% 1,238 43,73 ¢ g.0e% 2,031
BEND 367 34,201 394 3p. 7% 312 29.e8% 1,073
BONANZA 33 78.5M 9 2.4 2 0. 29 42
BROWNSVILLE 43 40.5M 3 3.0 28  2h.42% 186
BURNS ] 2. 001 43 109, 00% 2 0.ee% 43
BUTTE FALLS 3 R.11% 3 7.8% e 2. 00x 38
CANBY 8 8. e 551 109,00 @ .09 51
CANNON BEACH @ 32.47% 46 29.87% 98 37.66% 154
CANYON CITY 27 40,30 42 59,79% @ 0. a0 &7
CANYONVILLE 64 78.05% 18 © 21,954 ) 8. 00% &2
CARLTON 112 99.12% $ 0. 88% () 0.09% 113
CAVE JUNCTION %5 80.88% 13 19.124 a 2. 022 68
CENTRAL POINT 345 95,04 17 4. 6% 1 .28% 363
CHILOGUIN 9%  97.92% 2 2.08% ] 0. 00% %
CLATSKANIE 158 98, 14% 3 1.86% e 0.08% 161
COBURG 52 82.54% 11 17.46% 8 2.00% 63
COGUILLE 237 99.805% 159 40,154 ¢ 0. 8oz 3%
COLUMBIA CITY 79 89.74 8 9.0 1 1. 14% a
CONDON ] 8. eax 136 108,00t ) 0.e0% 138
Co0s ey 3 39.een 39@ 60,981 e 2.00% 9e2
CORNEL IUS 21 95.26% 13 4,742 ) . oo 214
CORVALLIS 1,842  AS,B7% 1,056  59,.33% ] 2.00% 2,098
COTTARGE GROVE 3% T3 9%  22.63% 2 2.00% 433
COVE 11 35.48% 20 b4.52% 0 2. 00x a1
ERESWELL 92  Te.83% 29  23.97% 2 g.o 121
ALLAS 3@  83.16% 79  16.84% 8 2.00% 469
DAYTON %2 9.0 1) 6. 002 2 2. o 109
DAYVILLE 2 ) 27  100.00% 8 2. %01 a7



STREETLIBHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

TRBLE I-B.2

A1l Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other

City 3 ] ¥ ] * % Total
DEPCE BAY ? 9. 00% 68 199.00% 3 2. 80x 60
TETROIT 72 120.80% 8 8.002 9 0. o 72
DONALD 35 led.eex 2 0. 001 9 9. 80% 35
TUFUR 2 1.92% 182 98.06% ¢ 2.0 124
DUNDEE 78  68.63% e 31.3In ? 2. 002 162
DUNES CITY 0 9.00% 63 100.96% ) 0.00% 63
DURHAM 64  87.67% g 12,33 2 9. 60% 73
EAGLE POINT 171 81.43% 39 18.57% ) 0. 0a% 219
ECHD 67  91.78% ) 8.22% @ 9. 0% 13
ELGIN e 2.00% 138 108.080% ? 0, 0% 138
ENTERPRISE 9% 6l 9 38.31% ) 9. 0% 154
ESTRCADA 108  8i.2: 25 18.8: 9 0. 00% 133
EUBENE ) 0.8 5,179  98.7¢xk 68 1.38% 5,263
FRIRVIEW 82 72.73% 3@ 27.274 P 2. 00% 118
FALLS CITY 42 93,33% 3 6.67% Q 2. 0% 43
FLORENCE 9 0. 0% 289 104, 0% 2 9. 9% 269
FOREST GROVE 3 .24 1,223 99.76x 9 Q.8 1,226
FOSSIL @ 0. 002 75 108,00% 2 0.80% 5
GARIBALDI e 0. 0% £9 109, 00% ? 8. 08% 89
GASTON 2 9545 2 4, 55% [ 0,00 44
GATES 15 38.46% 24 61,544 ? 0. 09% 39
GEARHART I3 BTN 21 19.81% 46 43.40% 186
BERVALS 99 79,34 18  24.66% e 9. 00% 13
GLADSTONE 403  B81.91% 88 17.89% { 9.20% 452
BLENDALE 34 333 5 5.88% 62  68.78% 182
50LD HILL ? 9.0 5l 1080.08x [ 0.08% 6l
BRANTS PASS 1,085  92.88% 78 7.20% ? 0.00% 1,083
GRASS VALLEY 25 100,001 0 g.6m e 0. 00% &3
GRESHAM 2,108 74,731 713 25.27% 9 a.08% 2,821
HAINES { 2.63% 8 21.e3% &9 76.32% 38
HALFWRY 8 20514 31 794N ) 2. 00% 9
HALSEY 6 7.7% 17 22.08% 4 70.13% i
HAMMOND 29 A6, TH 4 6. 43% 29 46.T1% 62
HARRISBURG 89  78.78% 23  20.33% { 2.88% 113
HELIX 29 1e9.0:% 2 0. 00 [ 2.00% 20
HEPPNER 2 2. 08% 162 108.00% ) 9.00% 162
HERMISTON 354  68.60% 1e2  31.40% 3 0. 90% 916
HILLSBORO 1,357  75.29% D12 24.73% ) 0.00% 2,069
HINES 9 9, 00% 83 10Q.00% 9 9. 08% a3
HI0D RIVER 62  43.3p% 2 1.40% 79 S0.24% 143
HUBBARD 125 92, 14% 11 7.86% ] 2. 202 140
FINTINGTON 12 17.3% 37  82.61% e 0, o 69
1DRNHA 38 189,001 2 9. 00x% 3 9. 00% 38
IMBLER 12 54.55% 10 45.45% ] 8. 201 22



TABLE 1-B.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

Ail Cities
Mercury Vapor HPsV ther

City # % # % % Total
INDEPENDENCE 185  Bl.8ex 18 7.98% 25 11.%6% 226
IONE 3 2.80% 4 100,001 ) @, 88x 44
ISLAND CITY 2 9.8% 168 42,11% ) 9, 0m 38
JACKSONVILLE 24 17.91% 186 79,10 4 2.99% 134
JEFFERSON 7% 79.51% 19 20.43% [ 0. 00% 93
JOHN DAY ) QR X ) 79 68.TT% 8 .o 130
JOHNSON CITY 36 100.00% . 8% ) . odx 36
JORDAN VAL 5 28.8% 19 M9.17 8 0. 80% 24
JOSEPH 0 0. 00% 34 100.20% 0 0, 80% 34
JUNCTION CITY 212 85.48% 36 14.52x% ) 9. 90% 248
KEIZER 13 3.19% 3% 96.81% 2 0.0 497
KINS CITY 11 57.89% 1 3.26% 7 36.84x 19
KLAYATH FRLLS 638  Sh.16X 338 29.7% 60  14.088X% 1,136
LAFAYETTE i 97,224 2 1.85% 1 8, 93% 1e8
LAGRANDE 116 20.86% 448  79.14% @ 0. 00% 556
LAKE OSWERD 1,872 80.65% 49 19.35% ) a.00% 2,321
LAKESIDE e . aax 108 109,00 9 D, o0 108
LAKEVIEW 154  B2.60% R 37.40% 9 2. 00 246
LEBANON 487  81.71% 109  18.2% 0 0. 8o% 3%
LEXINGTON ) 2. %01 31 100.90ex ) . ot 3
LINCOLN CITY 535  59.064% 359 40, 16% e 0. 00% 894
LONE ROCK ) 0. 30x 3 100.09% 0 2. 0% 3
LONG CREEX ') 2. 001 40 109, 00% ? 0. 001 49
LOSTINE 16 180.00% 8 9. 00% Q d.00% 16
LOWELL [ 0. 00% 23 1ed.08% 9 R.00% 23
LYONS 31  B1.58% 7  18.42% 3 (N ] 38
YADRAS 3B 28,36% %  71.64% 0 0. 0m 134
mALIN 40 90.91% 2 4,301 2 4, 59% 4
FANZANITA 9 2. 082 79 100.00% 2 0,00 79
MCMINNVILLE ) 0, o0 %6 100.080% 2 2, 09% 986
MEDFORD 1,177 43,50% 1,491 55.1e% 38 140% 2,786
MERRILL 71 98,61 1 1.39% 9 9, 88 72
METOLIUS 6 8.7 26 81.29% ) 0. 8% K
MILL CITY 94  Bl.44% 5% 38,961 ] 9, 0ax 153
MILLERSBURS 63 79.79% 26  29.21% 9 2. 0% 89
MILTON FREEWATER ) 0. 00% 463 100, 08% ] 2. 90% 463
MILWAUKIE 1,775 93.3% 127 b. 68% @ U
MOLALLA 265 92.98% P 7.02% 8 . 09% 285
¥ONMOUTH e 8, 00% 282 94,95% 3 1.05% 285
MONROE 23 69.44% it 30.56% 8 3, oB% 36
¥ORD 4]  199.00% L 9., oo 9 0.0% 41
MT. PNGEL 125  89.62% 21 14.38% 3 8. e0% 146
MT. VERNON ] 0. 0% 30 100.80% e 0. 0o e
MYRTLE CREEX 94  44,7p% 116  55.24% 8 9. 0ax 210



TRBLE I-B.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

All Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other

City L] ] # % 3 * Total
MYRTLE PDINT 173  57.18% 130 42,9 3 9. %% 303
NEHALEM e N ) W 100.08x @ @, oo ]
NEWBE 674 MW, 23% 13 9.7 ? 0. 68% %7
NEWPORT 0 2. 00 734 100, 00% @ N 734
NORTH BEND 495  35.33% 327 44.67% ] 0. 80% TR
NORTH PLAINS 56  91.53% 5 8. 47% 8 9. oox 9
NORTH POMDER ? 8,002 43 100,00% ) @, aox 40
NYSSA 34 17.26% 163 B2.74% ] 0.00% 197
OAKLAND 35 66.04X 18 33.96% 8 2,801 i3
CAKRTDBE 295 1e0.0: 8 0.0 e 8. oox 2935
ONTARID 7 12.18X% 313 87.84% ) 9, 00% S84
OREBON CITY 931 84,50 176 15,9 8 .62 1,187
PENDLETON 524 52, 3ex 462 46, 11% 16 1,685 1,002
PHILOMATH 33 23.21x% 80 47.62% 49 29.17% 168
PHOENIX 47 373 77 6l.11% 2 1.59% 126
PILOT ROCK 128 92.09% 1@ 119 1 0.72% 139
PORTLAND 13,611  38.@7x 22,884  61.54% 138 0.39% 35,733
POVERS 38 5B.46% 27 41,54k 8 0. 0o 65
PRAIRIE CITY 9 . 29 43 100.0ex 8 8. 0 43
PRESCOTT 19 95.e: 1 5. 80% ] 0. % e
PRINEVILLE 178 42.58% 248 O7.42% e 0.90x 418
RAINIER 12 %.31X 11 7.6% ) 0. ot 143
REDMOND {92 34.31% 202 45.60% 89  20.09% 443
REEDSPORT 0 0. 001 306 100,00t e 8. 00x 306
RICHLAND 1 5. 26% 18 94,74% (| 0, 80% 19
RIDDLE 47  52.81% 2 AR 2 0. % 89
ROCKANAY ) 9. 68 167 100, 8 9 9. oo 167
ROGUE RIVER 99  88.3% 1 9. 82 2 1.79% 112
ROSEBURG 783 Th.43% 239 24977 8 a.09x 1,038
SALEM 2,725  35.5%% 2,177 44 41% @ 8.08x 4,922
SANDY 229 T8.42% 63  21.58% 2 0. 00% 2%
SCAPPOBSE 288  93.28% 2l 6. 8o ] 9. 001 39
SCI0 ) 9, édx 63  100.08% ) 2. 060% 63
SCOTTS MILL 8 0.00% 23 100.000 e 0. 00% 23
SERSIDE 66  13.10% 338  b7.06% 188 19,84% o4
SENECA 12 92.31% H 7.69% 4 0.0 13
SHADY COVE 19  a2.61% 4 17.3% 8 0. 00% 23
SHERIDAN 136  BA.1% 23 12.71% 2 1.10% 161
SHERWOOD 132 68.73% 63 31.25% 2 0. 0% 1%
SILETI 0 2. 0x 53 100,982 ¢ 0. 0% 3
SILVERTON 278 B4, 0% 51 15.5e4 0 @, oax 329
SISTERS ] 9. 00x 35 109,00t 9 8.0 35
SPRINGFIELD 8 9. 361 e 0.89% 2,243 99.64% 2,251
STANFIELD % 76.9% 27 23.08% e 0. a8 117



TABLE I-B.e

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY LIGHT TYPE

fll Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other

City 4 % i % ¥ 1 Total
STRYTON 281 130,001 e 0. 00 2 0. 23 281
ST, PAUL 39 N 4 9, 3% 9 N 43
ST. HELENS 312 89.82¢ ) | 8,932 7 1.23% 378
SUBLIMITY 76 61,79 47 38.21x 9 0. 001 123
BUMMERVILLE ] 0,007 13 109.e0% e 0.e0x 13
SUMPTER 2 2. 8 21 10@.00x e ., ox 21
SUTHERLIN 38 86.9%% 45 13.01% e 0.00% 346
SWEET HOME 323  68,58% 148 31.42% @ 8. 00x 411
TALENT 75 71.43% 30  28.97% ) @. e 185
THE DALLES t 7.84% 1,305  92.16% 3 .o 1,416
TIGARD 492 BATAL 268 33.26% ] 0. o0 768
TILLAMOOK ] 0.80x 273 100,08% @ 8. g% 273
TOLEDO o 9. o0x 433 100.6%% e @, o8 433
TUALATIN 7%  Be.0ax 198 19.92¢ 3 8. 9% 2%
TURNER B3 94,3 S 5.68% e 0. 62x 8a
UMATILLA 184  90.64% 19 9. 36% 2 8. 88X 283
UNION 27 ¥ 2 60.87% 0 . ot &9
UNITY ) 2. 08x 8 109.80% 2 @. d8x 8
VALE 4 20.831 152 79.17% 2 @. oo 192
VENETA 29  20.85% 65  69.15% @ o, 28 %%
WALDPORT (] . 002 119 100.0M e . aax 119
WALLOWA ? 8. e8% 60 109,001 a a, 2o )
WARRENTON 2  2.3n 313 1707 118 57.56% o5
WASCO 4 l10d.emx 8 . 88% a 2. o0x 4
WATERLOD 6 88.89% 2  1L11x e 0, oox 18
WEST LINN 3% 75.2ex 310 24.88x ] k1,200
WESTON 70 8h.42x 11 13,582 e o, aax 81
WHEELER ? 3. oax 42 100.0@% ? 8, 8% 42
WILLAMINA 15% 96,89 S 3.11% ) . 00 161
WILSONVILLE 195 4230 263  97.61% @ @, 80x 460
WINSTON 148 75,902 47 oAl e 0.9 195
WOOD VILLAGE 9%  79.66% 26 20,38 2 8. e0x ii8
WOODBURN 605  82.88% 185  17.12% 0 0. ox 738
YACHATS 8 2. 29% 58 1ee.20% e 0, 20% ia
YAMYILL 63 100.00% 9 . 00 @ 0. 0% 63
TOTAL 32,995 46,212 57,663 S@.3B% 3,932 3.43% 114,52



TRBLE I-B.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY DWNERSHIP TYPE

All Cities
Hility Owned City Owned, City Owned
and Majntained Utility Maintained and Maintained

City ) % ] % # x Total
RDAIR 49 100, 30X 2 . 0gx @ 0.0 40
ADAMS 28 193.00% ] 0. ée% 2 0.2 28
ADRIAN 13 1e0.08x ) 0. 08 g a0 13
RLBANY 2,99 97.0% 90 2.9% 1 e.e3x 3,881
AMITY 83 100,08 ) 8. 8ox [N 85
ARLINGTON B4 128,801 e 0. 0% Q@ 0.0 84
RSHLAND &  0.08% ) e.08x 1,386 ie@.00% (,386
ASTORIA 785  94,58% 41 4, 94% 4  0.ABX a3e
ATHENR 131 100.089% ] 0. 001 LN 131
AUMSVILLE 116 109.00% 9 g.80% 2 0.03% i16
AURORA 67 100,00 () 0. 00% 2 0.98% 67
BAKER o 0,00 ) 0. 92 718 1ee.e¢x 718
BANDON ¢ Q.0 2 8. 8ax 614 100.00% 614
BANKS 46 109,002 ] . éo% 2 0.0% 4h
BARLOW 16 190,00 ] 2, 00t 9 0.0 16
BAY CITY 187 100.00% ] 0. dox N 167
BEAVERTON 2,002 79,7 259 8.83% 979 20.4%% 2,831
BEND 1,060 98.7%% ] 0. 0% 13 t.2ix 1,873
BONANZA 42 100,003 ) 9, ee% 2 0.0 ¥
EROWNSVILLE 106 100,002 a @, eox 0 0.00% 186
BURNS 45 100.00x% ] 0.00% 2 0.0 A5
RUTTE FALLS 38 109, 6o e 2, 0% 2 0.08% 38
CANBY 0 8. 9 8, 0o 51 10e, 8% 551
CANNON BERCH 154 100.00% ) 0. 8ex 0 0.0 134
CANYON CITY 67 100,08 3 9. @ax 8 Ao 57
CANYONWVILLE B2 100, &3 ] 0, 9% @ 0.0 a2
CARLTON {13 109,091 () 8. 2% N 113
CAVE JUNCTIDN e o.a ] 2, 0% 68 100.00% &8
CENTRAL POINT 363 100.08% ] 8, eo% 8 0,08 363
CHILDQUIN 9% 129, 00% @ o, 0% 8 0.00% 9%
CLATSKANIE 8 d.08% 2 . do% 161 109, 09X 161
COBURG 63 109.602 @ 8. eon @ 0.0x 63
CORUILLE 39 100.08% 2 8, 0ex N ] 3%
COLUMBIR CITY 0 B.eox 88 100.00% 0 0.0 88
CONDON 130 100.00x ? 8. 90x 8 oo 130
CO0S BAY 712 78.94% e o, 8e% 199 21.@s% 982
CORNELIUS 152 95.84% 121 A4, 16X 2 0.8 274
CORVALLIS 2,835 97.95% 0 . pox 43 2.05% 2,098
COTTAGE GROVE 433 100.00% d 8. 201 8 o.e: 433
COVE 31 109.00% ] 0. 20x 0 oo 31
CRESWELL 121 108,00 ] 9. 00X 9 e, 12t
DALLAS 469 100.00% 0 0. e @ o.0% 469
DAYTDN 86 86, 00x 12 1. 2 2.0 180
DAYVILLE g1 108.90x ) 0. o @ 0.80% 27



TABLE I-B.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

All Cities
Wility Dwned City Owned, City Owned
and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained

City # % # % # % Total
DEPOE BAY 68 180.00% 2 8. ot 3.0 &2
DETROIT 72 100.80% @ 2. 001 ] 12
DONALD 35 100.08x a . 0% 9 a0 35
DUFUR 184 102, 0% @ 0. 0% 2 o0 184
DUNDEE 97 9%5.1% 3 4, 90% e 2.0 162
DUNES CITY 63 109.008% i 0. 007 8 o.00% 63
DURHAM 17  23.29% S  76.71% 2 0o.0; 73
ERGLE POINT 218 100, 20x () 0.80% 2 0.0 219
ECHO 73 100, 08% a 0. 00% @ 2.0 13
ELGIN 138 109. 0% 9 8. 8% 9 0.0 138
ENTERPRISE 134 100, 00% 8 2, oex e 300 154
ESTRCADA 133 109. 004 2 0. ol 2 .00 133
ELIGENE 8  0.08% 9 .00 5,243 100.00% 5,243
FRIRVIEW 81 73.64% 29  26.36% N 118
FALLS CITY 43 100, 0d% a 2, 0a% @ 0.98% 45
FLORENCE 289 109. 9% e 8. 00% 8 0.0 289
FOREST GROVE 8 o.0% ) 0.%0% 1,226 100.00% 1,226
FOSSIL 75 199.00% 0 8. 0 N 75
GARIBALDI A9 109.00% ) 8. &% o 0,08 69
GASTON 44 198, 00% 8 0.00% @ 8,002 44
BATES 39 109, 0% 2 0.0: 9 Q.08 I8
GEARHART 106 109.00x 9 . o a o.e0 106
BERVAIS 73 100.08% [ 0. 0ex @ a0 73
BLADSTONE 2 0,41% 436  98.78% 4  9.81% 492
GLENDALE 182 100, 08X 2 8. oex @ o.0: 162
G0LD HILL 61 180.00% ) 2. 00% 8 o.ex 61
GRANTS PASS 1,083 100.08% ] 0. %0% @ 9,08 1,883
GRASS VALLEY 25 100.00% ) 2. 00% 2 o.00% 23
GRESHAM 2,038 72.24% 783 27.76% e a0 2821
HAINES 38 100,00 ) 8. 031 @ 0.0 38
HALFWAY 39 100.8x ) 2. 00% @ 9,p8% 39
HALSEY 77 100.00% e 8. 8e% 0 o0 I
HAMMOND 62 10e.0ex 2 2.0 0 u.00x 62
HARRISBURG 113 100, 00% e 8.00% Q@ o9 113
HELIX 20 100, 00t (. 9, 3% 0 o.00% 20
HEPPNER 162 199. 001 2 0. 6% 8 o.o:m 162
HERMISTON 516 109, 00% e 0. 2ex @ 90,00 5t
HILLSBORD 1,956 94,442 115 3.96% @ a.em 2,89
HINES 83 1eg.o0x 0 0. 0ex &  o.00n 83
HOOD RIVER 148 97.90% 3 2. 192 @ o.o0% 143
HUBBARD 148 100.00% 2 9. 8% 2 B.oen 140
HUNTINGTON 69 109, 601 9 8. 0% & 0.08% 69
1DANHA 30 1ed.e0% 2 0. 98% G N ',
IMBLER 22 100, e e 0. 0% 2 o.ed 22



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

TABLE I-B.3

fAll Cities
Uility Owned City Owned, City Owned
and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained

City ) % # % § % Total
INDEPENDENCE 226 100.00% 8 0. 0% 2 0.8 226
10N 44 108,00t ' 0. 8% o 0.0 44
ISLAND CITY 38 100,00 [ 0,001 2 o0 ki
JACKSONVILLE 134 109, 00% 2 B. 0o 8 o.e:m 134
JEFFERSON 93 100,00 9 0. 02% 8 o.00n 3
JCHM DAY 130 108, dox ) £. 00x ? e.e 130
JOHNSON CITY 1 2.7 1 2. 78% 34 94,441 36
JORDAN VAL 24 100, 00% 8 0. 00 2 o.00x 24
JUSEPH 34 100, 00% ) 0. 881 o 0.0 34
JUNCTION CITY 248 100, 2% 2 0. 0%% 9 o.g0n 248
KEIZER 332 96.31% 15 3.69% 9 0.08x 487
KING CITY 12 63.16% e 0. 00 7 36,041 19
KLAMATH FALLS 843 74,214 75 6. 602 218 19.1¢ 1,136
LAFRYETTE 187 9.e7% ) p.ea 1 0.9 108
LAGRANDE 556 100,08 d 8.00% @ 2.08x %56
LAKE 0SWeBO M e.8e% 2,301 9.1 @ o0 23
LAKESIDE 108 190,00 0.00n o o.e: 1ea
LRAKEVIEW 24b 100, B0% ) 8. oo @ 0.0 246
LEBANON 5% 109, #2x 2 0. 0% 8 d.00 3%
LEXINGTON 31 100, ey ) 8. o0 @ 0.2 31
LINCOLN CITY 834 109, 00% d 9. oot  a.o 894
LONE ROCK 3 109.00% . 0. 80% @ 0.0 3
LONG CREEX 40 109, 00 [ 2. 0o 0 o.00x 40
LOSTINE 16 100, 2o 9 0.80% @ .o 16
LOWELL 23 109.08x 0 . 6ox 8 9. 23
LYONS 38 1e0.eex 2 0. 00 9 o.ex 38
MADRAS 134 100, 00% @ @, 8% 8 o.0: 134
MALIN 44 190, 80% ) 2. 007 0 0.ex 44
MANIANITA 79 109,08 ) 0. Bdx 2 2.08x 79
MCMINNVILLE 0 e.em e 0. 00% 906 100, 6% %6
MEDFORD 1,172 43.31% 9 e.0 1,534 Se.69% 2,706
MERRILL 72 100, %or @ 0. 00% N ) 72
METOLIUS 32 109, 00% 8 0. 80% @ 0.0ex 32
MILL CITY 153 109, 00% @ 0. 00 o o 133
MILLERSBURG 89 100.00x o 2. 0% 8 o.M 89
MILTON FREEWAT 8 o.80% @ 0. o0 463 100. 00% 463
MILWAUKIE 1,788  94,81% 114 3.99% d.00% 1,92
MOLALLA 253 8a.7M% 2 1123 0 .o 285
MONNOUTH o a0 8 9. ea% 285 100.00x% 285
MONROE 36 100.00 e 0.e0% p 0.0 36
MORD 41 100, 00% ] @, e8x% 2 o 41
MT. ANGEL 156 100, 00 o 0. b0 8 9.0 146
MT. VERNON 5% 190.00x @ . ot 9 Q. 5
MYRTLE CREEX 210 109, 20% o 9, g I N ] 218



TABLE I-B.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

All Cities
Wility Gwned City Owned, City Owned
and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained

City L % L % L % Total
MYRTLE POINT 303 109, (- 9. 007 2 20 303
NEHALEM 3 1ee.0e% 8 8. obx 2 .o 35
NEWBE| 445 99,574 38 49, 16X 2  a.2n 747
NEWPORT 734 100.00x 8 0. B 8 .00 T34
NORTH BEND 732 199, 00% ) 2. 8% e Q.eex 732
NORTH PLAINS 39 100.00% e 9. o 8 o.ox M
NORTH POMDER 49 100, 0% e 0. 8o LN 4
NYSSH 197 10@. 8o 8 a. o 8 .o 197
DAKLAND 33 100, oo @ 9. a2 @ Q.00 33
DAKRIDGE 295 100.@9x @ . oax 2 a0z 295
ONTARID 573 98,1 {1 i, 88% o o S84
OREGON CITY 1,003 9.61% &3 5.69% 41 3.78r 1,187
PENDLETON 988 98.68% 7 . 78x T QT {06
PHILOWATH 168 102.80x ? @. gox -8 f.pex 168
PHOENIX 126 100, 08x e 8. aax 2 o0 126
FILOT ROCK 139 180, 8¢ ' a. eax ¢ 0. 139
PORTLAND 16 o.04x 31,072 86.91X 4,660 13.80% 35,733
POMERS 65 100.900% ' 0. e9x% ¢ 0.2 63
PRAIRIE CITY 43 100, 60% 9. agx o d.e0x &3
PRESCOTT 20 100.00% ' 0. 0% 2 .09 ce
PRINEVILLE 418 100.08x 2 . oax% @ 0.0ex 418
RAINIER 138 96. 501 5 3.50% ¢ oo 143
REDMOND 443 180.0ex [ 9. dax @ 9d.8ex 443
REEDSPORY 303 9.0 3 . 98% 0 oo 306
RICHLAND 19 100. 08x 9. dax 8 o.0ex i9
RIDDLE 89 100, o0% e o, Box P oo 89
ROCKAWAY 167 109.08x e 0. 0ex 2 o.8en 167
ROGUE RIVER 112 109, e ? 9, o 0 oo 112
ROSEBURS 1,030 100,08 2 . o@x @ Q0% 1,038
SALEM 3,889 79.3:x 1,806 20.52X 7T B.iex 4,92
SANDY 181 61,99 {11 38.01X 8 a.0ex 252
SCAPPOOSE 309 120.%0% e 2. 80% 9 e.oex 389
§C10 £3 1ed.oex 2 8. 081 9 a.08 &3
SCOTTS MILL 23 100.00% e 9. eex 8 o.eo 23
SERSIDE o0 99.21X @. adx 4 ATH o84
SENECA 13 129, o0 2 @, oo ¢ o 13
SHADY COVE 23 1ee.0ex ? 8. o 0 g0 23
SHERIDAN 174 96.13% 3 2.76% g Liex 181
SHERWOOD 118  61.46% T4 38.54% 8 od.eex 192
SILETZ 33 lee.eox 2 . &% ¢ oo 93
SILVERTON 329 168, ex @ 8. o 8 d.eex 329
SISTERS 35 100, 0% 2 2. 00% e o K+
SPRINGFIELD @ Q.e8x 2,251 180,80 e o 2,25
STANFIELD 117 100,007 2 0. 091 e 0.0 117



TRBLE I-B.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY, BY OWNERSHIP TYPE

All Cities
Utility Owned  City Cwmed, City Cwned
and Maintained Utility Maintained and Maintained

City ' 1 % 1 ' i Total
STAYTON 261 199, 00% o 0.0 e 0.0 281
ST. PR 43 100,000 e o.om 9 o.0m 43
ST. HELENS 50 9. 49% 1 2,468 6 1.05% 510
SUBLIMITY 123 100, 00% e  o.0m °  o.0;% 123
SUMERVILLE 13 100, 00% Q2 0.0% e 0.0 13
SUMPTER 21 109.00% ? 0.0 0 o.00m 21
SUTHERLIN 346 108, 00% Y] @ Q.00 36
SWEET HOME 471 100.00% Y] 0 e.0ex ATt
TALENT 165 108, 00% o o0 0 o0 185
THE DALLES 1,416 109.00% ? .00 0 0.00r 1,46
TIGARD 583 76.71% 177 23.2% 0 0.0 760
TILLAMOOK 273 100.00% 0 0.0, ? o.00 273
TOLEDD 453 109, 00% e o. 9 @0 453
TURLATIN 197 19.82% 797  80.18% P 0001 9%
TURNER 88 108.00x Y o o.08% 88
UMATILLA 203 100.00% 0 o.0¢m 9 .0 283
UNION 69 109,001 Y Y. 69
INITY 8 109.00% Y 9 0.0 8
VALE 186  96.80% 6 3} ° a0 19
VENETA % 109, 80% ?  o.em 0 o.om 9%
WALDPORT 119 100, 00x o 0.0 0 aem 119
WALLOWA 60 100,003 0 0.00% 9 0.00% 60
WARRENTON 202 98, 54% 0 o001 3 1468 285
WASCO 4 100, 0% 0 0.0 0 o.00x 4
WATERLOO 18 100.00% o o o 0.00 i8
WEST LINN 1,200 9.00% 50 A.00% 0 e.0¢ 1,25
WESTON 81 108,805 Y o 6.0 Bl
WHEELER 2 100.00% 0 0.00 0 0.00% &2
WILLAMINA 159 93,174 11 6.8%% ? 6.0% 161
WILSOWVILLE 26 70.874 123 26,74 11 2.3% 460
WINSTON 158 81.93% 21 187 16 8.21% 195
WOOD VILLAGE 118 100, 00% o 9.00¢ o o.00% 118
WOODBURN 730 100, 00% Y 0 o.0m 73
YACHATS 50 100, 00% 0 o.00 0 0.00% 58
YAMHILL 63 109,001 Y o 0.00% 63
TOTAL 54,761 A7.83% 49,726  35.57% 19,015 16.61% 114,560



TABLE I-L.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted In Alohabetical Order

Total Liphts Per

Total Road Hundred  Lichts
City Populat ion Lights  Miles Population Per Mile
ADRIR 60 48 3 7.14 13.8%
ADRMS 243 28 4 11.43 7.18
ADRIAN 155 13 2 8.39 .89
ALBANY 27,50 3,081 134 11,04 .81
RAITY 1,040 85 19 8,17 8,21
ARLINGTON 433 84 13 18,67 6.49
ASHLAND 15,660 1,386 86 8.83 16.11
ASTORIA 9, 82¢ a3e 34 8.43 13.25
ATHENA 935 131 8 13.72 16.13
AURSYILLE 1, 488 116 7 7.84 16. 36
AURDRA 585 67 S 12.76 13.93
BAKER 9,43 718 88 1.57 8,18
BANDON 2,330 614 25 26.35 c4.12
BANKS 495 46 2 9.29 13.9¢
EARLOK 100 16 1 16. 00 19.24
BAY CITY 1, 100 187 1 .73 7.40
BEAVERTON 33,950 2,831 132 8.34 2l.41
BEND 18,00 1,873 126 3.9 8.54
BONANZA 323 42 7 12.92 £.28
BROWNSVILLE 1,293 186 6 8.45 6.58
BURNS 2,830 45 a7 1,59 1.63
BUTTE FALLS 450 38 3 8. 44 12.26
CANBY 7,750 o) 59 7.1 11. 84
CANNGN BERCH 1,230 154 14 12.32 192.83
CANYON CITY 618 &7 3 18.98 7.78
CANYONVILLE 1,270 az 19 6.46 8.02
CARLTON 1,270 113 i 4.92 11.69
CAVE JUNCTION 1,159 &8 12 5.9 3.72
CENTRAL PDINT 6,740 363 37 5.39 9.81
CHILOBUIN 779 9% 18 12.47 9.81
CLATSKANIE 1,699 16t i@ 9.53 16. 16
COBURG 659 63 7 9.69 8.73
COGUILLE 4,220 3% 23 9.38 17.1
COLUMBIA CITY 750 88 10 11.73 8,35
CONDON 720 130 16 18. 06 B.34
COOS BAY 14,693 902 78 6.14 11.63
CORNEL TUS 5,256 274 24 5. 43 11,54
CORVALLIS 41,580 2,838 166 3.85 12.66
COTTAGE GROVE 7,099 433 4 6. 11 10,53
COvE 330 3t 7 3.85 4,72
CRESWELL 1,895 121 12 6.39 11,56
DALLAS 8,950 469 43 3.24 12,8z
DAYTON 1,3% 100 9 7.19 11.24
DAYVILLE 205 27 3 13.17 10.23
DEPOE BAY 825 60 13 7.27 4,87



TRBLE I-L.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Liohts

City Population Lights Miles Fooulation Per Mile
DETROIT 409 12 8 18. 00 9.31
DONALD 275 35 3 12.73 12.59
DUFUR ooe 184 7 18.91 14,15
DUNDEE 1,360 182 13 7.3 7.9
DUNES CITY 1,178 63 19 5.38 3.23
DURHAM 728 13 4 10,14 19.73
ERBLE POINT 3,010 21e 12 6,98 17.34
ECHO 623 73 6 12.07 11,72
ELGIN 1,765 138 17 1.82 a.16
ENTERPRISE 2,079 154 19 1.44 8.24
ESTRCRDA 1,910 133 16 6.9 8.3
EUGENE 106, 109 5,243 439 4.% 1.4
FRIRVIEW 1,850 1@ 12 3.95 9,32
FALLS CITY 780 45 it 3.7 3.9
FLORENCE 4,645 289 31 6.22 9.28
FOREST GROVE 11,750 1,206 43 19, 43 38.38
FOSSIL 330 73 8 14,13 %7
GARIBALDI 1,079 89 198 6.43 6. 7%
GASTON 960 &4 4 7.86 11.14
BATES Jea 39 5 7.80 7.18
BEARHART 1,009 186 1% 18.60 1.42
BERVAIS 745 13 6 9.88 12,03
GLADSTONE 9,578 432 44 214 11.87
GLENDALE 720 1e2 6 14,17 17.59
GOLD HILL 910 61 i@ 6.7¢ 5. 84
GRANTS PASS 15,359 1,883 n 7.06 15.27
GRASS VALLEY 189 25 4 13.89 5.83
GRESHAM 37,480 2,821 146 7.53 19,39
HRINES 395 38 7 9.62 S. 41
HALFWAY 419 N 3 3.51 12. 84
HALSEY £aa Iz 8 11.32 9.7
HAMMOND 5235 6 8 11.a1 1.67
HARRISBURG 1,848 113 16 b. 14 7.5
HELIX 155 ) 2 12.99 9,86
HEPPNER 1,385 162 14 11.70 11.89
HERMISTON 9,89 516 63 S.22 8.85
HILLSBORD 30,270 2,069 113 6. 84 18,32
HINES 1,479 83 11 5.65 7.23
HOOD RIVER 4, 49@ 143 31 3.18 4,62
HUBBARD 1,768 14 11 7.9 12.31
HUNTINGTON 555 &9 8 12.43 8.26
IDANHA 345 k') 6 8.7¢ 5. 86
IMBLER 299 2 ) 7.59 3.68
INDEPENDENCE 4, 143 226 31 5.43 1.32
IONE 343 o4 9 12.75 9.19



TAKLE I-C.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted In Alohabetical Order

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Liphts

City Population Lights Miles Population Per Mile
ISLAND CITY 730 38 b S.21 6. 42
JACKSONVILLE 1,998 134 15 6.73 8.78
JEFFERSON 1,735 93 14 5.38 6.78
JOHN DRY 1,985 139 19 6.59 3.86
JOHNSON CITY 39 36 i 9.23 26.28
JORDAN VAL 445 24 4 5.39 5. 90
JOSEPH 1,17@ 34 11 .91 3. 14
JUNCTION CITY 3,950 248 21 8.13 11.91
KEIZER 19, 809 487 87 Z2.86 6.24
KING CITY 1,83 19 8 1.84 2.58
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 1,136 104 6.55 18.94
LAFAYETTE 1,248 198 7 8.71 15.19
LAGRANDE 12,2308 556 ! 4,55 7.83
LAKE DSWESD 24, 200 2,321 9% 3.59 74.59
LAKESIDE 1,420 108 13 7.61 8,14
LAKEVIEW 2,735 266 17 8.93 14. 9@
LEBANGN 10,270 3% 73 5.80 7.92
LEXINGTON 242 31 ] 12.92 6.52
{,INCOLN CITY 6,060 894 57 14.75 13.72
LONE RDCK 23 3 2 12,09 1.27
LONG CREEX 2435 49 4 16,33 9.78
LOSTINE 24Q 16 4 6.67 4,29
L OWELL 70 23 & 3.26 3.68
LYONS a7 38 18 4,37 3. 74
MADRAS 2,320 134 19 5.78 7.0
MALIN 620 44 5 7.19 3.92
HANZANITR 493 79 14 15.96 5.33
MCMINNVILLE 15,173 906 73 5.97 11.53
MEDFORD 41,975 2,706 183 6. 45 14,77
MERRILL 845 12 6 8.52 12.46
YETOLIUS 455 2 7 7.03 4,62
MILL CITY 1,520 153 13 10.97 11.99
MILLERSBURG 390 89 9 16.18 9.68
MILTON FREEWRTE 5, 858 463 27 7.91 17.19
MILWAUKIE 17,375 1,92 76 18.95 24,95
MOLALLA 3,100 285 21 9.19  13.51
MONMOUTH 5, 390 285 23 .29 12.13
MONROE 460 36 6 7.83 6.55
MORO 30 41 7 12.81 6.28
MT. ANBEL 2,930 146 1@ 4,98 14.84
MT. VERNON 620 50 3 8.96 14.97
MYRTLE CREEK 3,200 2ig 16 6.96 13.92
MYRTLE POINT 2. 7% 3e3 17 11.22 18.04
NEHRLEM 243 39 3 22. 49 11.68
NEWBERG 11, 448 T47 5% 6.33 13.42



TABLE I-C.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lighis

City Population Lights  Miles Population Fer Mile
NEWPORT 8,350 734 9 8.1 12.39
NORTH BEND 9,135 132 39 8.01 12. 44
NORTH PLAINS 930 M 8 6.34 7.23
NORTH POWDER 450 40 5 8.79 8.e3
NYS5A 2,899 197 19 6.82 19.26
ORKLAND ac8 53 8 6.24 6.28
OAKRIDBE 3.500 295 24 8.24 12. 34
ONTRRID 3,519 584 2% 6. 14 18, 42
OREBON CITY 14,500 1,107 76 7.63 14.54
PENOLETON 14,400 1,802 84 €.9% 11.99
PHILOMATH 2,640 188 13 6.36 12.69
PHOENIX 2,518 126 9 5.82 13.62
PILOT ROCK 1,630 139 3 8.33 48. 10
PORTLAND 379, 000 35,753 1,80 9.43 13,86
POWERS 778 £5 7 8,39 9. 84
PRAIRIE CITY 1,123 43 8 3.82 3.38
PRESCOTT 70 2 2 28.97 11
PRINEVILLE 5,410 418 36 .73 11.83
RAINIER 1,560 143 12 9%.17 12.17
REDMOND 6,748 443 67 6.57 .66
REEDSPORT 4,873 386 21 6.28 14,61
RICHLAND 198 19 3 10.20 7.25
RIDDLE f, 113 a9 1 7.98 8.09
ROCKAWAY 1,183 167 24 14.09 6.98
ROBUE RIVER 1,440 112 b 7.78 18.%6
ROSEBLURG 16,823 1,038 97 .48 18.73
SALEN 94, 600 4,982 463 S.18 19,58
SANDY 3,530 2% 30 8.a7 9.81
SCAPPOOSE 3.410 309 19 9.86 16. 85
SCID 90 &3 9 18.68 12.30
SCOTTS MILL 235 a3 7 9.2 3.3
SERSIDE 5,300 504 31 9.51 16. i2
SENECA 263 13 3 4.9 4,66
SHADY COVE 1,198 23 14 1.93 1.68
SHERIDAN 2,420 181 16 7.48 11.24
SHERWOOD 2,683 192 18 .13 10.64
SILETZ 1,825 a3 9 5.17 E.11
SILVERTON 5,292 39 23 6.22 12.99
SISTERS 740 35 12 4,73 2.89
SPRINGFIELD 49,6590 2,251 180 5.53 12,48
STANFIELD 1,660 117 12 7.85 9.69
STAYTON 4,815 281 a3 5. 84 12. 10
ST, PAUL 330 43 3 13.93 15.81
ST. HELENS 7,260 S7a 33 7.85 17.27
SUBLIMITY 1,430 123 8 .69 15.39



TABLE 1-C.1

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Lights Per
Total Road Hundred Lights

City Population Lights  Miles Fopulation Fer Mile
SUMMERVILLE | 135 13 2 B.39 b, 44
SUMPTER 159 21 19 i4, 08 2.21
SUTHERLIN 4, 320 346 37 A.a1 9,39
SWEET HOME 6,800 471 43 6.93 18,46
TRALENT 2,660 185 3 3.9 11,23
THE DALLES 19, 909 1,416 69 12.99 29,45
T1GARD 29,250 760 84 375 a8.6!
TILLAMDOK 3,923 273 24 6.96 11,49
TOLEDD - 3,27 453 23 13.83 19.89
TUALATIN 19,359 394 43 3.69 22, 94
TURNER 1,210 88 13 1.27 5.89
UMATILLA 2, 5689 203 29 6,81 7.84
INION 2,120 &9 3 3.85 2,32
UNITY 119 8 NA 7.27 NA
VALE 1,670 192 18 11.59 10.49
VENETA 2,333 94 18 4,03 9.03
WALDPORT 1,990 119 16 7.48 7.58
WALLOWA 819 6 8 7.41 1.24
WARRENTON 2,473 285 43 8.28 4,78
WAsCo 443 4 7 2.90 2, 54
WATERLDD 210 18 4 8.57 4%
WEST LINN 12,950 1,239 86 9.635 14,60
WESTON 730 81 it 11,10 7.28
WHEELER 350 42 & 12.09 6,50
WILLAMINA 1,785 161 12 9.82 13.75
WILSONVILLE 3,700 460 186 12.43 4,33
WINSTON 3,388 195 13 577 14,82
WOOD VILLAGE 2,395 118 7 4,33 17.38
WOODBURN 11,700 138 49 b.24 14.90
YACHATS 960 58 19 18,36 6. 0%
YAMHILL 650 b3 7 9.69 9,53
TOTAL 1,520,805 114,500 8,23 - -

Note: NA irdicates not available.



TABLE 1-C.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred Linhts

City Population Lights  Miles Population Per Mile
PORTLAND 379, 000 35,73 1,600 9.43 19,66
ELGENE 186,100 5,243 439 4,94 11.41
SALEM 94,000 4,902 463 S.18 16.38
MEDFORD 41,975 2,786 183 b 45 14.77
CORVALLIS 41,580 2,898 166 5,03 12.86
SPRINGFIELD 49,698 2,251 188 5.53 12.48
BRESHAM 37,480 2,821 146 7.53 18,39
BEAVERTON 33,950 2,831 132 B. 34 21,44
HILLSBORO 38,278 2,869 113 6.84 18,32
ALBANY 27,908 3,081 154 11,04 26.21
LAKE DSWEBD 24,200 2,321 9% 3.59 24,39
TIGARD 20, 25¢ 768 ) 3.75 8.61
KEIZER 19, 300 497 &7 2.86 6. 04
BEND 18, oo 1,873 126 5.96 8.54
MILWAUKIE 17,373 1,982 76 19.95 24.95
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 1,136 184 6. 55 10. 34
ROSEBURS 16,823 1,938 £l £.48 10.73
ASHLAND 15,660 1,386 86 8.83 16.11
BRANTS PRSS 15,350 1,883 n 1.8 15.27
YOMINNVILLE 15,175 395 79 5.97 11,53
CoUs BAy 14,695 982 78 6. 14 11.63
OREGON CITY 14,500 1,197 76 7.63 14, 54
PENDLETON 14,400 1,082 34 6.96 11,93
#EST LINN 12,958 1,259 86 9.65 14,60
LAGRANDE 12,238 596 n 4,35 7.83
FOREST GROVE 11,75 1,226 4 10.43 38.38
WOODBURN 11,708 138 49 6.24 14,99
NEWBERG 11,440 747 % 6.93 13.42
THE DALLES 10, 560 1,416 89 12.59 20,45
TURLATIN 18, 350 9% 43 9,68 22.94
LEBANON 16,279 59 75 5. 86 7.92
HERMISTON 9,8% 516 63 S.22 8.23
ASTORIA 3,820 A3d 54 8.43 15,23
GLADSTONE 9,578 492 by 514 11,87
ONTARID 9,518 584 56 b. 14 10,48
BAKER 9,450 718 a8 .57 8.15
NORTH BEND 9,135 732 99 8.8t 12. 44
DALLAS 8,950 469 43 5.24 19,82
NEWPORT 8,350 734 29 a.79 12.33
CANBY 7,750 551 ) 7.11 11.04
ST. HELENS 7,260 510 i3 7.83 17.27
COTTRAGE GROVE 7,290 433 41 6. 11 10.53
SWEET HOME 6,820 4 43 6.933 18. 46
REDMOND b, 740 443 67 6.57 b.66
CENTRAL PDINT b, 749 363 37 5. 39 9.81



TRRLE I-L.2

STREETLISHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Lights Per
Total Road Hundred Lights

City Population Lights  Miles Population Per Niie
LINCOLN CITY 6, 062 894 37 14,73 15.72
WILTON FREEWATE 5,859 463 27 7.9 17,18
PRINEVILLE 5,410 418 36 .73 il.63
YONMOUTH 5,399 285 a3 5.29 12,13
SERSIDE 3, 308 04 31 3,51 6. 12
SILVERTON 5,298 329 25 6.22 12.99
CORNELIUS 3,058 274 24 5.43 11.54
REEDSPORT 4,875 36 21 6.28 14,61
STAYTON 4,815 281 23 5. B4 12,10
FLORENCE 4,645 289 3 B. 22 5,28
HOOD RIVER 4,499 143 31 3.8 4,62
SUTHERLIN 4,329 346 37 8,01 9.33
CORUILLE 4,220 3% 23 3.38 i.el
INDEPENDENCE 4,143 226 i 5. 49 7.32
TILLAMOCK 3,923 273 24 5. 56 11.43
WILSONVILLE 3,790 452 185 12,43 8,33
OAKRIDGBE 3,580 295 b B. 24 i2. 34
SANDY 3,530 292 ki’ 8.27 9.8:
SCAPPOOSE 3,410 389 19 N 16,85
WINSTON 3,380 195 13 5.77 14,82
TOLEDD 3,275 453 23 13.83 19. 6@
MYRTLE CREEX 3.c08 210 18 B. 36 13,82
HOLALLA 3,100 283 el 3.19 13,51
JUNCTION CITY 3,830 248 2t 8.13 1.9
EAGLE POINT 3,018 219 i2 6.98 17, 34
IMATILLA 2,989 203 29 6. 81 7. 34
NT. ANBEL 2,938 146 1@ 4.98 14, B4
NYS5R 2,850 197 19 6. 82 18,26
BURNS 2,830 45 a7 1.33 1.65
LAKEVIEW 2,735 46 17 8.93 14,99
MYRTLE POINT 2,7¢d 303 17 11.22 18. 84
SHERWOOD 2,683 192 18 7.15 12,64
TALENT 2,668 105 9 3.53 11.23
PHILOMATH 2,640 168 13 £.36 12.63
WOOD VILLAGE 2,995 118 7 4,35 17.e3
PHOENIX 2,510 126 9 S.e2 13.62
WARRENTON 2,473 205 43 8.28 4,78
SHERTDAN 2,420 181 18 7.48 11,24
VENETA 2,333 94 18 4,03 5.23
BANDON 2,330 614 25 26.33 2412
MADRAS 2,328 134 19 5.78 7.0
LNION R 2.120 69 32 3.23 2.3
ENTERPRISE 2,070 154 19 7.44 8,24
JRCKSONVILLE 1,999 134 13 6.73 8.78

JOHN DAY 1,983 130 15 6. 59 8.86



TABLE I-C.2

STREETLIBHT INVENTGRY INDICATORS
Sorted By Descendinp Ponulation

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lights

City Population Lights Miles Population Per Mile
ESTACADR 1,919 133 16 6.9 8,32
CRESWELL 1,895 121 10 6.39 11.56
FRIRVIEW 1,850 110 ie 5. 95 3.52
HARRISBURG 1,848 113 16 6. 14 7.83
KING CITY 1,839 19 ] 1.94 2.50
WILLAMINA 1,785 16t 12 9.8 13,75
ELBIN 1,765 138 17 7.82 8.16
HUBBARD 1,760 140 i1 7.93 12,31
JEFFERSON 1,755 93 14 5.30 6.78
CLATSKANIE 1,69 161 12 9,53 16. 16
VALE 1,670 192 18 11.58 19,49
STANFIELD 1,660 117 12 7.8 9.69
PILOT ROCH 1,630 139 3 8.33 48,19
WALDPORT 1,999 119 16 7.48 7.58
RRINIER 1,568 143 12 9.17 12.17
HILL CITY 1,520 133 13 10.87 11.99
ALMSVILLE 1,480 116 7 7.B4 16,36
HINES 1,478 43 11 5. 63 7.23
ROGUE RIVER 1,448 112 ) 7.78 18.86
SUBLIMITY 1,430 123 8 8.60 15.39
LAKESIDE 1,420 168 13 7.61 4,14
DAYTCN 1,39 100 9 7.19 11.24
HEPPNER 1,385 162 14 11,72 11,89
DUNDEE 1,389 ie2 13 7.39 7.92
CANYONVILLE 1,272 82 10 6. 46 8.e2
CARLTON 1,278 113 12 4.3a {1.69
BROWNSVILLE 1,355 i 16 8.439 .58
CANNON BERCH 1,250 154 14 12.32 13,85
LAFAYETTE 1,248 1e8 7 8.7 15.19
TURNER 1,219 B3 13 1.27 5.89
SHADY COVE 1,130 23 14 1.93 .68
ROCKAWAY 1,185 167 ch 14,99 6.98
DUNES CITY 1,179 83 19 5.38 3.23
JOSEPH 1,170 34 i1 2.91 3.14
CAVE JUNCTION 4,150 &8 i2 3.9 9.72
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 43 8 3.82 5.3
RIDDLE 1,115 89 1 7.58 4,99
BAY CITY 1,120 107 14 9.73 T.40
GARIBALDI 1,072 69 10 6. 45 6. 74
AMITY 1,240 as 10 8.17 8.2
SILETZ 1,025 53 9 5. 17 6.1
BEARHART 1,220 186 14 10.68 7.42
ATHENA 955 131 8 13.72 16,13
NORTH PLAINS 930 39 B b. 34 7.23
GOLD HILL 918 61 1§, 6. 70 5.64



TRBLE I-C.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATDRS
Sorted By Descendinc Pogulation

Total Llights Per

Total Acad HAungred  Lights
City Popuiation Lights  Xiles Poouiation Per file
LYONS a7 38 1% 4,37 3L 74
CRELAND 859 53 8 6. %4 .23
MERRILL 843 72 6 8.52 13,46
DEPCE BAY 825 ) 13 1.7 4,87
WALLOWA L (' 8 1.4] 154
FALLS CITY 780 43 i .77 2.99
POWERS T3 &3 7 8.39 3,24
CHILOGUIN T79 96 12 12.47 9.8:
COLUMBIA CITY TS0 83 H 1473 8.55
BERVAIS 743 73 6 5.8) i3
SIGTERS 749 35 12 4,73 2,89
ISLAND CITY 130 38 & 52! B, 42
WESTON 132 ai it il. 12 7.8
GLENDALE 720 1% 5 H Y Y
CONDON 72 122 16 18,06 8.4
DURHAM 728 73 4 1.8 19.73
LOWELL 73 23 5 3.26 I 66
HALSEY 6o I L) 15,32 9.7
YAMHILL &390 63 7 3,63 3.83
COBURG 538 63 7 9.69 3.73
MALIN 629 44 3 7.18 .82
¥T. VERNCN £2¢ o2 3 8.5 14,97
CANYON CITY 619 &7 9 19,96 7.78
ECHD £es 73 ) i2.87 1,72
5CI0 9 &3 5 13,68 12,38
BRSTON 562 44 4 7.88 14
ADAIR 56 49 3 .14 13,82
YACHATS 568 =8 1 10,36 6,28
HUNTINGTON 359 63 a i2.43 A, 2k
MILLERSHURG SR &9 3 16.18 3.58
DUFUR 5 184 7 18.91 14,13
FOSSIL 538 Ib) 8 14,15 5.27
COvE 530 il 7 5.83 4,72
HAMMOND 525 82 8 .81 7.67
AURDRA 5¢3 67 3 i2.76 13,53
BRTES el 3 3 7.8 7.18
MANZANITA 495 e} 14 13.56 5.53
BANKS 493 46 3 5.29 19.91
MONRGE 462 36 6 7.43 6.55
METOLILS 433 32 7 7.23 4,62
NORTH POWDER 435 42 3 8.73 8,83
ARLINGTCN 459 B84 13 i8.67 B. 43
BUTTE FALLS 459 38 3 8. 44 2.2
WASCO 445 4 7 8.9 ¢.24
JORDAN VAL 445 24 & 5.39 .52



TABLE I-C.2

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Deccendinc Population

Totai Lights Per

Total Road Hundred Liohts
City Population Lichts  Miles Population Per Xile
HALFWAY 412 33 3 2,51 12,24
DETROIT 40 72 ] 18.98 9.34
HAINES 395 38 7 9,62 3,41
JOHNSON CITY 399 36 1 9.23 26.28
WHEELER 350 42 ) 12. 02 5. 52
1ONE 343 44 g 12.73 9.19
IDANKA 345 38 6 8.7¢ S.8&
57. PALL 330 43 3 13.83 i5.61
BONANZA 325 42 7 12.92 5, 28
MORD 320 41 7 12,81 6.28
IMBLER 259 22 4 7.53 5.68
DONALD 273 33 3 12.73 2,99
SENECA 263 13 3 4,91 4,85
SCOTYS MILL 233 23 7 9.® 3,39
NEHRLEM 245 58 3 P2.45 11.68
LONG CREEK 245 49 b 16.33 9.738
ADAMS 245 28 4 11,43 7.8
LEXINGTON 249 31 5 12.92 6.62
LOSTINE 249 16 b 6.67 4,23
WATERLOO 210 18 4 8.57 4,95
DAYVILLE 205 a1 3 13.17 i2.23
RICALAND 13 19 3 19.00 7.2%
BRASS VALLEY 169 o] 4 13.89 5. 85
RDRIAN 155 13 e 8.33 5.6
SUMMERVILLE 153 13 2 8,39 6. 44
HELIX 153 2 rd 12.98 9.66
SUMPTER 159 21 1@ 14,08 3,4
LNITY 118 8 NR 7.¢7 NA
BARLOW 18 16 1 16,28 15,24
PRESCOTT 79 20 2 28, 37 Ll
{LONE ROCK 23 3 2 i2.00 .27

TOTAL 1,920,885 114,508 8,252 - -

Note: NA indicates not available.



TRBLE I-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Utility

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lichts
City Population Liphts  Miles Population Per Mile
Central Electric Cood
SISTERS 749 35 12 4,73 2.89
Clatskanie PUD
CLATSKANIE 1,690 161 16 9.53 16. 16
Columbia Basin PUD
CONDON 720 130 16 18.96 8,34
FOSSIL 530 I 8 14,15 9.27
HEPPNER 1,389 162 14 11.7@ 11.69
10NE 349 A4 b 12.75 9,19
LEXINGTON 240 31 9 12,92 6. 62
LONE ROCK 23 3 2 12.00 .27
Consumers Power
RDAIR 568 40 3 7.14 13.81
DETROIT 400 72 8 18,008 2,38
IDANHA 345 30 6 8,78 5.26
CP National
BAKER 9,498 718 &a 1.57 8.13
BURNS 2,830 45 27 1.39 1.63
CANYON CITY 612 &7 9 18,98 7.78
COve 538 31 7 9.85 4,18
DAYVILLE 205 a7 3 13.17 18.23
ELGIN 1,763 138 17 7.82 8.:6
HAINES 395 38 7 9.62 ALY
HINES 1,479 a3 i1 3,65 7.23
IMBLER 298 22 4 7.99 3.68
I5LAND CITY 7308 38 6 3,21 B 42
JOHN DAY 1,985 138 13 6.5 8.86
LAGRANDE 12,230 396 n 4,353 7.83
LONG CREEX 243 48 4 16.33 9.78
MT. VERNON 1 5@ 3 8,06 14,97
NORTH POMDER 455 48 ] 8.79 8,03
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 43 8 3.82 5.38
SENECR 265 13 3 4,91 4,66
SUMMERVILLE 135 13 2 8.39 6. &4
SUMPTER 158 3 18 14,09 2.21
UNION 2,129 69 k") 3.25 2, 3@
Columbia River FUD >
PRESCOTT 70 ce 2 28,57 L1



TRBLE I-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Sorted By Utility

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lights
City Population Liphts  Miles Population Per Mile
Emerald PUD
LOWELL 705 23 6 3.26 3.68
VENETA * 2,335 % 18 4,03 5.23
Idaho Power
RDRIAN 155 13 2 8.39 2.8
HALFUWAY h10 39 3 9.3 12.94
HUNTINGTON 595 69 a 12.43 8.26
JORDAN VAL 445 24 4 5.39 .50
NYSSA 2,89 197 19 6. 82 18.26
ONTRRID 9,510 584 5% 6. 14 19,40
RICHLAND 199 19 3 16. 02 7.23
UNITY 119 8 NA 7.27 N
VALE 1,679 192 18 11.58 18.49
Lane Electric Coop
OAKRIDGE 3,580 293 24 8.24 12,34
Central Lincoin PUD
DEPQE BAY 825 69 13 7.87 4,67
DUNES CITY 1,170 63 15 5.38 3.23
FLORENCE 4,645 289 31 6.22 9.28
LAKESIDE 1,429 188 13 7.61 8.14
NEWPORT 8,350 134 9 8.79 12. 39
REEDSPORT 4,875 3e6 el 6.28 14.81
SILETZ 1,25 53 9 5.17 6. 11
TOLEDD 3273 453 23 13.83 19. 80
WALDPGRT 1,590 119 16 7.48 7.58
YACHATS 560 58 18 10. 36 6. 8@
Municipal Utilities
ASHLAND 13, 669 1,386 56 8.85 16. i1
BANDON 2,330 614 23 26 35 24.12
CANBY 7,750 551 50 7.11 11,84
EUGENE 186, 120 5,243 439 4,9 11.41
FOREST GROVE 11,750 1,286 M 19,43 38.38
MCMINWILLE 15,173 ) 79 5.97 11.53
MILTON FREEWATE 5,859 463 27 7.91 17.:@
MONMOUTH 5,390 285 23 5.29 12,13
SPRINGFIELD 40,690 2,251 189 5.33 12.48
Northern Wasco
DUFUR 350 104 7 18.91 14,13
THE DALLES 19,900 1,416 69 12.99 28.43



TABLE 1-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Utility

Total Lights Per

Total Road Kundred Lights
City Population Lights  Miles Fopulation Per #Hile
P&E

mITY 1,040 as 12 8,17 a.21
AURORA 523 &7 9 12.76 13.93
BANKS 435 4 2 9.29 19.91
BARLOW 108 16 1 16.90 13. 24
BEAVERTON 33,950 2,831 132 8,34 2l.41
CARLTON 1,278 113 10 8.92 11.69
COLUMBIA CITY + TS a8 18 11.73 4.9
CORNEL IUS 5, 038 274 24 5. 43 11.54
DAYTON 1,399 108 9 7.19 11.24
DONALD 275 35 3 12.73 12.59
DUNDEE 1,380 182 13 7.33 7.92
DURHAM 726 73 4 10,14 19,73
ESTACADA 1,910 133 16 6.6 3.42
FAIRVIEW 1,850 118 12 3.95 9.52
GASTON G560 A4 4 7.86 1i.i4
GERVAIS 745 73 6 9,59 12.83
BLADSTONE 9,57@ 492 44 5. 14 1.7
GRESHAM 37,480 2,821 146 7.33 19.39
HILLSBORD 39,278 2,869 113 6.84 18. 32
HJBBRRD 1,760 140 11 7.93 12. 31
JOHNSON CITY 399 36 1 9.23 26. 28
KING CITY 1,438 19 8 .04 2.5
LAFAYETTE 1,240 188 7 8.71 15. 19
LAKE (OSweRD 24,200 2,31 9% 9.59 24.59
MILWALKIE 17,3735 1,32 76 10,93 24,55
MOLALLA 3,109 285 2t 9,19 13.51
MT. ANGEL 2,930 146 19 4,98 14, 64
NEWBERG 11,440 747 o6 6.33 13.42
NORTH PLAINS 938 39 8 6.34 1.23
OREGON CITY 14,500 1,197 75 7.63 14.54
PORTLAND 379,000 35,793 1,80 9,43 19,66
RAINIER # 1,560 143 12 9.17 12.17
GALEM * 94, 600 4,992 463 5.18 19.58
SANDY 3,930 2% 30 8.27 9.81
SCAPROOSE + 3,410 389 19 9.%6 16. 05
SCOTTS MILL 233 23 7 9.82 3.3e
SHERIDAN 2, 429 181 16 7.48 11.24
SHERWOOD 2,683 1% 18 7.13 10,64
SILVERTON 3,296 39 23 6.22 12.99
ST. HELENS # 7,260 570 33 7.85 17.¢27
ST. AAUL 332 43 3 13.@3 15,81
TIGARD 29,258 750 B8 3.75 851
TUALATIN 19, 35 994 43 3. 68 c2. 94
TURNER 1,219 88 13 1.7 6. 83



TABLE I-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Utility

Total Lights Fer

Total Road Hundred Lights

City Population Lights Miles Population Per dile
WEST LINN 12,950 1,250 &8s 9.63 14.68
WILLAMINA 1,783 161 12 9,82 13,75
WILSONVILLE 3,700 460 106 12.43 4,33
WOOD VILLRGE 2,395 118 7 4,35 17.e8
WOUDBUAN 11,709 730 49 6.24 14.99
YAMKILL 650 &3 7 9.69 2.53

pPaL

RDAMS 243 28 4 11.43 7.18
ALBANY 217,900 3,081 134 11,84 20. 81
ARLINGTON 450 84 13 18.67 8.49
ASTORIA 9,820 839 54 8.43 15,25
ATHENA 995 131 8 13.72 16,13
AUMSVILLE 1,480 116 7 7.84 16.3b
BEND * 18, 000 1,873 126 5.96 8.54
BONANZR 325 42 7 12.92 6.28
BROWNSVILLE 1,255 185 16 8,43 6.98
BUTTE FRLLS 450 38 3 8.44 12.26
CANNON BERCH 1,250 194 14 12.32 12,63
CANYONVILLE 1,278 a2 ¢ 6. 46 8.02
CAVE JUNCTION 1,159 &8 12 9,91 72
CENTRAL POINT B, 748 363 37 3.39 9.81
CHILOQUIN 770 9% 1@ 12.47 3.81
COBURG 650 63 7 9.89 8.73
CDDS BAY 14,695 302 78 6.14 11,83
COQUILLE 4,720 3% é3 9.8 17.81
CORVALLIS * 41,580 2,098 166 5. 85 12.66
COTTAGE BROVE 7,090 433 41 6. 11 18.53
CRESWELL 1,893 121 1@ 6.39 11.56
DALLAS 8,950 403 43 5. 24 18.82
ERGLE POINT 3,810 210 12 6.98 17. 34
ECHO 685 73 & 12.07 11,72
ENTERPRISE 2,073 154 19 7.44 8.24
FRLLS CITY 782 43 11 %W 3.99
GATES 500 39 3 7.8 7.18
BERRHART 1,000 106 14 10.60 7.42
GLENDALE 708 182 6 14. 17 17.59
BOLD HILL 910 6l 19 6. 70 5. 84
GRANTS PASS 15,359 1,083 " 7.8 13.67
GRASS VALLEY 182 23 4 13.89 5.85
HALSEY 668 I 8 i1.32 .97
HAMMOND 5es 62 ] 11.81 7.67
HARRISBURG 1,849 113 16 6. 14 7,83
HELIX 155 20 e 12.90 9.66
HERMISTON 9,850 516 63 S.22 8.23



TABLE 1-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Sorted By Utility
Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lights

City Population Liohts Miles Population Per Mile

HOGD RIVER 4,490 143 3 3.18 4.62
INDEPENDENCE 4,145 22b 31 5. 43 .3
JACKSONVILLE 1,990 134 15 6,73 8.78
JEFFERSON 1,793 93 14 5.3 6,78
JOSEPH 1,170 34 U 2.9 3. 14
JUNCTION CITY 3,050 248 21 8.13 11.91
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 1,136 104 6.55 10.94
LAKEVIEW 2,735 24h 17 8.93 14,9
LEBANDN # 19,270 59% 75 5.60 7.92
LINCOLN CITY b, 960 894 57 14,75 13.72
LOSTINE 040 16 4 6.67 4,29
LYONS a7 38 10 4. 37 3.74
MADRAS 2,328 134 19 5.78 7.9
MLIN ('] &b 5 7.1 3.82
MEDFORD 41,975 2,786 183 6. 45 14.77
MERRILL 845 72 ) 8,52 12,46
METOLIUS 455 32 7 7.83 4,62
MILL CITY 1,520 153 13 19,07 11.99
MILLERSBURS 550 89 9 16.18 9.68
MONROE 460 36 ) 7.83 6.55
MORD 3ce 41 7 12.81 6.28
MYRTLE CREEX 3,208 210 b 6.56 13.82
MYRTLE FOINT 2,708 33 17 11.22 18,24
NORTH BEND 9,135 73R 39 a.91 12,44
DAKLAND a5 33 a b. 2% 6.28
PENDLETON 14, 400 1,002 B4 6.9 1.99
PHILOMATH 2,648 168 13 £.36 12.69
PHOENTX 2,919 126 9 5.82 i3.62
PILOT ROCK 1,632 139 3 8.53 44, 1@
POWERS 715 65 7 8.39 9. 94
PRINEVILLE 5,410 418 36 1.713 11,63
REDMOND * 6, 744 443 87 6.37 6. 66
RIDILE 1,115 89 11 7.9 8,09
ROGUE RIVER 1,448 112 6 7.78 18,86
ROSEBURG 16,025 1,038 57 b.48 18.73
§CI0 559 83 5 10.68 12. 30
SERSIDE 5, 30@ S04 31 9,51 16.12
SHADY COVE 1,199 23 14 1.93 1,68
STANFIELD 1,668 117 12 7.85 9.9
STRYTON 4,815 281 23 5. 84 12. 1@
SUBLIMITY 1,432 123 8 4,63 15.39
SUTHERLIN 4,320 346 37 8.81 3.39
SWEET HOME 6,800 471 43 6.93 18,46
TALENT 2,660 103 9 3.95 11.23
MATILLA 2,980 203 29 6.81 7.04



TABLE 1-C.3

STREETLIBHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Utility

Total Lights Per
Total Road Hurdred  Lights

City Population Lights Miles Population Per Hile
WALLOWA 810 60 8 7.41 1.24
WARRENTON 2,473 285 43 8.28 4,78
WASCO 445 4 7 0.9 9. 54
WATERLGO 212 18 4 8,57 4.9
WESTON 720 B1 1 11.10 7.08
WINSTON 3,380 195 13 %77 14,62

Salem Electric
KEIZER # 19,8098 497 &7 2.06 6. 84
Tillamook PUD
BAY CITY 1,109 187 14 9.73 7.4
BARIBALDI 1,070 &9 1@ £.45 6. 74
MANZANITA 495 79 14 13.9% 3.33
NEHALEM 245 55 ] 22. 43 11.68
ROCKRAWAY 1,185 167 24 14,89 6.38
TILLAMOOK 3,929 273 24 6.9 11.49
WHEELER 359 4 6 12.08 6.50
TOTAL 1,920,885 114,560 8,252 - -

Notes: MR indicates not available.
The following cities have split utility
service. The first utility listed orovides
the primary streetlight service.

City Utilities

Berd PP3L/Central Electric
Columbia City PGE/Columbia River
Corvallis PPLL/Consumers Power
Keizer Salem Electric/PGE
Lebanon PPLL/Consurers Power
Rainier PBE/Columbia River
Redmond PPRL/Central Electric
Salem PGE/Salem Electric
Scappoose PGE/Columbia River
St. Helens PGE/Columbia River

Vereta EPUD/Lare Electric



Sorted By Descerding Lights Per Hundret Populaticn

TEBLE 1-C.4

STAEETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATGRS

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hurdred Lichis
City fopulation Lights Miles Fopuiation Per Yile
PRESCCTT 73 20 2 28.57 15011
BANDON 2,330 6id [ 26.35 24.:2
NEHRLEM 243 o5 5 22, 43 11.58
DUFUR 358 124 7 i8.51 14,15
ARLINGTON 450 84 13 1B.67 5.43
CONDON 720 138 i 18.95 3. 34
DETROIT 409 12 8 18.82 9.3
LONG CREEK 243 1] & 16,33 2.78
MILLERSBURG 550 89 9 16. 18 3.68
BARLCW {00 16 1 6. 82 15,24

MANZANITA 433 73 i 15.9% Shs
LINCOLN CITY 6, 969 894 57 14,73 15,72
GLENDALE 720 192 ) 4, 17 17.59
FOSSIL 333 73 8 16,19 9.27
FOCKAWAY 1,185 167 24 14,29 B. 93
SUMPTER 150 - el 18 14,08 2.8
BRASS VALLEY 160 5] 4 13.89 5. 85
TOLEDO 3,273 433 23 13.63 13. 68
ATHENA 9535 131 ] 13.72 15,13
DAYVILLE 285 27 3 13.17 13,23
57. AL 33a 43 3 13.@3 15,88
THE DALLES 1@, 9@ 1,416 &3 2.9 28, 45
EONANZA 323 42 7 12.92 6.28
LEXINGTON 24 31 3 12,92 6. 62
HELTY 135 & 2 12.92 5.66
MORO 322 41 7 12. 82 6. c8
ALIRCRA 523 67 5 12,75 13.93
10NE 345 44 3 12. 73 3.13
DONALD 275 33 3 12.73 12,53
CRILOGUIN 710 36 19 12,47 3,80
HUNTINGTCN o953 89 8 12.43 . 2B
WILSONVILLE 3,700 462 186 12.43 4,33
CANNON BEACH 1,250 154 14 12.32 12,83
ECHO te3 73 6 12.97 11,72
LONE ROCK Ph] 3 2 12.03 .27
WHEELER 352 42 ) 12.20 5.4
HAMMOND 523 &2 8 11,84 7.87
COLUMBIA CITY 70 L 1@ 11,73 8.95
HEPPNER 1,385 162 14 11,72 11,29
VALE 1,670 192 18 1,50 12,43
ADAMS 245 28 b 11,43 7.18
HALSEY (0 n a 1.3 3,97
MYRTLE FOINT 2,700 33 17 11,22 18,24
WESTON 738 a1 1 11,19 7.8
ALEANY 27,900 3,081 154 11.84 23,8



Sorted By Descending Lights Per Hundred Popuiation

TABLE I-C.4

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Total Lighis Per

Total Road Hundred  Liphts

City Population Lights Miles Population Per Kile
CANYCN CITY 619 &7 9 10,58 7.78
MILWALKIE 17,375 1,902 78 12.95 24,93
5CI0 599 63 3 12.68 12.32
GEARHART 1,000 185 14 10,60 7.42
FOREST GROVE 11,750 1,226 49 18.43 30.38
YACHATS 368 58 18 18.36 5. 80
DURHAM 720 73 4 10. 14 19.73
MILL CITY 1,520 133 13 1e.@7 1:.99
RICHLAND 19 19 3 18.69 7.235
BERVAIS 745 73 6 9.82 12,632
BAY CITY 1,169 107 14 9.73 1.4
YAMHILL £50 63 7 3.89 3.53
COBURG 650 63 7 3.69 8.73
WEST LINN 12,959 1,259 86 9.85 14, 6@
HAINES 395 38 7 9.62 5,41
TUALATIN 18, 359 9% 43 9,68 22, %
LAKE CSWERD 24, 200 2,321 9% 3.39 24.59
CLATSKANIE 1,699 161 19 9.53 16,16
HALFWAY 410 39 3 9,51 12.84
"SERSIDE 5, 308 984 31 9.5L 16,12
PORTLAND 379, %80 35,73 1,88 9.43 19.88
CORIILLE 4,220 3% a3 9.38 i7.¢l
BANKS 495 46 2 9.29 19.91
JOHNSON CITY 398 36 1 9,23 26, 28
MOLALLA 3,180 283 21 9.19 13.5¢
RRINIER 1,568 143 12 3.17 12.17
SCAPPOCSE 3,410 309 13 9.85 16,85
SCOTTS MILL 25 23 7 9.2 3.3
WILLAMINA 1,785 161 12 9.82 13.75
LAKEVIEW 2,735 2hb 17 8.93 14,5
CRRLTON 1,278 113 12 8.9¢ 11.69
ASHLAND 15,660 1,386 86 8.85 16,11
NORTH POMWDER 435 42 3 8.78 .83
NEWPORT 8,350 134 59 8.719 12,39
LAFRYETTE 1,240 1ea 7 8.7 13.19
1DANHA 345 30 ) a7 5. 86
SUBLIMITY 1,438 123 8 8.6 13,39
WATERLOD 219 18 4 8.97 4,%
PILOT ROCK 1,638 139 3 8.93 48,12
MERRILL 843 72 5 8,52 12,46
ASTORIA 5,828 830 ) 8.43 13.89
BROWNSVILLE 1,255 106 18 8.45 6.8
BUTTE FALLS 439 38 3 8,44 12,26
SUMMERVILLE 155 13 2 8.33 B. 44
POWERS 775 €5 7 8,33 9,04



Sorted By Descending Lights Per Hundred Pooulation

THBLE I-C.%4

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Total Lighis Per

Total Road Hundred Lights

City Population Lights  Miles Pooulation Fer Mile
ADRIAN 155 13 e 8,33 5.2
BEAVERTON 33,95¢ 2,831 132 8,34 2il.4i
WARRENTON 2,473 205 43 8.28 4.78
SANDY 3,930 2% 30 8.27 3.8
OAKRIDGE 3,580 293 24 8,24 12. 34
AMITY 1,040 83 19 a.17 8.2:
JUNCTION CITY 3,850 248 3} 8.13 11,9
MT. VERNON 622 e 3 8.2 14,97
NORTH BEND 9,135 132 29 3,81 12, 44
SUTHERLIN 4, 320 346 37 8.2: .33
RIDDLE 1,113 &9 11 7.98 8,75
HUBBARD 1,768 148 11 1.95 12,3t
MILTON FREEWATE 3,839 463 27 7.91 £7.18
GRSTON 563 44 4 7.86 FSPNT'S
ST. HELENS 7,260 570 33 7.85 17.¢7
AUMSVILLE 1,480 116 7 " 7.84 16,36
MONROE 460 35 6 7.83 6,35
ELGIN 1,765 138 17 7.82 3.6
GATES 500 39 5 7.88 7.:3
AOGUE RIVER i, 449 112 & 7.78 18,
PRINEVILLE 3,410 418 36 7.73 11.63
OREGON CITY 14,509 1,187 76 7.83 19,54
LAKESIDE 1,420 188 13 7.61 8. 14
IMBLER 299 22 4 1.99 5.68
BAKER 9,499 718 88 1.57 8.15
GRESHAM 37,488 2,821 146 7.33 13. 39
WALDPORT 1,592 119 15 7.48 7.58
SHERIDAN 2,420 181 16 7.48 11,24
ENTERPRISE 2,07¢ 154 19 7. 44 8.24
WALLOWR 818 6a 8 7.41 T.24
DUNDEE 1,380 102 13 7.39 7.52
DEPQE BAY gas () 13 1.27 4,67
UNITY 119 8 NA 1.87 NR
TURNER 1,210 8 i3 1.27 6.E9
DAYTON 1,399 100 9 7.19 11.24
SHERKOCD 2,685 192 i8 7,13 19, b4
ADAIR 9560 49 3 T.i4 15.81
CANBY 7,790 al 50 7.11 11,4
MALIN 620 44 ] 7.1@ 9.¢2
GRANTS PRSS 15, 350 1,083 71 7.86 13,27
STANFIELD 1,669 117 12 7.29 9.3
METOLIUS 455 k] 7 1.83 4,62
EAGLE POINT 3,010 210 12 £.98 17.34
ESTRCADA 1,919 133 16 8.9 8,32
FENDLETON 14, 420 1,002 64 £.95 i1.99



Sorted By Descending Lights Per Hundred Pooulation

TRBLE I-L.4

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICRTORS

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Liphis

City Population Lights Miles Pooulation Per ¥ile
TILLAMOBOK 3,925 213 24 £.9% 11.49
SWEET HOWE &, 809 411 43 6.93 10,46
HILLSBORD 38,276 2,269 113 6.84 18,32
NYSSA 2,890 197 19 6. 82 12.26
UMATILLA 2,980 203 29 6.81 1.8%
JACKSONVILLE 1,990 134 13 6,73 8.78
G0LD HILL 910 13 10 b. 78 5.84
LOSTINE 248 16 4 6.67 4,29
REDMOND 6, 740 443 67 6. &7 b.E0
MYRTLE CREEK 3,200 219 i6 6,56 13.02
JOKN DRY 1,985 130 15 6,55 8.85
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 1,136 184 6.35 13. %
NEWBERG 11,449 747 56 £.53 13.42
ROSEBURG 16,825 1,838 97 6.48 18.73
CANYONVILLE 1,279 a2 10 6. 46 a.e2
GRRIBALDI 1,079 B9 19 6. 43 €. 7%
MEDFCRD 41,975 2,70 183 6. 45 14,77
CRESWELL 1,895 121 it 6.39 15,56
PHILOMATH 2,640 168 13 6. 36 12.69
NORTH PLAINS 938 3% 8 6. 34 7.23
REEDSPORT 4,873 386 el .28 14.61
WOODBURN 11,708 738 49 6. 24 14, 9@
DAKLAND B30 53 8 6. 24 6.28
FLORENCE 4,645 289 31 6.22 9.29
SILVERTON 5,298 329 25 6.22 12.99
HARRISBURG 1,848 113 16 6. 14 1.85
ONTARID 9,518 384 ) 6. 14 12. 48
£O0S BAY 14,695 a2 78 6. 14 11,63
COTTRGE GRUVE 7,830 433 41 6. 11 12,53
MCMINNVILLE 15,175 %6 Fi] 5.97 11,83
BEND 18, 029 1,073 126 5.% 8.54
FRIRVIEW 1,850 110 12 9. 93 9,82
CAVE JUNCTION 1,150 &8 12 9291 .12
COVE 330 31 7 5. 83 4,72
STAYTON 4,815 281 23 9. 84 12. 10
LEBRANON 18,278 99 73 5. 6@ 7.52
MADRAS 2, 320 134 19 5.78 7.20
FALLS CITY 782 43 11 5. 77 3,99
WINSTON 3, 38@ 195 13 an 14, 8¢
HINES 1,479 83 11 9. 63 7.23
SPRINGFIELD 49,690 2,251 160 5. 53 12,48
INDEPENDENCE 4,149 &6 31 5. 43 1.38
CORNELIUS 3, 850 274 24 59,43 11.54
JORDAN VAL 445 ch 4 5. 39 5.5
CENTRAL POINT &, 740 363 37 5. 59 9,81



Sorted By Descending Lights Fer Huncred Population

TRBLE I-C.4

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

Total Lights Far

Total Road Hundred  Llighis
City Population tights  Miles Pooulaticn Per ¥ile
DUNES CITY 1,178 £3 19 5.3 3.83
JEFFERSON 1,755 93 14 5.20 £.78
MONAOUTH 5,350 2835 X, 5.3 12.13
DALLAS 8,95¢ 469 43 3.4 13.82
HERMISTON 9,890 it 63 S.22 B.25
ISLAND CITY 730 38 & S.21 B 42
SRLEM 94, 600 4,982 483 3.18 10,56
SILETZ 1,85 53 3 5.47 B.i1
GLADSTONE 9,370 492 b 5. 14 1.7
CORVALLIS 41,5080 2,09 166 5,85 .66
PHOENIX g,51e 126 9 5. 02 13.6¢
A7. ANBEL 2,930 146 19 4.38 14,84
EUGENE 186, 108 3243 459 4,94 11,41
SENECA 263 13 3 4,91 4, £6
SISTERS 740 35 12 4,73 2.89
WOOD VILLAGE 2,395 18 7 4,55 17.¢8
LAGRANDE 12,230 996 T 4,33 7.83
LYONS 87e 38 i 4,37 374
VENETR 2,335 9% 18 4,03 5.23
TALENT 2,660 105 9 3,93 1i.83
PRATRIE CITY 1,125 43 8 3.82 3.38
TIGARD 29,250 768 a8 3.73 8,61
LOWELL 783 23 b 3,26 3.68
UNION 2,129 89 K 3.23 2.5
HOOD RIVER 4,430 143 31 3.18 4. B2
JOSEPH 1,170 34 1 2.9! 314
KEIZER 19,600 497 &7 2.6 6. 24
SHADY COVE 1,150 23 14 1,93 1,68
BURNS 2,830 43 = 1.59 .65
KING CITY 1,830 19 8 1.04 2.52
WAGCOo 443 4 7 2.9% 8.54

TOTAL 1,520,805 114,008 8,252 - -

Note: NA indicates not available.



TABLE I-C.5

STREETLIBHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Lights Per Mile

Total Lights Fer

Total Road Hurdred  Liphts

City Population Lights  Miles Population Per Mile
PILOT ROCK 1,630 139 3 8.53 48,12
FOREST GROVE 11,750 1,286 40 18.43 20,34
JOHNSON CITY 390 36 1 7.23 26. 28
MILWAUKIE 17,375 1,92 76 1@.95 24,52
LAKE 0SWEGD 24,200 2,32t 9 .39 24,39
DANDON 2,330 614 & 26.33 24,32
TUALATIN 19,350 9% 43 9.62 22. 94
BEAVERTON 33,950 2,831 132 8.34 2.4
THE DALLES 19, 500 1,416 &9 12.99 20. 45
ALBANY 27,900 3,881 154 11,04 29. 81
BANHS 495 4% 2 9.29 19.91
PORTLAND 379, 220 35,753 1,000 3.43 13,86
TOLEDO . 3,275 433 e3 43,83 19.82
DLURHAM 720 13 4 12,14 19.73
BRESHAM 37,480 2,821 146 7.33 19.39
KILLSBORO 38,278 2,089 113 6.84 18,32
ROGUE RIVER 1,448 112 b 7.78 18. 96
WYRTLE POINT 2, Tee 303 17 ti.22 18,84
BLENDALE 720 ez 6 14.17 17.39
ERGLE POINT 3,019 212 12 6.38 17. 34
ST, HELENS 7,268 570 33 7.83 17.27
MILTON FREEMATE 5,850 453 a7 7.9 17,10
WOOD VILLAGE 2,99 118 7 4,35 17.88
COGUILLE 4,200 356 23 9.33 17.01
AUMSVILLE 1,480 116 7 7.84 16.36
CLATSKANIE 1,658 161 1@ 9.53 16. 16
ATHENA 935 13 8 13.72 16.13
SERSIDE 5,300 S04 31 9.51 16, i2
ASHLAND 15, 660 1,386 86 8.85 16.11
SCAPPODSE 3,410 309 19 9.8 16. 85
ADALR 560 49 3 7.14 15,81
ST. PALL 332 43 3 13.83 13.81
LINCOLN CITY 6,268 834 7] 18,75 13.72
SUBLIMITY 1,430 123 8 8.6@ 13,39
GRANTS PASS 13,358 1,083 71 7.6 15.27
ASTORIA 9,820 838 o4 8.45 13.£5
BARLOW 160 16 i 16, 82 15.24
LAFAYETTE 1,248 188 7 8.7 15,19
WT. VERNON 629 59 3 6.6 14.97
WOODBURN 11,7¢@ 738 49 6.24 14.%0
LAKEVIEW 2,793 246 17 8.93 14,90
MT. ANGEL 2,930 146 19 4,98 14, 64
WINSTON 3,380 195 13 3.77 14,682
MEDFORD 41,975 2,76 183 6,45 14,77
REEDSPORT 4,875 3e6 21 6.28 14,61



TABLE I-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Lights Per HMile

Total Lights Per
Total Road Hundred Lights

City Population Lichts  Miles Pooulation Per Yile
WEST LINN 12,958 1,250 86 9,83 14.62
OREBON CITY 14,509 1,187 76 7.63 14,54
DUFUR 538 124 7 18.9¢ 14,13
AURORA 9eg 67 3 12.76 13,93
WILLAMINA 1,783 161 12 9,02 13.73
PHOENIX 2,918 126 g 2.02 13.62
MOLALLA 3,100 285 21 9%.19 13.51
NEWBERG 11, 448 747 6 6,33 13.42
MYRTLE CREEK 3,208 210 16 6. 36 13.02
SILVERTON 5,299 323 25 b.22 12.93
PHILOMATH 2, 640 168 3 0,36 12.69
CORVALLIS 41,560 2,098 166 209 12,66
DONALD 275 35 3 12.73 12,99
SPRINGFIELD 49,698 2,251 168 9. 33 12,48
MERRILL 845 12 & 8.32 12,45
NORTH BEND 9,135 73R 5 B.@1 12, 44
NEWPORT 8, 338 734 39 873 12,39
ORKRIDGE 3,980 295 24 8,24 12, 58
HUBBARD 1,768 149 11 1.93 12.31
§C10 590 63 3 13,648 12,28
BUTTE FALLS 450 38 3 8. 44 12.26
RAINIER 1,968 143 12 9.17 12,17
MONMOUTH 5,390 2895 23 3.9 1213
STAYTON 4,813 281 23 9. 84 2,2
HALFWAY 419 39 3 9.51 i2. 04
BERVALS 745 73 6 9.82 12,02
MILL CITY 1,520 153 i3 10.97 11,99
PENDLETON 14,400 1,002 B4 6.96 1,99
JUNCTION CITY 3,250 &48 21 8.13 11,91
HEPPNER 1,385 162 - 14 11.78 11,89
ECHD 605 73 b 12.@7 11.72
CARLTON 1,278 113 19 8.99 11.69
NEHALEM 245 55 5 22.45 11.68
CO0S BAYy 14,695 9% 78 6.14 11,63
PRINEVILLE 5,418 418 36 7.73 11.63
CRESWEL L. 1,895 121 1@ 6.39 11,54
CORNELIUS 35,050 274 24 .43 11.54
MCMINNVILLE 15,175 96 73 397 11,53
TILLAMOOK 3,925 e13 24 6.96 .49
EUGENE 196, 180 5,243 439 4.94 L4l
DAYTON 1,39 102 3 7.19 11.24
SHERIDAN 2, 420 181 16 7.48 11,24
TRLENT 2,660 183 3 3.95 11.23
GASTON e 44 4 7.86 11,i4

PRESEOTT 70 cd 2 28. 37 1.1



TABLE I-C.5

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Lights Per Mile

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lighis

City Population Lights Miles Population Per Mile
BLADSTONE 9,579 492 44 S. 14 11.e7
CANBY 7,750 S} 58 7.11 11,04
KLAMATH FALLS 17,350 1,136 104 6.55 10.94
CANNON BERCH 1,259 154 14 12.32 13,85
DALLAS 8,950 469 43 3,24 19.82
ROSEBURS 16,0823 1,038 97 6.48 10.73
SHERWOOD 2,685 192 18 7.15 10,64
SALENM 94,60 4,902 463 5.18 18,58
COTTAGE GROVE 7,099 433 44 6. 11 18,53
VALE 1,679 192 13 11,50 13.49
SWEET HOME 6, 800 471 45 6.93 18,46
ONTARID 9,310 984 56 b.14 10.4Q
NYSSA 2,89 . 1% 9 6.82 18.26
DAYVILLE 2es 27 3 13.17 18.23
CENTRAL FOINT b, 740 363 37 3.39 9.81
SANDY 3,538 2% k) 8.27 3.81
CHILORUIN T8 % 18 12.47 9.81
LONG CREEK 243 49 4 16.33 9.78
STANFIELD 1,660 117 12 7.8 8.69
MILLERSBURG 55 83 9 16.18 9.68
HELTX 135 ce e 12.99 9.66
YAMHILL 658 &3 7 9.69 9,53
FAIRVIEW 1,850 110 12 3.9 9.52
SUTHERLIN 4,300 346 37 a.81 3.33
DETROIT 400 72 ] 18. 88 9.31
FLORENCE 4,643 2a9 3 6.22 9.28
FOSSIL 530 73 8 14,15 8.27
1ONE 343 44 S 175 9.19
HALSEY ) 7 8 11.32 5.7
POMERS 775 63 7 8.39 9.64
®ALIN b2@ 44 5 7.18 5.82
COLUMBIA CITY 758 88 1 11,73 8,95
JOHN DAY 1,985 138 15 6.3 8.86
JACKSONVILLE 1,95 134 13 6. 73 8.78
COBURG 638 £3 7 9.69 8.73
T1GARD 29, 258 769 a8 3.75 8.6
EEND 18, ¢0a 1,073 125 3.9% 8.54
CONDON 128 138 16 18.86 8. 34
ESTACADA 1,918 133 16 6.9 8.3z
HUNTINGTON i) 69 a 12. 43 8.26
HERMISTON 9,89 316 63 S.22 8.25
ENTERPRISE 2,070 154 13 7.44 .24
ANITY 1,040 83 - 18 8.17 8.21
ELGIN 1,765 138 17 7.82 8.16
BAKER 39, 450 718 83 1.5 8.15



TABLE I-C.3

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Lights Per Mile

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lithts

City Population Lights  Miles Population Per ¥ile
LAKESIDE 1,420 168 13 7.61 6. 14
RIDDLE 1,115 89 i1 7.98 .83
NORTH POWDER 433 40 5 8,79 8.23
CANYONVILLE 1,270 a2 19 .46 8.82
DUNDEE 1,388 182 13 .33 7.9
LEBANON 16,278 996 73 5. 88 7.9
LAGRANDE 12,238 596 ! 4,33 1.83
CANYON CITY 61d &7 9 19.98 7.78
HAMMOND 525 62 8 11.81 1.67
WALDPORT 1,599 119 16 7.48 .58
GEARHART 1,088 186 14 12.60 1.42
BAY CITY i,100 167 14 9.73 7,44
INDEPENDENCE 4, 143 oob 31 5. 43 .32
RICHLAND 190 19 3 18.00 1.83
WALLOWA 819 6@ a8 7.41 7.24
NORTH PLAINS 930 39 8 b.34 1.%3
HINES 1,470 a3 11 5.63 1.23
GATES 59 39 3 7.80 7.18
ADAMS 243 28 4 11.43 7.18
WESTON 738 81 11 11,19 1.€3
HARRISBURG 1,840 113 16 6. 14 7.83
UMATILLA 2,960 2e3 29 £.81 1,84
MADRAS 2,320 134 19 5.78 7.08
ROCHAWRY 1,185 167 24 14,09 6,98
TURNER 1,219 aa 13 7.21 6.89
JEFFERSON 1,755 93 14 5.30 6.78
GARIBALDI 1,870 69 1@ 6. 43 6. 74
REDMOND b6, 742 443 &7 6,57 6, 66
LEXINGTON 249 3 5 12.92 6.62
BROWNSVILLE 1,255 1e6 16 8,43 6,58
MONRDE 468 36 b 7.83 8,55
WHEELER 35 42 b 12,00 6. 5@
ARLINGTON 450 B4 13 18,87 6. 43
SUMMERVILLE 155 13 2 8.39 6, 44
ISLAND CITY 730 38 6 .21 6.42
OAHLAND 859 33 8 6,24 b.ed
MORD e 41 7 12.81 6.28
BONANZA 325 42 7 12.92 6.28
BILETZ 1,825 33 9 5. 17 6.11
KEIZER 19,508 497 67 2.6 A, 84
YACHATS o568 8 1@ 10. 36 b. 6@
GRASS VALLEY 183 235 4 13.89 5. 85
B0LD HILL 910 61 10 B. 72 5. 84
AORIAN 155 13 2 8.39 3. 62
CAVE JUNCTION 1,150 | 12 3.94 5.7



TRBLE I-C.5

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
Sorted By Lights Per Mile

Total Lights Per

Total Road Hundred  Lights
City Population Lights Miles Population Per Mile
IMBLER 2% e 4 1.5 5. 68
MANZANITR 493 79 14 13.96 3.33
JORDAN VAL 445 4 4 5.39 5. 58
HAINES 39 38 7 9.62 3. 41
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 43 8 3.82 5.38
VENETR 2,333 9% 18 4,03 5. 23
1DANHA 343 38 ) 8.7¢ 5. 86
WATERLOD 219 18 4 8.57 4, 9%
WARRENTON 2,473 285 43 8.28 4,78
Cove 530 31 7 3.85 4.72
DEPOE BAY 823 68 13 1.27 4,67
SENECA 265 13 3 4.91 4.6b
METOLIUS 435 3 7 7:03 4,62
HOOD RIVER 4,499 143 31 3.18 4.62
WILSONVILLE 3,790 460 186 12.43 4,33
LOSTINE 24 16 4 8.87 4,09
FALLS CITY 789 43 11 . 3.99
LYONS 879 38 18 4,37 374
LOWELL 785 23 & 3.26 3.68
5COTTS MILL 235 23 7 5.2 3.2
DUNES CITY 1,179 63 19 5,38 3.23
JOSEPH 1,178 34 11 a9 3.14
B1STERS 740 33 12 4.73 2.89
KING CITY 1,830 19 ] 1.94 2.5
UNION 2 120 69 30 3.25 2.38
SUMPTER 150 21 1@ 14,00 2.2l
SHADY COVE 1,190 23 14 .93 1.68
BURNS 2,830 45 27 1,59 1,63
LONE ROCK 25 3 2 12. 89 .27
WASCD 445 4 7 8.90 8. 54
LNITY 118 8 MA 1.27 NA

TOTAL 1,520,805 114,308 8,232 - -

Note: NA indicates not available.



STREETLIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS

TABRLE

I-b.1

By City Size

LIGHTS PER MILE

City Size Category

fAll 508- 1,008~ 2,500~ 5,008 10,000- 25,000~
Cities (500 999 2,439 4,999 9,999 24,999 109,800 ) 120,000
Mean 10.7 7.9 9.3 9.8 12.1 12.9 14.7 16.2 13.6
Standard Deviation 5.7 5.0 4.0 6.9 4,2 2.8 6.4 3.8 4.2
Minimum 8.3 0.5 2.9 1.7 t.7 6.7 6.0 18.6 11. 4
Maximum 8.1 26.3 19.7 481 198 173 3.4 2l.4 19.9
Number of Cities 211 49 33 5t s 21 21 8 e

LIGHTS PER HUNDRED POPULATION
City Size Category

All 508- 1,008 2,500~ 35,000- 10,000- 23,000-
Cities (500 999 2,499 4,999 3,999 24,999 109,000 109,000
Mean 8,60 11,43 970 T’ T4 2 7.3 6.99 .19
Standard Deviation 3.87 489 363 361 2937 212 2.5t 1.87 2.23
Minimum 0.% 8.9 312 184 159 L1 2.96 5.89 4, %
Maximum 28.57 @28.57 18.91 26,35 13.83 1475 1299 1% 9.43
Number of Cities el 4@ 19 )| 29 21 21 8 2



Mean

Standard Deviation
Minimm

Maximum

Number of Cities

Mean

Standard Deviation
Minimum

Maxisum

Number of Cities

TABLE I-D.2

STREELIGHT INVENTORY INDICATORS
By Selected filities

LIGHTS PER MILE
All Central 9]
Cities PeE PPLL Lincoln Natiomal Tillamook EWEB SUB
1.69 1335 1.3 9,18 6.79 8.85 11.41 12.48
S. 78 5. 39 S. 74 4.81 3.8 2.3 NA NA
0.00 2.50 8.54 3.23 1.65 .58 1.4 12.48
48,186 26.28 44.10 19,89 14.97 11.68 1M 12,48
2l )| 88 10 o0 7 1 1
LIGHTS PER HUNDRED POPULATION
fill Central op
Cities PEE PP Lincoln National Tillamook EWEB SuB
8.68 8.35 8.18 7.84 7.68 12.32 4.94 .93
3.87 2.68 31 249 3.64 S.19 N NA
8.98 . 1.04 0.9 S5.17 1.59 .45 4.9 5. 53
28.57 16.8@  18.67 13.83 16.33 22. 45 4.9 5.393
el 91 88 10 20 7 1 1



TABLE II-A.1

ANNUAL STREETLIBHT EXPENDITURE BY CWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE
All Utilities
(Dollars Per Year)

Wility City Owned, City
(Owred and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintaine  finnual Total
Pole Expenditure
Utility w HPSV Other L) HPSV Other n HPSV  Other Charge by City
PGE $1,767,235 $339,885 $0 $1,232,619 $1,461,687 $6,471 $152,354 $164,965 925,862 $845,297 45,995,234
PRRL 1,609,009 945,102 95,043 14,182 o, b6b @ ¢2,626 107,747 2,981 113,476 2,916,813
CENTRAL LINCOLN 9 297,6% 9 a 166 9 9 ? '} 29,669 208,530
CP NATIONAL 32,978 127,817 2,217 ] @ 9 3,674 22,132 0 28, 438 218,673
SALEM ELECTRIC 9 84,537 2 ] 9, 942 0 @ e 8 13,603 108, a6c
NORTHERN WASCD 11,260 94,953 @ @ 2 9 0 "] ] NA 185,213
SuB 2 9 ] T 2 93,578 9 e Q 9 99, 349
IDAHO POMER 13,147 74,613 ) 562 767 ] ] ] ] NA 69,049
TILLAMODK PUD ) 78,516 ) ) 2 ] () ] 9 2 78,516
SENE ) ] ('] ) ] e & 69,974 6,332 9 76, 306
«SUMERS POWER 22,665 16,078 @ ) @ 2 8 ] 9 2 38,743
LANE ELECTRIC 32, 554 ) 8 ) 1] 9 8 (] ] 680 33,235
COLUMBIA RIVER 19,831 1,628 0 1,150 . 9 8 @ ] 4,363 26, 984
COLUMBIA BASIN ) 22, 137 ) () 9 9 8 2 ] 9 22,137
MCMINNVILLE ) 9 9 @ (] 9 2 26,014 ] ] 20,014
BANDON ) ) ] ) ] @ 15,812 4,473 8 ) 19, 485
CANBY ) ) ) @ @ Q & 13,589 ) ] 13,589
FOREST GROVE ] ] 2 @ ) 9 &4 17,276 ] 2 17,340
ASHLAND ) ) 0 ) 9 9 {81 15,583 345 2 16,189
MONMOUTH ) (] @ ) (] 9 8 14,235 380 ) 14,635
EMERALD PUD ) 7,167 (] 9 ) 2 8 ? 8 2 1.167
MILTON FREEMATER [} 2 ] 2 ) ) 8 7,677 ] ) 1,677
CLATSKANIE PUD 0 @ ] 9 0 ) 4, 645 41 8 9 4, 686
CENTRAL ELECTRIC NA NA ) ) @ ) ) 2 ] NA NA
Total $3,3508,779 $1,999,241 $97,268 $1,249,200 $1,479, 147 $105,049 $200,736 $457,746 $35,900 $1,026,526 $10,139,608

Percent of Total 34. 34k 19.68% 0.96% 12. 38 14.56%  l.@3% 1.98% 451X 0,35 10. 1ox 100. do%

Note: MR indicates not available.



TRBLE 11-A.2

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYPE

All utilities

Mercury Yapor HpSY Other Poie Charges

Total
Utility $ X $ % $ % 3 * Doliars
PBE $3,152,228 52,57+ 81,966,377  32.75% 32,332 A.54% B8B4G, 297 16,10%  $%,396,234
PREL 1,645,797  Sh.42% 1,039,915  3B.32% 58,025 3. 6% 113,476 3.89% 2,916,813
CENTRAL LINCOLN 2 Q. gax 87,862  99.96% () 2, 00% 28, 663 3, T4k 2e8, 33
CP NATIONAL 38,852 1.7 149,169  6B,2{% 2,217 1,813 28,438 13, &% 218,875
SRLEM ELECTRIC d 8. dax 94,479  B7.41% 2 @, 80% 13,683 12, 59% {6,262
MIRTHERN WASCO 11,260 10,693 94,953  B9.43% 2 2. 02% NA NA 125,213
5uB m a,78% ) &, e 58.578 29, 22% 3 3. 2e% 53,343
IDAHD POWER 13,718 15.39% 73,380  B4.61% ¢ 2.02% VA NA §9,233
TILLAMOCK PUD 2 0.8 78,516  (dQ.00% @ d. g% 2 3. 00% 78,316
EUBENE 2 2. 2% 89,974 91,724 £y 332 B, 394 2 2.22% 75,326
CONSUMERS POMER 22,660  58,58% 16,078 41,504 @ 2. 0% ] 0. 86% 8, 743
LANE ELECTRIC 32,554  97,93% 2 2. 0% 2 2, 0% E8Q 2, 25% 33,232
COLUMBIA RIVER cl, 0l T7.83% 1,628 6. 36% 2 2. 98% 4,363 16, 174 6, 384
COLUMBIA BASIN ? 9. 00x 22,137  12Q.%0% e 2. 60% B €. 2ex 22,137
MCMINNVILLE d 0. 901 29,014  103,00% 2 . ¢0% & 2, B¢x e, %4
EANDON 15,812 77,94% 4,473 22,963 a . 0a% 2 @ 20% 13, 485
CANBY Q 0.20% 13,589  10¢.d0% 2 &, 9e% 2 2. &% 13,583
FOREST GROVE &4 8.37% 17,2716 99.63% ) 2.02% 3 2. 0% 17, 348
ASKLAND 181 1.12% 15,583  96.73% 345 2. 14% "] 2. 0e% 16,183
MONMOCUTH @ 0.09% 14,235  97.4%% 382 2. 604 @ 2. 23% 14,533
EMERALD PUD i 2.00% 7,167 120.28% 3 0. 6% ] 3. 0ex 7. .87
MILTON FREEWATER 2 . 0o% 1,671 100, %% 2 @, 2% Z 2.0 7,677
CLATSKANIE PLD 4,645 93.13% 41 2.87% 2 2. 00% ] d. 8% 4,556
CENTRAL ELECTRIC KA - NA NA NR NR NA NR NA NG
Total $4,958,740  48,81% $3,936,13%4  38.74%  4238,299 2. 34%  $1,%2c,536 19.1e%  $18,159,c3a

Note: NA irgdicates not availanle.



TABLE II-A.3

ANNURL STREELIGHT EXPENDITURE BY CWNERSHIP TYRT

All Ltilities

Utility Owned
and Maintained

City Qwned,
Utility Maintained

City Owned
and Mairtained

Fale Charges

Tatal
Utility $ % $ % $ % $ % Dallars
it $2,107,060  35.14% 42,730,689 A5, 04%  $343,18] SL7E% $845,297 14,10% 35,995,234
PORL 2,643,215  93.83% 29,768 2.74% 133,335 4,974 113,476 3.B5%  2,9:8,813
CENTRAL LINCOLN 207,655  90.88% 166 8.97% ] 2.03% 29,689 9, g4 228,539
CP NATIONAL 162,212  74.18% 2 8. 0% 28,823  12.824 28,438  13.3¢% 218,875
GALEM ELECTRIC 84,337  73.22% 3,942 9,29% 2 2.00% {3,603 12,594 128,282
NORTHERN WRSCD 186,213 1049, 00% 2 2,024 ] 3. 2¢x NA i 1,83
SUB ¢ 0,091 99,349  120.00% 2 8, 2% 2 Z.00% 99, 349
1DAHD POWER 87,768  98.51% 1,329 1. 49% ] 2, 02% NA NA &3. 823
TILLAMOOK PLD 78,516  100.80% 2 2. 034 ] 2. g% 2 @, 2% 73,516
“LGENE a 2. 004 ? 2. 2% 76,386  103.¢@x% 2 3. 20% 18, 3¢k
_ONSUMERS POWCR 38,743 109, 08% e 2. 0% e @, 2% @ €. 2% 38,743
LANE ELECTRIC 32, 554 97.95% 3 a3, aex 2 3, eex 688 2.80% 33,232
COLUMBIA RIVER 21,471 79.97% 1,150 4, 2h% & 2. o3 4,363 15,174 25,944
COLUMBIA BASIN 22,137 100, 09% 9 3. 82% @ 3, o 2 . eds 28137
FCMINNVILLE 2 . 09 ] 2. 994 22,014 120, 09% [ &30 22.08i4
BANDON 2 0. 09% ] 2. 0% 13,485  10@.00% 2 3.0e% 19, 465
CANBY 9 e, e 9 0. 0% 13,589 1%3.e: 2 2. 0% 13,539
FOREST GROVE 2 9. 68% ') 2. 00% 17,348 (@, a2 '] 3, vt 17, 368
ASHLAND 2 9. g0 2 2, 2% 16,169  19@.0% @ 2.00% 16,129
MONMOUTH 8 0. 001 2 3. 0% 14,635 109, 00% 2 3. 00% 14,835
EMERALD FUD 7,167  100.20% @ 2. 02x @ 2. 024 2 €. 2% 7,157
MILTON FREEWATER 2 9. 2% 3 3. 0% 7,677 182.9ex% 8 €. 004 1,677
CLATSKANIE PUD e 9. 292 2 2, 00% 4,686  190.20% ¢ 0. 2% 4 B5R
CENTRAL ELECTRIC NA NA N NA NA NA NA NA AR
Total $5,605,280  BO.17% $2,833,488  27.89%  $6%4,402 6,83% $1,826,528  12.12% %12, 159,680

Note: NA indicates not available.



TABLE II-B.1

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY OWNERSHIP AND LIBHT TYPE
fll Cities
{Dollars Per Year)

Utility City Owned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owred and Maintained  Annual Total
Fole Expenditure

City w HPSV  Gther L) HPSV  Other My HPSV  Other  Charge by City
ADAIR 43,653 9 %0 $2 $0 $0 4@ $0 $2 $3 $3,653 °
ADAMS 2,178 158 e () ) e ) ] ) 165 2,509
ADRIAN ¢ 985 9 ) 9 9 ) 0 2 NA S NE
ALBANY 205,8% 98,178 ) 0 53N 9 0 115 2 9,662 320,222
MITY 8,492 925 ) @ ) 9 ) ) ] 1,374 19,79
ARLINGTON 2,488 4,883 ) ] @ ) Q ) (] 23 7,3%
AGHLAND 9 ) e 0 0 ) 181 15,583 A5 ) 16,109
ASTORIA 4,246 28,478 4,761 6,026 251 0 ) L] 9% 9,888 93,746
ATHENA 19,970 1,351 e Q a e () @ [ 274 12,5%
AUMSVILLE 10,239 833 e (] ) () ] 2 ) 8 11,832
AURDRA 6,812 e ) e e ] e e e 186 7,619
PAKER 0 ¢ ) 2 0 @ 5674 22,15 i) ] 28,025
BANDON 0 9 L] @ % 0 15,012 4,473 0 ) 13,485
BANKS 5,625 ) ) ] 0 ) ) ) (] 409 6,034
BARLOW 1,561 9 ¢ @ Q 0 ) 0 ) [ 1,9
pAY CITY 9 10,300 Q ) ) 0 ] ) ¢ ] 10,30
BERVERTON 169,681 35,331 ) 1,366 14,746 9 ¥ 15,879 0 123,340 360, 343
BEND* 93,332 40,211 28,988 ] a ) 418 8 ) 2,@61 125,010
BONANZA 2, 764 778 [} e 0 e e ) 0 2 3,334
BROWNSVILLE 4,610 3,661 1,035 ¢ ) () ) 0 e 113 9,419
BURNS ) 5,568 ) 9 9 ) ) ) Q 1,107 6,675
BUTTE FALLS 2,93 a3 (. () ) ) 8 @ @ 73 3,241
CANBY 8 9 ) ) ) @ 8 13,589 ') [ 13,389
CANNDN BEACH 4,99 3,776 4,728 ) 9 ) 0 ] 0 341 13,841
CANYON CITY 3,19 4,59 L] 2 0 ) ) ) ? 984 8,768
CANYDNVILLE 3y 361 2,008 [ ] ) ) ) ) @ 40 7,499
CARLTON 11,774 118 ) 9 ) 0 9 ) ) 186 12,078
CAVE JUNCTION ) ) ) ) ) ¢ 2,78 297 ) [ 3,079
CENTRAL POINT 39,4931 1,349 o4 ) ) ) ) @ 1,683 1,39 35,414
CHILOQUIN 8,545 182 ) ] ? ) ) 8 9 568 9,3%
CLATSHANIE 0 @ ) ) 0 9 4,645 41 2 2 4,686
COEURG 6,573 1,412 ) ) ) 2 0 0 ) 147 8,133
COLUMBIA CITY ) ) ) 9,795 443 a2 ) ) ] 127 6, 408
CONDON 0 6,208 ) ) ) 8 9 ) @ () 6,288
BAY 29,351 49,165 ) e [} e & 17,736 e 1,529 97,981
CORILLE 19,851 20,527 ) ) ) ) ) 0 ? 693 41,071
CORNELIUS 19, 754 1,113 ) 8,736 9 0 ) ] ? 5, 442 31,065
CORVALLIS 182,497 125,924 ) ) ) ) o 1,79% 0 6,520 23k, 736
COTTRGE BROVE 36,116 18,272 0 ) ) 0 ) @ 9 3, 764 58, 151
COvVE 1,308 2,087 8 ) ) ) ) a ) 492 3,8
CRESWELL 8,332 2, 904 0 ) 0 ] ) 8 9 249 11,3,
DALLAS 39,615 8,498 ) ) i) ) ) e 9 2,303 50,416
DAYTON 8,204 436 0 863 ) ] @ ] 44 387 9,934



TABLE 1I-B.t

ANNUAL STREETLIBHT EXPENDITURE BY OWMERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE
Rl Cities
{Dollars Per Year)

Utility City Owned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Gwned and Maintained  finnual Total
Pole Expenditure
City w HPSV  Other LY HPSV  COther w HPSV  Other  Charge by City
DAYVILLE [ 2,936 L) 0 L'} 0 2 2 ) 664 3.600
DEPCE BAY ) 5, 554 ) 2 ) ¢ 9 0 @ 137 5,690
DETROIT B, 854 2 ) ) @ ) 9 9 8 6,854
DONALD 3,415 0 ) ) ) ) 2 ) e 124 3,338
DUFUR 175 6,177 0 ) 0 ) 9 ] ) 2 6,352
DUNDEE 6,401 2,338 @ 339 ¢ 0 ¢ @ ] 1,865 18, 164
DUNES CITY ) 5,678 2 ) ) ) ] ) 98 5,728
DURNAM 2,138 ) @ 3,378 415 ) ) @ ) 384 B, 315
EAGLE POINT 14,883 4,326 9 ] B ] ) 3 ) 928 29, 138
ECHO 6,815 530 2 ] ) ) 2 ) @ 352 6,897
ELSIN 8 14,655 ) ) ) ) ] ) 0 3,395 18, 85@
ENTERPRISE 1,957 7,083 ) ] ) ] ) ') 9 186 15, @66
ESTACADA 13,074 2,282 ) ) e ] ] 0 ) 8e5 16, 881
EUGENE ) ) ) ] 9 ) @ 69,974 6,332 ) 76, 386
‘AIRVIEW 8, 88t 925 3 575 986 () 2 9 ) 299 11,665
FALLS CITY 3,988 293 ) ) e e 9 ) ) 11 4,293
FLORENCE 0 26,749 ) ] ) 8 ) ) ) 1,964 28, 784
FOREST GROVE ) ) 9 ) @ 0 64 17,27 9 @ 17,340
FOSSIL ) 3,600 ) ] e @ e ') 9 ] 3,600
GARIBALDI ) 6,796 9 ) @ ') @ 0 ° @ 6y 796
BASTON 4,816 145 8 ] e 9 e ) ) 45 5, 087
GATES 1,25 2,87t ) ) ) @ @ ] ] i} 4,207
GEARHART 3,335 1,668 3,218 ) e 9 9 ? ] 270 8,691
GERVAIS 5, 366 1,397 ) ) e 0 ) 9 ) 217 6,900
GLADSTONE ) 156 0 29,432 4,810 e 149 ) 72 3,085 37,697
GLENDALE 2,848 533 4189 9 ) ) ) ) @ 224 7,7%
GOLD HILL 6,190 0 ) @ 9 9 2 ) ) @ 6,150
GRANTS PASS t1e, T 7,878 ) @ ) 0 9 ) @ 1e,252 139, 997
GRABS VALLEY 2,09 [ @ e 2 2 @ [ ) 2 2,09%
GRESHAM 1m,3%  29,1% @ 26,383 28,901 ) 0 ) & 62,289 306, 162
HAINES 118 ¥ g7 9 e ') 2 9 ] 197 3, 484
HALFWAY 637 2,421 @ ) 0 ) ) Q ) NA 3,858
HALSEY Sre 2,002 4,899 ] @ @ ) 9 ) 11 7,482
HRAMMOND 2,429 A 1,716 9 ) ) ' ) @ 172 4,668
HARRISBURG 10,184 2,511 38 ) ) 9 0 ) ) 343 13,078
HELIX 1,675 ) ) ) ) ') ) 9 @ 42 1,713
HEPPNER ) 8, 442 .8 @ e ) ) ) ) 8 8, 442
HERMISTON 38,39 19,002 ) 2 0 ) ) 2 0 574 49,967
HILLSBORD 172,384 33,936 ) a 7,146 9 ) ) 0 124,352 338,219
[NES ) 8,805 e ) ) ) 0 2 ) 2,042 19, 847
00D RIVER 4,942 7,835 352 390 @ @ ) ) ) 389 13,1¢8
HUBBARD 13,304 912 9 ] ) 0 (] 0 ) 2,203 16,428
HUNTINGTON 956 4,230 e 8 8 @ e () e NA 5, 187



TRBLE II-B.1

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY OWNERSHIP AND LISHT TYPE
All Cities
{Dollars Per Year)

Htility City Owned, City

Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owned and Maintained finnual Total
Pole Expenditure
City L)Y HPSV  (Other MV HPSV  (Other L) HPSV  Other  Charge by City
TDANHA 2,967 [} ) [} [} 9 (| ) @ 2 2,967
IMBLER 1,418 1,200 @ ] @ 0 8 ) e 24b 2,863
INDEPENDENCE 19,124 1,411 1,497 0 0 2 2 [} [} 2,017 24,849
10NE 0 2,138 Q [} ] @ @ ') [ a 2,130
ISLAND CITY 2,600 1,695 @ 0 [} (] e ? ? 394 4,689
JACKSONVILLE 2,043 9,087 158 @ [} '] e ? 2 73 11,280
JEFFERSON 6,198 1,498 Q 2 0 Q "] 0 ') 158 7,855
JOHN DAY 6,828 9,313 '} ) Q (] ] ? ) 1,943 17, 343
JOHNSON CITY 98 Q Q 72 8 8 1,693 (] ? '] 1,863
JORDAN VAL 3% 1,32 "] 2 '} ) 8 ) '} NA 1,721
JOSEPH 3,19 '] ) [} 2 (] '] (] ) @ 3,19
JUNCTION CITY 21,184 3,470 0 2 ) 8 @ 0 9 454 25, 188
KEIZER 4,441 30,8% ] @ 662 [} @ a [} 10,432 46, 4c8
KING CITY - 1,73 13 ) e @ Q 2 8 309 186 2,239

KLAMATH FALLS 51,888 9,563 11,%5 5,748 1,844 ) 39 17,393 64 4,985 103,67
LAFRYETTE 11,022 236 ) (] ) 2 0 0 22 1,078 12,35,
LAGRANDE 13,711 48,363 [} [} ) [} [ [} [} 10,824 72,898
LAKE 0OSWERD 2,7 139 @ 136,842 24,794 9 (") 9 @ 23,831 £08, 357
LAKESIDE [} 9,797 @ e [ ', (") 8 ) 59 9,8%
LAKEVIEW 12,899 11,292 8 e ) ] 0 2 ) 1,811 26, 6a2
L EBANON 97, 144 16,240 "] (] @ ('] @ ] 8 2,983 76,367
LEXINGTON ) 1,924 0 9 2 (] "] 0 e i 1,524
LINCOLN CITY 45,215 60,175 @ Q Q @ '} 9 ? 1,812 186, 402
LONE ROCK @ 153 ) (] @ (] ("] 0 "} @ 133
LONG CREEK @ 4,237 @ Q @ 9 ) [} [} 984 5,221
LOSTINE 1,340 @ @ [ "} @ ) 0 .} ) 1,340
LOWELL @ 1,826 '} ] @ 9 ') (] (] @ 1,826
LYONS 4,680 552 [} ] "] ) 0 [} @ 333 5,583
MADRAS 3,20 11,744 0 Q @ 0 ] ) ) 143 15,138
MALIN 1,310 2n 1,854 [} '} e ) ] ) 18 3,633
MANIANITA @ 1,764 @ 9 @ (] @ 2 (] ] 1, Tok
MCHMINNVILLE @ ] ) 0 ) @ 0 29,014 2 ) 28,014
MEDFORD 92,886 23,99 3,9 @ @ ¢ 17,672 70,079 961 14,420 223,378
MERRILL. 6,935 )| 0 0 [} ) @ 8 [} 378 7,415
METOLIUS 943 2,062 ) Q @ 0 '] 9 [} 28 2, 584
MILL CITY 19,293 9,155 @ ] @ @ [} 8 (] 2,79 18,237
NILLERSBURG 8,099 3,359 ) ) e ) ) ) ) 617 12,076
MILTON FREEWATER [} "} ) 2 '] @ o 1,&e77 @ @ 1,677
MILWAKIE 198,178 1,317 [} 7,433 2,423 9 Q 2 0 32,47 239,719

MHLALLA 28,33 1,612 ] 2,013 184 [} 9 (] Q 4,050 36,17
MONMOUTH Q 0 Q ] @ ') @ 14,255 38a [ 14,63
MONROE 2,363 1,107 (] ) ) ) ) ) ) 29 3,499
MORD 3, 434 "] Q 0 [} Q '} ') @ ] 3, b34



TABLE II-B.1

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY QWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE
R11 Cities
{Dollars Per Year)

Utility City Cwned, City
Owned and Maintained Utility Maintained Owred and Maintained  finnual Total
Pole Experditure
City W HPSY  Other i HPSV  Other w HPSV  (Other  Charge by City
MT. ANGEL 13,991 2,251 ] ] ) 9 ) ) @ 583 16,825
MT. VERNON ) 5,354 e 0 ] @ ) ) ) 1,230 6,304
MYRTLE CREEX 7,873 9,969 ] ) ) 9 e ) ) 628 18, 463
MYRTLE POINT 14,498 15,741 @ ) 0 0 ) e @ 66 39,298
NEHALEM e 5,968 ) 0 e ) 0 @ ) ] 5,968
NEWBERG 44,792 2,574 ¢ 18,258 2,934 Q 214 ) 2 10,687 79,439
NEWPORT 9 68,9%9 9 . ) ) ) @ @ b, 461 75,43
NORTH BEND 33,923 42,165 ) 0 ) 0 [ 0 ) 2,175 78, 263
NORTH PLAINS 5,388 373 ) e 2 ] @ @ @ 124 5,886
NORTH POMDER e 4,362 ) e ] ) @ @ ) 984 5, 346
NYSSA 2,709 12,8% ) @ 2 2 9 [ [ NA 14, 766
ORKLAND 2,951 2,443 0 ) 2 ) @ @ ) 211 9,686
OAKRIDGE 29,936 0 9 @ @ 0 9 ) @ 680 39,6i6
ONTARIO 5,637 41,183 @ @ 767 0 @ ) i KA 47,327
“REGON CITY 101,886 11,0897 9 3,163 1,256 ) 1,162 @ 13,378 131,893
ENDLETON 54,780 51,403 1,335 963 0 ] ] 9 @ 3,889 111,969
PHILOMATH 3,267 9,621 4,457 @ ) 9 @ @ a 145 17,49
PHOENIX 3,963 7,493 139 e ] 0 ] @ ) 284 11,873
PILDT ROCK 12, 481 1,170 75 @ ) ) 9 @ ) 529 14,175
PORTLAND 1,561 e @ 858,96 1,298,249 0 149,760 147,634 25,059 235,446 2,716,674
POWERS 3,183 3,867 e @ @ ) 9 @ ) 20 7,269
PRAIRIE CITY 8 4,610 e ) e 2 @ ') 9 1,858 5,668
PRESCOTY 1,874 13 9 @ ) 0 9 9 @ 3 2,999
PRINEVILLE 15,111 24,171 @ @ ] 8 @ @ ) 37 39,6089
RAINIER 12,978 434 9 ) 239 ) 9 9 ) 384 14,046
REDMOND# 17,032 28,828 5,376 @ 0 e ) 0 2 2,181 53,409
REEDSPORT 8 27,93 ) @ 166 ) @ @ Q 3,887 31,165
RICHLAND 88 1,315 ) ) 0 (] ) @ ] MA 1,3%
RIDDLE 3,937 4,273 ) ) 2 Q 9 @ ) 310 8,520
ROCKAWAY 0 16,35 ) ) ) 0 0 @ 2 e 16,356
ROGUE RIVER 8,830 a79 135 ) e 0 0 @ 0 652 10,49
ROSEBURS 75,344 36,649 ¢ ) ] ) ) @ 0 5,163 117,158
SALEM 278,423 154,568 @ 33,929 64,39 2 274 &2 o 97,345 628, 941
SANDY 19,609 3,735 ] 5,687 1,566 ) @ @ ) 2,251 32, 766
SCAPPOOSE 29,939 2,965 ] @ ] 0 @ 9 ') 5,29 37,719
5C10 e 6,906 @ @ ] @ ) 9 0 ] 6,506
SCOTTS MILL 2 1,635 @ 9 e ) @ 9 ) 62 1,757
SEASIDE 6,300 49,441 182 e Q ) ) 115 ) 537 47,593
SENECA 1,418 183 ] [ 9 ? ) 9 e 25 1,546
ADY COVE 1,659 428 8 0 ) [ 0 8 0 &4 2,111
ERTDAN 16, 648 2,089 8 359 ? 0 @ e 143 383 19,625
SHERWOOD 8,215 4,727 o 4,097 783 ) @ ] 2 1,262 19,065
SILETZ ) 4,837 9 2 2 9 ] 2 @ 1,159 5, 987



TABLE II-B.1

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY OWNERSHIP AND LIGHT TYPE

A1l Cities
(Dollars Per Year)

Utility City Owned, City

Owned and Maintained Wtility Maintained Owned and Maintaired  Annual Total

Pole Expenditure

City w HPSV  Other ) HPSY  (Other w HPSV  Other  Charge by City
SILVERTON 31,7 &, 408 0 ) ] 0 0 ] 1,421 39,613
SISTERS NA NR NA N NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
SPRINGFIELD @ [} [} kL3 @ 38,378 @ e @ e 99,349
STANFIELD 8,546 3,108 ] ) ] ] 2 ] () 666 12,329
STAYTON 28, 196 ) 0 9 '] 0 (] e ) 2,635 38,741
ST. HELENS 599, 168 4,524 0 288 323 337 clé ] 210 3,746 68,829
ST. PAWL 4,583 Je2 0 ) ) ) () ] ) 31 4,916
SUBLINITY 6,967 3,876 ) ) ) ) ] 0 ) 509 16,953
SIMMERVILLE ) 1,343 ] Q ) 9 ? ] ) 3c0 1,663
SUMPTER ] 2,176 ] ] ? ] 0 ] ) 517 2,684
SUTHERLIN 38,013 5, 254 @ Q ) ] ¢ ) ) 1,712 36,981
SWEET HOME 29,541 25,236 0 ) ) ) ¢ ) ) 1,439 56,216
TALENT 6,382 3,719 ) @ ¢ 9 9 ] 3 487 10,968
THE DALLES 11,885 88,776 Q @ ? @ ) e ) ) 99, 841
TIGARD 42,785 24,785 % 11,750 1,069 Q ? ) 9 12,99 93,319
TILLAMOOK @ 27,549 L} Q ) @ @ ) @ @ 27, 4
TOLEDO @ 41,980 0 ) 0 ¢ @ @ 6,510 48, 4%
TUALATIN 21,719 1,997 0 44,583 18,391 6,071 ? ) ) 9,497 94, 259
TURNER 9,415 453 ) @ ) ) 9 @ @ §,721 11,589
UMATILLA 18,785 1,636 8 ) ) ) 0 ) 2 1,318 21,658
UNION 3,194 4,611 0 Q ) Q 9 @ @ 1,033 4,835
INITY ) 681 0 Q ) ) ) ) 9 NA 681
WALE 2,79 10,579 0 562 ) @ 9 ] . NA 13,851
VENETA 2,619 3, 341 ) ) ) ) ) ) ] 7,968
WALDPORT Q@ 19,99 0 Q ) ) ] ) ) 1,89 12,959
WALLOWA 5,640 e ] @ 2 ) 0 ) @ ) 9, 648
WARRENTON 5,2% 2,649 9,387 0 ) @ 9 225 @ 325 18,481
WASCO 335 0 ) ] ) ) ] ) ? 2h 361
WATERLOD 1,609 27 (] ] ) ) Q 9 ] 79 1,915
WEST LINN 9,065 21,130 9 21k 2,319 @ ) ) 23,481 145,231
WESTON 6, 481 1,152 ? ] Q ] ¢ ) ) 125 7,798
WHEELER 0 4,152 ? 0 ) 9 9 ] ) ) 4,152
WILLAMINA 16,497 354 a 647 110 ] ¢ 0 e 725 18,333
WILSONVILLE 13,060 16,501 9 6,620 2,471 9 0 228 9 28,598 67,379
WINSTON 6,874 6,926 2 1,375 ) ¢ 1,359 ) ) 326 16,868
WOOD VILLAGE 10,787 2,238 2 ? 0 9 ) ] e 1,734 14,768
WOODBURN 63,713 18,963 0 ] @ ) ) ) ¢ 13,483 88,159
YACHATS 9 3,249 ) ] ) @ (] ) ) 174 5, 423
YAMHILL 6, 565 ) (] 0 ) () ¢ ] ) 155 6, 7¢@
TOTAL 3,508,779 1,999,241 97,269 1,249,205 1,479,147 105,048 209,756 437,746 35,900 1,026,526 19,159,68.

Note: NA irdicates not available.



TRBLE 1I-B.2

ARNURL STREETLIBHT EXPENDITUKE BY LIBHT TYPE

All Cities

Mercury Vapor HPSV Other Pole Charges
Total
City $ X $ % $ % $ % Dollars
RDAIR $3,633 109, 8% L 1) 0.0% $9 2.0 $0 2. 0% $3,633
ADARS 2,178 87.1% 158 6. 3% ] 0.0% 163 6.6% 2,300
ADRIAN 9 8. 9% 3 198. 0% ? 0.9% NA KA RS
QLBANY 206, 896 &4.6% 183,663 32. 4% @ 2,02 9, 662 3.0% 329,222
AMITY 8,492 78.7% 923 8.6% a @, 8% 1,374 i2. 7% 10,791
RALINGTON 2,488 33.6% 4,883 66. 9% ? 0.0% 25 0. 34 7,3%
RSHLAND 181 1.1% 15,583 9. 7% 349 2.1% ) 2.8% 16,109
ASTORIA 5@, 272 53.6% 28,728 30.61 4,858 S.2% 3, 886 10, 5% 93,746
ATHENA 19,978 87.14 1,351 18, 7% ? 2. 274 2.2% 12,594
AUMSVILLE 10,239 6. 4% 835 7.0% 2 ) 778 £.6% 11,852
AURCRA 6,812 B9. 4% 622 8,21 ? 0. 0% 186 2. 4% 7,613
BRKER 5,874 21.8x 22,192 79. &% ? Q.01 B 8. 28, 825
BANDON 15,012 17.ex 4,473 23.04 2 2.0% 2 . 19,465
BANKS 9,625 93.2% () 2.9 0 0. 0% 409 6. 8% 6,834
BARLOW 1,561 102. 8% ? 2.0% 9 0. 9% ? g0 1,361
AY CITY 2 2.8% 12,380 100, &2 2 9. 01 & 9. 9% 12, 330
SEAVERTON 171,047 47.5% 63,956 18, 3% ? %.0% 123,340 34.2% 368,343
BEND® 533,730 43.8% 49,211 32.2% 23,988 23.2% 2,851 1.6% 125,012
BONANIA 2,764 78.2% Tie 21.8% 2 2.1 @ '} ) 3,924
BROWNSVILLE 4,618 48.9% 3,661 38,91 1,835 i1, 113 1.2% 9,419
BURNS 2 e, 0% 5,568 83.4% 8,01 1,197 16.6% 6,675
BUTTE FRLLS 2,932 90.9% 237 7.3% 2 0.0% 73 Z. 2% 3,241
CANEY 2 9. 0% 13,589 100.8% 2 2.0 ? ?, &% 13,589
CANNON BERCH 4,93 36. 1% 3,716 27.3% 4,728 34.2% 341 2.5% 13,841
CANYON CITY 3,191 3h. 4% 4,59 52, 4% Q 2.0% 984 11.2% 8,768
CANYONVILLE 3y 361 72, &% 2,808 7. 1% @ 2.0x% 42 2.9% 7,403
CRRLTON 11,774 97.5% {18 1.ex% @ 2.0% 188 [.5% te,878
CAVE JUNCTION 2,782 90.3% 897 9.7% 0 .o @ oo 3.879
CENTRAL POINT 38,931 47, 3% 1,342 3.84 1,749 4.9% 1,394 3.9 39,414
CHILORUIN 8, 343 91.0% 182 .94 ? 0.0x% 668 T.1% 9,3%
CLATSKANIE 4, 643 99. 1% 41 2.9% 3 2.0% a 2.0% 4,686
COBURG 6,573 80, 8% 1,412 17. 4% 9 2.0 147 1.8% 8,133
COLUMBIA CITY 5,795 98. 4% 443 6. 9% 42 8. 7% 127 2.2% b, 498
CONDON 9 8.x 6,268 109, ¢ 9 0.0x% 9 8. ex 6,288
Coas BRy 29,351 38.2% 66,991 68,32 2 0. 0% 1,39 1.6% 97,981
CORUILLE 19,851 48, 3% o9, 327 50, gt 2 2.0x 693 .74 41,071
CORNEL IUS 24,519 78.9% 1,113 3.6% 2 3. 0x 0y 442 17.5% 31,065
CORVALLIS 102,497 43. 34 127,719 4, 0% 0 a.e% 6,520 z.68% 236,736
COTTAGE GROVE 36,116 72.0% i@, 272 23.5% 2 2, 8% 3, 764 7.5% 90, 151
rave 1,300 33, 9% 2, a87 53. 8% ? 2.ex 492 12.7% 3,879
ESWELL 8,532 15.2% 2,364 22.6% b 2,04 249 2.2% 11,365
iLLAS 33,615 78. 6% 8,498 16.9% 0 0.0 2,383 4.5% 92, 416
DRYTON 9, 4h 9. 1% 436 4, 4% 44 0, 4% 387 3. 1% 3,934



TABLE 11-B.2

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYPE

All Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other Pole Charges

Total
City $ % ] % $ % $ % Dollars
DAYWILLE 2 8.0% 2,936 B1.6% 3 2.0% 664 18. 4% 3,602
DEPOE BAY 0 8.0% 9, 554 97.6% ) 8.0% 137 2. 4% 5.69@
DETRGIT 6, 854 109, 8% 2 a.2% 8 3,8x 4 2.8x 6,854
DONALD 3,415 96. 5% ] 8. 9% ? B.2x% 124 3.5% 3,538
DUFUR 175 2.84 6,177 97.2% e 8, 8% 2 8.0% 6,352
DUNDEE 6,761 66, 3% 2,338 23.04 2 0. 8% 1,865 18,9% 19, 164
DUNES CITY 2 d,6x 5,670 9. ) 2, 0% 58 l.ex 5,728
DURHAM 5,916 87.3% 415 6.6% 8 8. ex 384 6.1% &, 315
EABLE POINT 14,883 73.9% 4,326 21,54 8 2. 0% 328 4.6% 20, 138
FCHO 6,813 87.2x% 538 7.74 ] R 332 5.1% 6,897
ELBIN 9 8.ax 14,653 Bi.2% 2 8. ax 3,393 18.8% 18,950
ENTERPRISE 7,957 a2, bx 7,903 46, 3% 2 8.0 184 8.7% 15, 866
ESTARCADA 13,874 81.3x% 2,282 13.74 e 3.0 803 5.0% 16, 061
EUGENE 2 2.0% 69, 974 9.7TE . 6,332 8.3% 2 (N 76,386
FRIRVIEW 9,45 81.1% 1,911 16. 4% 9 ., &% 29 2.6% 11,665
FALLS CITY 3,988 9.9 293 6. 8% 8 2.0 1 2. 3% 4,293
FLORENCE ? 3, 9% 26, 740 93.2x e 8. 1,964 6. 8% 28, Té4
FOREST GROVE 64 8.4% 17,276 99, 6% e o 2 p.ax i7, 340
FOSSIL 9 9, 0% 3,600 160, 0% @ a.8x 2 9,8% 3,6¢a
GARIBALDT 2 8. ox 6, 756 189, &% ] @, % ) 2. 6% 6.736
GASTON 4,816 96. 2% 143 2.9% ) 0, 0% 45 .9 5, 087
GATES 1,256 29.9% 2,871 68, 3% 2 2. 0x 79 1,9% 4,207
BEARHART 3,535 40,74 1,668 19.2% 3,218 37.0% 27¢ 3, 1% 8,891
GERVAIS 5, 366 76, %% 1,397 0.0t 9 8,8x 217 3.1% 6,980
GLADSTONE 23,601 78.5% 4,967 13.2% 72 8. 2% 3,056 4.1% 37,697
BLENDALE 2,848 36. 5% 533 6.8% 4,189 33.74 e24 2. 9% 7,794
GOLD HILL 6,19 1@, % 2 8.1 ? g.8x 2 8. 0% 6, 15@
GRANTS PASS 112,717 86. 2% 7,878 6. ox 8 @, 0% 19,252 7.8% 139,997
GRASS VALLEY 2,8% 12d, 8% ) 2. 92 2 .0 e d.01 2,09
BRESHAM 203,778 £3.1% 38, 894 17.8x% ] 2. 0% &2,289 19.1% 326,162
HAINES 118 3.4% 952 27.3% 2,217 £3. 6% 197 5.6% 3, 464
HALFWAY 837 2. 8% 2,421 79.¢2% e 0.0 NA N 3,858
HALSEY 578 7.6% 2, 42 26.8% 4,899 £5. 5% i 3. 2% 7,482
HAMMOND 2,429 52. 0% 351 7.5% 1,716 36. 8% 172 3. 7% 4, bha
HARRISBURG 10, 184 7.9 2,511 19.2% 38 9, 3% 345 2. b% 13,378
HELIX 1,675 97.7% 2 0. 0x e 0. &% 4 2.3% 1,715
HEPPNER 2 a.0x% 8, 442 100, 2% 3 9, 8% 2 a.ax% 8,442
HERMISTON 38, 390 69, 8% 19,022 3. ;% ] @. 0% 574 1. 1% 49,967
HILLSBORO 172, 384 S1.8% 41,882 12,2x% 2 0.8% 124,552 36.6% 338,019
HINES 2 0. 2% 8, 825 8i.2x é 2. 8% 2,042 18.8% 13,847
HOOD RIVER 5,331 48, 7% 7,835 33.7% 352 2. 7% 383 3.04 13,188
HUBEARD 13,304 81.e% 912 5.6% 2 8, 0% 2,285 13, 4% 16,420
HUNTINGTON 356 18, 4% 4,230 81, 6% 0 8,0x M ] 5. 187



TRBLE II-B.2

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIBHT TYPE

All Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSY Other Pole Charges

Total

City $ ] $ ] $ X $ x Dollars
1DANHR 2,97 100, 0% ) o.0% e 0,92 @ 2,01 2,967
IMBLER 1,418 49,5% 1,200 4.9 2 8. ex 2h6 8.6% 2,865
INDEPENDENCE 19, 124 79.9% 1,411 5.9 §,497 b. % 2,07 8.4% 24, 349
10NE ] .07 2,130 100, &x @ 8, 0% @ 8,0% 2,130
ISLAND CITY 2,6ed 95.5% 1,695 36. 1% ] 9.0% 3% 8. 4% 4,689
JRCKSONVILLE 2,043 18.1% 9, 087 79, 8% 158 1.4% 13 0. 6% 11,268
JEFFERSON 6,198 78.9% 1,498 19, 1% ) 2, ex 158 2.0 7,855
JOHN DAY 6,028 34, 8% 9,373 54, 0% ? 0. 0% 1,943 11.2% 17,345
JOHNSON CITY 1,863 108, 8% @ ax 8 a, 0% 2 8. 0% 1,863
JORDAN VAL 398 g3.2% 1,322 76.8% ) 8.0t NA NA 1,721
JOSEPH 3,192 109, 8% 9 ?.6% Q 0.0% 2 8. 2% 3,192
JUNCTIDN CITY 21,184 84, 4% 3,470 13.84 9 0.0 434 1.8% 23,108
KEIZER 4, 441 9.6% 31,554 68, ex 9 8.1 19,432 22.9% 46,428
“ING CITY 1,732 75.3% 73 3.2t 389 13.44 186 8.1% 2,299
LAMATH FALLS 58,032 56, 8% 28, e2a 27.ex 12,605 12.2% 4,983 §,8% 103,623
LAFAYETTE 11,022 89,22 23 1.9 2 @,2% 1,878 B.7% 12,359
LAGRANDE 13,711 18.8% 48, 363 66. 3% ) d.0% 19,824 14,8% 72,898
LAKE DSWEGD 159, 594 76, 6% 24,933 12.0% 0 0.0% 23,831 11,42 208,357
LAKESIDE 2 8,0 9,797 99,41 ) 8, 0x 39 8.6% 9,456
LAKEVIEW 12,899 49,6% 11,292 43, 4% 2 0.0% 1,811 7.0% 26, 922
LEBANON 37, 144 74.8% 16,240 21.3% ? a1 2,983 3.9% 76,367
LEXINGTON a 0. 0% 1,524 190, 0% 8 0, 0% 8 .04 1,324
LINCOLN CITY 45,215 42,5% 69,173 O6. b% 2 8.2x 1,812 1.0% 195,482
LONE ROCK a 0. 0% 153 108, 0% ) 0.2x 2 0.0% 153
LONG CREEK @ 2.0% 4,237 al.2% ? a.8x 984 18.8% 5,221
LOSTINE 1, 348 108, 2 2 0.61 0 0. 0% ? 9.0% 1,340
LOWELL 2 2.0x 1,826 189, % 'R 2. 0x 2 0. 0% 1,826
LYONS 4,680 83.51 352 9,9% ) e.ex 333 6.3% 9,583
MADRAS 3,250 21.9% 11,744 77.6% ] 8. 0% 143 B.9% 15,138
MALIN 1,910 41.3% et 7. 4% 1,854 S8. 8% 18 0.5x 3,633
MANZANITA a a.02 7,764 169, 0% ) 9, 8x 8 8.0% 1,764
MCMINNVILLE ) 8.0 20,814 109. 01 @ 0. 0% ) 0. 0% 2,014
FEDFORD 119,476 49.5% 94,819 42. 1% 4, 461 2.8x 14,420 6,94 223,378
MERRILL 6,955 93.8% 9a 1.2% 0 0. ox 3R 2.0 7,415
WETOLIUS 5e3 19. 4% 2, 862 79.8% ) 9.8x 28 a.8% 2,584
MILL CITY 10,293 56. 4% 5,155 28.3% e 2.2 2,730 15.3% 18,237
WILLERSBURG 8,999 67.1% 3,359 27.8% ? 8.ex 617 S.1% 12,876
MILTON FREEWATER @ 0.0% 7,677 109.8% ) .ot 2 0. 1,677
"LWAUKIE 197,611 82.4% 3,741 4,1% ) 8. 0% 32,427 13.5% 239,719
BLALLA 30, 344 83.81 1,79 5. 0% @ a.0% 4, 058 11,24 36,190
MONMOUTH 2 2.8 14,235 97.4% 380 2.6% 2 2. 14,635
YONROE 2,363 67.5% 1,197 31.6% @ 2.0 29 8, 6% 3,499
MORO 3,434 180.0% ? 2.3 9 0. 0% .} a.9x 3, 434



TRBLE II-B.2

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY LIGHT TYPE

fAll Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other Pole Charges

Total
City $ X $ X $ % ] % Dollars
MT. ANGEL 13,951 83.2% 2,251 13. 4% a 0.8x 543 3.5% 16,825
MT. VERNON ¢ 8. 0% 9, 394 81.3% 0 8.0% 1,238 18.7% )
MYRTLE CREEX 7,873 42,6% 9, 959 o4, L ? 0.0% 520 341 18,463
MYRTLE POINT 14,459 47,6% 15,781 Se. e ] 0.0 &6 0.2% 34,298
NEHALEM 2 @, ax 3,968 1. 8% ? 8. 0 a.0x 3, 068
NEWBERG 63,264 79.6% 3,508 6. 9% 2 0.0% 19,687 13. 4% 79,439
NEWPORT ) d.0x 68,969 9. 4% é 0.0x 6, 461 8.6% 15,430
NCRTH BEND 33,923 43,31 42, 165 93. 9% [ 2.0% 2,173 2.8% 78,263
NORTH PLRINS 5, 388 91.5% kY 4] 6. 4% 2 0. 0% 124 2. 1% 5,866
NORTH POWDER @ 8,01 4, 362 B1.6X @ 0. 6% 984 18. 4% 5,346
NYSSA 2,709 18.3% 12,097 81,74 2 0, 0% NA NA 14,766
{AKLAND 2,931 52.7% 2,443 43, 6% ? o.0x% 211 3.8% 5,686
ORXRIDGE 29,936 97.6% 2 0. 0% 3 a.0% 660 2.2% 9,616
ONTRRID S, 657 11.9% 41,870 88. 1% ] 0.0% NA NA 47,527
OREGON CITY 185, 899 9. 7% 13,425 19, 2% e 3,01 13,370 10.1% 131,893
PENDLETON 35, 342 49, 4% 51,403 45. 9% 1,335 .2% 3,889 3.5 114,969
PHILOMATH 3,267 18.7% 9,621 o9, 0% 4,457 23. 3% 143 3.8% 17,499
PHOENIX 3,963 33.4% 7,493 63. 1% 135 L.1% 284 2. 4% 14,875
PILOT ROCK 12, 481 87.5% 1,179 8.3 75 8,5% 529 3.7 14,175
POATLAND 1,019,287 37.2% 1,445,883 33.2% 25,059 0.9% 235,446 8.7% 2,716,674
POMERS 3,183 435. 0% 3,867 34, 7% 8 a.0x 20 8.3% 7,269
ARAIRIE CITY 2 0.0 4,618 81.3% a 8. 1,658 18. 7% 5,668
PRESCOTT 1,874 89.3% 132 6, 3% @ s 93 4. 4% 2,299
PRINEVILLE 15, 111 38.24 24,171 61.0% 2 8. 327 8.6 39,529
RAINIER 12,978 2. 4% 683 4,91 ? 1N 384 2, 7% 14, 348
REDMONDS 17,032 3.9 28,828 Sh. 0% 5,376 18. 1% 2,181 4, 1% 33, 499
REEDSPORT ) a.0% . 28,098 g0.2% 9. 3.9% 3,067 3.6% 31,169
RICHLAND be S. 74 1,315 94,31 2 2.01 M NA 1,3%
RIDDLE 3,937 &b, 2% 4,273 o0, 21 ) 8.9% 318 3.6% 8,520
ROCHAWAY 8 0.0% 16, 336 100, 0% o 0.0% '] 0.2x 16,356
RORUE RIVER 8,838 84. 1% a7 8,4% 133 1.3% 652 6.2% 19, 436
R0ScBURE 75, 344 &4.31 36,649 31,34 o 2, 0% 5, 163 4,4% 117,158
SRLEM 312,626 49.74 218,969 34, 8% 9 0.8% 97,345 15.5% 628,941 .
SANDY 25,215 77.0% 5,381 16. 2% (] é.o% 2,231 6. 9% 32,766
SCAPPOOSE 29,939 79.2% 2,963 6.0% ] 2.9% 9,293 14,0% 37,799
5C10 @ .5 6, 306 180, 0% @ 0. [} 8. % 6,526
SCOTTS MILL ? 8.:x 1,695 96. 5% e a.ex 62 3.3% 1. 797
SEASIDE 6,320 13.3% 48,556 85.2% 182 0.4% 837 1.1% 47,995
SENECA 1,418 91. 7% 103 6. 7% 2 2.0x 2 1.6% 1,546
SHADY COVE 1,639 78.6% 408 19.3% 8 @, % b 2.1% 2,18
SHERIDAN 17,297 86. 7% 2,089 18,64 145 (¢ 383 2. 8% 19,625
SHERWOOD 12,312 £4.6% 5,510 28. 9% ? f.o% 1,242 6.5% 19,965
SILETZ [ 8.0% 4,837 88. 8% 2 8.0x 1,158 19.2% 5,387



TRBLE 11-B.2
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ail Cities
Mercury Vapor HPSV Other Pole Charges

Total
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SILVERTGN 31,792 6@, 3% 6, 408 16.2% '] dox 1,421 3.6% 42,613

S1STERS NA NAR NA NA NA NR NA NA NA
SPRINGFIELD m 8.8% 2 e.0% 98,578 99.2% 8 Q. &% 93,343
STRNFIELD 8,546 £9. 4% 3,108 5. 2% ] 2.2 686 So4% 12,328
STRYTOGN 28, 186 91, 4% ? 2. %% ? @, 8% 2,633 8.6% 32,741
§T. HELENS 59,678 86.7% 4, 846 7.0% 567 0. 8% 3,746 S. 4% £4,829
ST. PAUL 4,583 93.2% 302 6.1% 2 0.0% 31 8.6% 4,3ik
SUBLIMITY 6,367 68, 2% 3,876 33, 4% (" Q.02 S 4,74 19,953
SUMMERVILLE 2 2. 0% 1,343 80,8% ? 2. 8% 329 19.2% 1,663
SUMPTER @ 2.0% 2,178 82,84 2 9, 217 19.2% 2,686
SUTHERLIN 39,015 81.2x% 5,254 14.2% 2 Q2% 1,712 4,6% 36,981
SWEET HOME 29,541 52.9% 23,236 h, 3% 2 2.0% 1,439 2. 6% 35,710
TRLENY 6,382 69, 4% 3,719 35.2% ? &, 0% 467 &4, 4% 13,368
THE DALLES 14,085 11.1% 88,776 88, 9% e a,0% ] 8. % 93,861
1GARD 54,479 58, 4% 25,854 27. 74 d d.% 12,598 13.9% 33,313
TILLAMOOK @ 2.0% 27,340 100. ¢ [ a.ex 2 0. 8% 21,548
TOLEDG 2 . 41,988 86.6% ? ) 6,319 i3, 4% 48, 456
TURLATIN b6, 383 70, 3% ig,388 13. 1% 5,871 5. 4% 9,437 13, 1% 94,253
TURNER 9, 415 Bl.2% 433 3.9% 8 2.% 1,721 14, 6% 11,969
LMATILLA 18,703 B6. 4% 1,636 7.6% @ 9.2% 1,318 & 1% ¢1.658
UNION 3,191 36. 14 4,611 92.2% P 2,0% 1,833 11, 7% 8,853
UNITY 2 0.0% £81 100, 9% 2 o, 2% NA A 581
VALE 3,271 23.6% 19,5719 76. 4% @ 0.9% NA NA 13,831
VENETA 2,619 32. 9% 5,341 67.1% 8 0,84 2 2. 2% 7,968
WALDPORT 2 2,0% 19, 369 91.2% 2 0. 2% 1,899 3. 9% 12,059
WALLOWA 3,640 100, 0% @ 8. 0% @ 8.0% ) 8, 0% 3,648
WARRENTON 3,29 28,74 2,873 15, 5% 9,987  T4.0% 35 1,6% 18, 481
#ASCO 335 92. 7% '] 2.4 2 8. % 2h 7.3% 36!
WATERLOO 1,609 84, % 227 11,8% @ 3, 8% 7 4, 1% 1,315
WeST LINN 98,281 67.7% 23,469 16.2% @ 0.8% 23, 481 16.2% 143,231
WESTON 6,481 83.5% 1,152 14, 8% 2 2.4 1£3 1.6% 1,758
WHEELER 0 2.0% 4,152 190, &t ' 9. 0% 2 2.8% 4,152
WILLAMINA 17, 144 93.34 464 2,08 2 0.8% 723 4,0% 18,333
WILSONVILLE 19,640 29, 1% 19,308 ¢8.6% 2 2.2 28,598 42, 3% 67,379
WINSTON 9,609 7. 6,926 §1.1% 3 0,0% 326 1.9% 16,860
#00D VILLAGE 19,787 73, 1% 2,238 15.2¢ 2 @ 1,734 1.7 14,769

WOCDBURN 63,713 72.3% 19,93 12. 4% 2 @, 0% 13,483 153. 3% 68, 1S
YACAATS i o.ex 5,249 96. Bx 2 2. 0% 174 Z.o% 5, 423
VOMKILL 6,965 97.7% @ a.e% 3 0. 0% 155 2. 3% &, 7¢0
TOTAL $4, 958, 748 43,684 42,336,133 38,74 238,209 2.3% $1,826,526 18, 12418, 123, 667

Note: NA indicates not available.
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ADAIR

ROAKS

ADRIAN
ALBANY

paITY
RRLINGTON
ASHLAND
ASTCRIA
STHENR
AUMSVILLE
AURORA
BRKER

EANDCN
BANKS

BARLOW

BAY CITY
BEAVERTON
BEND+
EONANZA
BROWNSVILLE
2LIRNS

BUTTE FALLS
CANBY

CANNDN BEACH
CANYCY C17Y
CANYONVILLE
CRRLTON
CAVE JUNCTIGN
CENTRAL POINT
CHILOBUIN
CLATSHANIE
COBURG
COLUMBIA CITY
CONDEN

CCCS bAY
COQUILLE
CORNELTIS
CORVALLIS
CTTAGE GROVE
COVE
CRESWELL
DALLAS
DAYTDN
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Ali Cities
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and Maintaired Litility Maintained and Maintained Pole Charoes
Total
$ % $ ) $ ] $ * Dollars
3,633 180, 0 @ .84 2 2,84 @ @. 6% 3,633
2,335 93. 4% ] 8. 6x 8 8. &% 165 6. b% 2, 5ed
95 109, 0% 8 2.8 ? 0.4 NA NAR 505
305, 074 95.3% 5,371 1.7 115 2. &x 9,662 3. 0% 3cR, 222
9,418 87.3% " 0. 0% 2 8.0t 1,374 12,74 1@, 791
7,311 99. 7% 3 2,ex% d 3.0 23 8, 3% 7,396
9 8. ex 2 g.6%  ib,189 180,02 8 8. 2% 16,189
71,485 82. 7 6,277 6. 7% 9% 9. 1% 9,468 18, 5% 93,746
12,321 97.8% ] 2.0 2 0.t 7L 224 12,394
11,974 93, &% 2 8,01 @ 8, &% 718 b. 6% 1,652
7,434 97.6% @ 2, 0% 8 2.0% 136 2. 4% 7,619
2 3, 0% ) fex 28,025 l1éd, 84 2 3. 8% 28,825
a 2. 2 8.e¢ 19,485 18, 82 2 @, 2% 19,443
5,623 93.2% 2 @, &x 2 8. ex 489 6. 8% &, 234
1,564 106, X 2 é. 01 ] 2.0% 3 2.0 1,551
19, 360 i¢0, 2% ) 2% 3 8.4 3 2. ¢4 12, 36
oes, 012 56. 9% 16, 112 4,3 15,879 4,4% 123,340 34, 2% 358, 343
122,531 98. 6% ] 0. 2% 418 @, 3% 2,861 f.0% L85, 1
3,534 120, 8% 2 2.4 ] g.ex ] Q. 2% Z. 534
9,396 98.8% ? Lm 2 2.0% 113 1,e% 2,413
35, 68 83.4% ] 0.0% 2 . 8% 1,97 16. 6% 8,875
3,168 97.8% ] a.0% 2 a.ot 73 2,24 3,341
@ @. & ] 2,2 13,589 190, 2% @ 8. o 13.539
13,499 97.54 3 8,84 3 2. &x 241 2. 5% 13,841
7,734 a8, 8% @ 8,04 @ 3,04 384 11.2% 8,7z8
7,369 99.5% 2 B, 6% & 2. &% 42 3,54 7,423
11,892 98.5% 2 2.0% 2 o.ex 188 ) ] 12,278
] 2.0% 2 8, 8% 3,879 169, 6% 2 3, {4 3,679
32,335 91.3% 2 2,2% 1.685 4,8% 1,334 3.9 35,44
8,727 92. %% 2 2,04 2 2. &% 563 7% 3, 3%
2 2.0% ] B.2x% 4,686 190,38 ? 284 4,638
7,966 98.2% @ @, 8% e 2. 8% 147 1.8% 8,133
@ 2. o 6,281 9a.0% @ g.ox 127 Z. 01 &, 428
6,268 0@, 8% L. 8, 8x 2 2.8x 2 0.0% 6,268
78,716 84, 3% @ g.ex  17.73% 18.1% 1,929 LA 97,984
49,378 98. 31 2 8.2% 2 2. 8% 693 1.7% 41,871
16. 867 o4, 3% 8,756 2a.¢4 2 2. Gy 442 17.8 31,063
228, 429 96. 5% ] 2.8% 1,796 3. 8% &, 529 2. 8% 23b. 736
46,387 82, 5% a 0.8 2 2.02 3,704 7.5% 0,158
3,387 87.3% 2 3. 8% ? 2.ex 43¢ 12, 7% 3,81
11,116 97.682 ¢ 8.4 ? 2,0% 249 E.E2R 11,2585
48,113 35, 4% 9 9, &% ) 2, o% 2,303 4,8% £0,4i6
8,726 87. 8% 863 8.7% 44 B.4% 327 3.1% 9,934



TeRLE I[-B.3

ANNUAL STREETLIGHT ZXPENDITURE BY CWNERSHIP TYPE

All Cities
Ltility Dwned Lity Owred, City Cared
and Maintained Ltility Maintained and Maintained Poie {harges

Total

City $ % $ % $ % § 4 deliars
DRYVILLE 2,936 8i.6% 3 .04 2 3, 664 18. 4% 3,608
DERFGE BAY 5,334 97.6% 2 2.2% 2 g.9% 137 2. 4% 3,696
DETROIT 5,854 10, 3% @ 8. @x @ 8. %% a 3. % 5,854
SONRLD 3,415 56.9% g g.0x 2 2.04 124 3.3% 3,538
DUFUR b, 352 10a. 8% 3 a.ax 2 2, &% 3 8.0% 6, 352
DUNDEE 8,739 86, 9% 359 3.5% 8 6.7 1,065 18 5% iF, 154
DUNES CITY 5,678 39,84 2 2.4 2 2. 0% 5 R ) 5,728
TURHAN 2,138 33,84 3,733 £0. 14 i g.ex 234 &% 8,215
ERGLE POINT 19,209 95,44 @ 8.@% 3 2.8% 928 4.6% 28, 138
=CHD 6,543 94,94 2 &.2% a g, 2% 358 g.1% &, 837
ELGIN 14,633 81.2% 2 3. 8% 3 a.a% 3,335 18. 5% 18,83
ENTERPRISE 14,361 93. 3% 2 .04 3 B.o% 125 2,74 13, %36
ESTACROA 15,276 S5. &% 3 2. 3 3.0% ] S.2% g, 281
FLGENE @ 2.ex% 2 2.9% 76,306 (82, 8% 2 g% 76, 386
, VIRVIEW 3,806 84, 14 1,361 i3, 4% 2 B.o% 293 2.6% 11,663
FALLS CITY 4,282 39, 7% 2 2.8x% [ 2.0% il &, 3% 4,293
FLORENCE 26, 742 33, 24 9 2.2 2 3,8 1,964 6. 5% 28, 764
SOREST GROVE @ Q. % [ 8.5 17,340 100, 2% 2 2, 0% 17,340
FOaSIL 3,663 109, &% 3 8.2% 2 8. 0% @ @, ax% 3,680
GARIBALDI 6,736 109, 4% 2 2. 84 2 2.0% ] 8. 2% 6,736
GASTON 4,962 99, 1% ) 8. 8x 2 0. ex 43 8.9% 3, 687
BATES 4,128 94. 1% ? p.ot e 2. Y| 1. 9% 4,297
GERRHART 8,421 96. 9% ) 8.0% 3 9. % 27 3. 1% 8,69:
GERVALS 6,763 96. 9% ) Q. 0% 2 8.0 217 3.1% 6,588
GLADSTONE 156 B8.4% 34, 2h2 99. 9% 2e2 3, 6% 3,356 B, 1% 37,697
GLENDALE 7,578 97. 1% e Bk ] 8.01 224 2. 9% 7,7%
BOLD HILL 6,199 108, 0% 8 0.8% ] 8. 8% @ 2,8% 6,150
BRANTS PASS 129,655 92. 2% ] 2.04 ] 8. &x 13,252 7.6% 138,907
GRASS VALLEY 2,094 10@, 9% (. 0. 8% ) 0% 2 0. 8% 2, 854
GRESHAM 06, 589 63.3% 57,084 17.6% 8 @, 0% 62,239 19. 1% 326, 162
HAINES 3,287 54, 4% 2 9, 0% 8 &. 2% 197 S.6% 3,484
HALFWAY 3,838 100, 0% e g.ex ] 9.6 NA NR 3,858
HALSEY 7,471 99. 8% ) 2. 8% a 2, % 11 8, 2% 7,462
HAMMOND 4,49 96. 3% ] . et 8 0. 0% 172 Jo 7% 4,658
HARRISBURG 12,733 37. 4% 3 2. 9% ] a.m 345 2.6% 13,078
HELIX 1,675 97.74 @ 'R ) 8 0.6% 48 2. 3% 1,718
HEPPNER g, 442 189.2% 2 2,24 2 8. 0% A 3.2x 8, 442
HERMISTON 49,393 8. 9% ¢ '] 8 e.0% St 1% 43,967
LTL1 SBORO 2eh, 321 Bi. 0% 7,146 2 1% 2 8.8% 124,982 36, 6% 338,19
NES 8,625 a1, % ) 2,04 2 2.2% 2, 04z 1a, 64 13,847
HOOD RIVER 12,329 34, 1% 393 3,04 @ a.e% 389 3. 6% 13,128
+.ZBARD 14,815 85.b% @ bk 2 B.¢x 2, 285 13. 84 16, 429
HUNTINGT 5,187 ieg.ex ] R ] 2 a.ex M ] 5,157



THBLE 1I-B.3

ANNUARL STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE BY JWNERSHIP TYPE
fill Cities

Utility Cwned City (Owned, City Owned
and Xaintaired Ltility Mairtained ang Mairtaineqg Fole Charges

Total
City $ % $ * 4 % $ % Isllarg
IDANHA &, 967 188, &% 2 g.0% 2 2.e% z o T 2,957
IMBLER 2,619 91, 4% (s 2.0% 2 .4 248 B.&% 2,885
INDEZENDENCE 22,0833 91.6% 2 2,e% ' 2.9 £y 817 8,44 Zhy 143
1ONE 2,138 8.9 2 2,24 2 & el [ &.2% 2,11
ISLAND CITY 4,295 91.6% ¢ 2.2% 2 2,04 3% 8. 4% 4, £83
JACKSONVILLE ti,ce8 99.4% 2 8. 2% 2 2. 0% 73 2.6% 11,28
JEFFERSON 7,6% 98. 24 8 B.2x i 2.0% 138 2. 0% 7,855
JORN DAY 13, 482 4. 84 2 .84 3 aum 5y 943 Li.aa 17,343
JUHNSON CITY 93 S.cx 72 3.9 1,693 90.94 & 2.7% PN
JCRDAN VAL 1,72 108, 2% 2 9, &% - @ 3.2% XA A L7
JUsEPH 3,19 108, % 2 @.ex 2 0. 8% 2 g.ex 3,492
JUNCTION CITY 24, 654 98. 2% @ 9, &% 3 224 ) LE% 25,143
KzI1ZzR 33,333 76, 1% be2 1. 4% e e.0d 18,432 22,54 45,424
KING CITY t,Be3 78.5% @ 2. 0% 309 13. 4% 186 B.i% 2,357
KLAMATH FALLS 13,417 78. 9% 6,792 B.E4 18,428 17, 5% 4,985 4, @4 122,883
LAFAYETTE 11,258 31, 1% 3 8. 3% 2 2.2% 1,378 8. T4 12, 352
LAGRANDE 62, 874 as. 2% 2 €. ex 2 g.ex 19,624 14,34 72,833
LRKE USWEGD 2,891 L4% 181,635 87.2% 0 &, 0% 23,831 Plobd 2e8, 357
LAKESIDE 9,737 93. 4% ¢ 2.6x 2 2,04 39 2,64 9. 858
LAKEVIEW 24, 191 23. 2% 2 3,04 2 8. 2% 1,811 T.e% g6, 242
LEBRANDN 73,384 96, 1% ? g.e1 d R ) 2,383 3.94 75,357
LEXINGTON 1,524 1@, ex 2 4, 0% 2 B.8% @ B4 Ly 52k
LINCELN CITY 135,339 99.@x e B, @4 2 d.ex 1,812 1.4 125,402
LONE REGCK 133 R A q a, 0% 2 0, 2% ¢ 8. 0% Lo
LONG CREZX 4,837 a1,2% 2 g.0x 2 2.9% 934 15.8% e
LOSTINE 1,34 138, 9% 3 2% 2 2. 2% 2 2,84 Lo S
LOWELL 1,626 108, 8 i €.t ¢ 2.1 ¢ 0. 2% 1, 825
LYONS 5,232 93.74 3 o 3 2. 0% 323 £, 34 S, 562
MapIAs 14,994 99, 1% 2 ¢. 0k 2 2.4 143 2.9% (5,133
YALIN 3,633 33.5% ] a.ex 3 ¢, 0% i8 A.5% 3,Bi3
YANIANITA 1,764 102, % 2 0. @4 i J. 84 2 2.24 7,764
MCMINNVILLE 2 2.0% [ 2.8 2%, U4 100, Tk 2 3. % et i
WEDFCRD 129,692 o4, 2% @ 8.64 88,323 39.5% 14,422 E.§ e2Z, 378
MERRILL 7,846 35.0% 2 2.0% 2 0,04 372 I, 04 7,425
METOLIUS 2, 5h4 99, 24 a ) ] B. 2% e 2,84 e
MILL CITY 15, 447 84,74 @ 2,.8x 2 e.ax g, 79 A ] 18,237
MiLLERSBURG 11,459 34, 9% 4 ] e .84 617 Sl 15,875
MILTON FREEWATER e 8.2x 2 0,84 1,677 190, 0% a 3.8% 7,577
HAILWALKIZ 197,493 B2. 44 9, 836 b,1% 2 2.4 ic, 427 13,5 35,779
MOLALLA 23,943 62.7% 2,.97 B. 1% 3 2,04 4,852 11,24 38, 15
MONMOUTH @ 8, 2 G.et 4,635 192, 84 ? 2.e% 14, £33
MONRDE 3,478 2. 2% ] e 2 &% £3 4 E% 3,452
MORD 3,434 182, ¢ 2 8. e% ' 2. B% B 2.2% 3,434
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TRELE I1[-&.3

ANNURL STREETLISHT EXPENDITURE BY OWNERSKIP TYPE

fll Cities
Utility Owned City Durec, City Cuned
and Maintained Utility Maintained ang MaintaireZ vole Charpas

Tohal
City $ % $ % $ % $ % Do lars
SILVERTON 38,192 96. 4% ] 8. 0% i 2.0 1,621 KR 33,513
SISTERS NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA AR
SPRINGFIELD 2 d.0% 99, 349 180.@% 2 Q. B4 & 2. 2% 93, 33
STANFIELD 11,654 94.6% @ Lo ¥ 2.8% 866 . 4% 12,38
STAYTON £8, 186 9.4 2 2.2% @ 2. 2,635 B.6% 38,7414
ST. HELENS 63,692 92.5% 967 1.4% 424 2.6% 3, 746 5. 4% 68, 629
ST. PAUL 4,885 99. 4% 8 2.90% "] 6.2 i 2.4 4,915
SUBLINITY 10,443 95, 3% . 2. 2 3.0 283 4.7% 16,353
SUMMERVILLE 1,343 8@. 8% @ a.ex 2 2.0% 322 i9.2% 1,883
SUMPTER 2,178 8@, 8% 2 2.0x 2 a.e% 53i7 19, 2% 2,8t
BUTHERLIN 33, 269 95. 4% @ 2. 2% i 2. 0% 1,7ie 4, 6% 36,931
SWEET HOME o4, 777 97. 4% @ 8. " 2.0% 1,433 2.6% £6, 218
TALENT 123,101 95.6% 2 2.2% Z B. 2% 467 4, 4% 19,558
THE DALLES 99,861 108, 8% 8 .02 @ 2. 9% ! Q.4 33, 86i
TIGARD 67,318 72.3% 1e,819 13.7% 2 2.2% 12,399 13. 9% 93,31
TILLAMOOK 27,548 109, &% d d2.ex 2 2. 8% @ 2. 6% 27, 54l
TOLEDO 41,980 B6. 6% (] 2.0% ] e.ex yol@ 135, &% 43,432
TUARLATIN 23,717 25. 2% 81,845 64.8% ¢ a.esL 3,437 18, % 54,255
TURNER 9,868 a5.22 ¢ 2.6x 8 2.8% 1,721 14, 8% 11,588
UMATILLA &9, 340 93.9% ? 2. 0% 9 2. 8% {,318 6. % 2,658
uNIDN 7,682 88, 3% () 2.0 [ B. ¢z 1,833 1. 7% 8,835
UNITY 681 120, 9% ) am 3 .84 NA b 861
VALE 13,88 95, 9% 562 4,1% 2 2. 8% NA R 13,831
VENETR 7,960 109, 8% [} 3. 0% ? 3. 2% P 2.8 7,38
WALDFORT 18,969 91.0% 2 8.0% 2 2.2% 1,298 9.7 12,239
WALLOWA 5,649 190, 8% 2 .81 2 0. 0% 2 &, % G540
WARRENTON 17,932 97. 0% a 2.0% 225 1.2% 325 -} ) iB, 441
WASCO 333 2. 7% 9 @.e% 2 a8k b 1.3% 3oi
WATERLOD 1,836 95.9% (. 2.@% 9 2.4 i) 4, 1% 1,945
WEST LINN 119,215 82, 1% 2,334 1.7% a &, £3, 481 16, 2% 143,231
WESTON 7,632 98, 4% @ 2.0% [ 2.04 123 b} 7,738
WHEELER 4,152 109, % 2 d.ex 2 2.¢xX 2 2.T% 4,152
WILLAMINA 16,831 91,94 737 4, 1% @ 0. 0% 725 4, 0% 18, 233
WILSONVILLE 23,661 43.9% 9,031 13.5% porc) 2. 3% 28,3598 42, 3% 67,573
WINSTDN 13, 8e@ 81.9% 1,375 8.2 1,339 B. 1% 326 1,9% 1b, 80
WOOD VILLAGE 13, 826 68, 3% @ 8.0 3 9.8% 1,734 11,74 14, 76R
WOODBURN 74,676 84,74 2 0.0% 8 2.0 13,483 15, 3% 23, 139
YACHATS 5, 249 96, 8% @ d.u% 2 8. 0% 174 3. 2% 5,423
YAMAILL 6, 389 97.7% @ 8. % 2 B.2x 158 2. 3% 6, 728
TOTAL $3, 625, 268 599, 2% $2,833, 420 27.9% %594, 402 b. 8% $1,026,326 13, 1% $19,139,607

Note: NR indicates not available.



TARLE II-C.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted In Alohabetical Urger

Total Dollars Hundred

Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars  Miles Capita Per Mile
ADAIR 5@ $3.653 3 .22 $14. 64
ADAMS 245 2,500 4 18,21 6.41
ADRIAN 135 9@5 2 5. 84 4,04
ALBANY 27,908 320,222 154 11.48 29.80
Ity 1,040 10,791 18 19,38 18.43
ARLINGTON 450 7.39% 13 16. 44 N
ASHLAND 15,668 16,109 86 1.3 1.87
ASTORIA 9,820 93,746 54 9,35 17.22
ATHENA 9% 12,59 8 13.19 15. 34
RUMSVILLE 1,480 11,832 7 a.e1 16.72
AURORA o5 1,619 5 14,51 15. 84
BRAKER 9,498 28, 825 88 2.95 3.18
BANDON 2,338 19, 485 25 8.36 7.63
BRNKS 495 6,834 2 12.19 2b. 12
BARLOW 189 1,961 1 15.61 14.87
BAY CITY 1,100 10, 388 14 9. 44 7.18
BEAVERTON 33,950 368, 343 132  1a.61 &7.23
BEND» 18, 600 125, 819 126 6.95 9.95
BONANZA 325 3,534 7 10,87 5. 28
BROWNSVILLE 1,55 9,419 16 7.51 5.89
BURNS 2,830 6,675 27 z.36 2.45
BUTTE FALLS 4359 3,24 3 7.28 18. 45
CANBY 1,750 13,589 58 1.73 2.7
CANNON BEACH 1,250 13, 841 14 11.97 9.75
CANYON CITY 610 8,768 9 14,37 19.18
CANYONVILLE 1,270 7,489 19 5.83 7.25
CARLTON 1,279 12,078 1@ 9.51 12,49
CAVE JUNCTION 1,150 3,079 12 2.68 2.33
CENTRAL POINT 6,740 39,414 37 5.29 9.57
CHILOBUIN 778 9,3% 18 12.2@ 3.68
CLATSHANIE 1,692 4,686 10 a7 4,79
COBURG 650 8,133 7 12.51 11.26
CoLymBIR CITY 758 6,408 13 8. 54 6.32
CONDON T 6,288 16 8.73 4,84
(00S BAY 14,695 97,981 78 6.67 12.63
COUILLE 4,229 41,071 a3 .73 17.64
CORNELIUS 5. 850 31,865 o4 6. 13 13.89
CORVALLIS 41,580 236, 736 166 5.69 14.28
COTTRBE GROVE 7,098 5@, 151 41 7.7 12.19
COVE 230 3,879 7 1.32 5.99
CRESWELL 1,895 11,363 1 6. 00 10.85
DALLAS 8,950 30,416 43 3.63 11.63
DAYTDN 1,390 9, 934 9 7.15 11.16
DAYVILLE 203 3, 600 3 11.% 13.64
DEPOE BAY 823 5,698 13 6.9 4,43



TRBLE 1I-C.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Dollars  Hundred
Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Miles Caoita Per Mile
DETROIT 400 6, 854 8 17.13 8.a87
DONALD 273 3,338 3 12.87 12.73
DUFUR 55 6, 352 7 1155 8.64
DUNDEE 1,388 19, 164 13 .37 7.89
DUNES CITY 1,170 5,728 19 4, 2.9%
DURHAM 729 6,315 4 am 17.07
ERGLE PDINT 3,018 20,138 12 6.69 16.63
ECKO 683 6,897 6 11,40 11.87
ELGIN 1,765 18,050 17 10.23 18.67
ENTERPRISE 2,070 15, %66 19 1.28 8.86
ESTRCADA 1,918 16,881 16 8.42 18.96
ELGENE 106, 100 76, 306 439 8.72 1.66
FAIRVIEW 1,850 11,665 12 6.31 10.1¢
FALLS CITY 788 4,293 11 5.50 3.00
FLORENCE 4,645 28,704 )| 6.18 9.22
FOREST GROVE 11,750 17,340 40 1.48 4,30
FOSSIL 538 3, B2 8 6.73 4,45
GARTBALDI 1,078 6, 756 18 6.3t 6.68
BASTON 560 5, 697 4 8.9% 12.68
BATES 500 4,207 3 8.41 1.75
GERRHART 1,000 8,691 14 8.89 6.08
GERVAIS 743 6,989 ] 9.37 11.50
GLADSTONE 9.579 37,697 44 3.9% 8.48
BLENDALE 720 7,794 & 10.83 13.44
GOLD HILL 919 6,199 16 6. 80 5.93
GRANTS PASS 15, 358 130, 907 n 8.53 18.43
BRASS VALLEY 180 2,094 4 11,63 4.9
GRESHAM 37, 480 326, 162 146 8.7 22.42
HAINES 395 3. 484 7 8.82 4,9%
HALFWAY 419 3,858 3 7.46 9.44
HALSEY £00 7,482 8 1.8 8.8t
HAMMOND 523 4,668 8 8.89 5.78
HARRISBURG 1,840 13,078 16 .1 8.16
HELTX 155 1,715 2 1106 8.28
HEPPNER 1,389 8,442 14 6.12 6.19
HERMISTON 9,899 49,967 63 5.85 1.9
HILLSBORD 3e,27@ 338,019 113 1117 29.93
HINES 1,478 18, 847 i1 7.38 9.43
HOOD RIVER 4,490 13,108 3 2.9 4,23
HUBBARD 1,760 16, 429 1 9.33 14, 44
HUNTINGTON 555 5, 187 8 9.35 6.21
10ANHA 345 2, %7 6 A.59 5.00
IMBLER 2% 2,865 4 9.88 7.40
INDEPENDENCE 4, 145 24,049 3 5.00 1.719
108E 345 2,130 5 6.17 4,43



TABLE II-C.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Miles Capita Per Mile
ISLAND CITY 730 4,689 Y 6. 42 7.%
JRCKSONVILLE 1,999 11,2689 13 2.67 7.39
JEFFERSON 1,735 7,835 14 4,48 5.73
JOHN DAY 1,985 17,343 13 8.74 11.82
JOHNSON CITY 39% 1,863 1 4,78 13. 60
JORDAN VAL 445 1,721 4 3.87 3.93
JOSEPH 1,170 3,192 11 2.73 2.93
JUNCTION CITY 3,050 25, 108 21 8.23 12,06
KEIZER 19, Bed 46, 428 67 2.34 6.89
KING CITY 1,839 2,293 4 1.26 3.82
KLAMATH FRLLS 17,358 103,623 104 5,97 9.98
LAFAYETTE 1,240 12,359 7 9.97 17.38
LAGRANDE 12,230 12,898 71 5.9 19.27
LAKE OSWEGD 24,200 288, 397 94 a.61 é2.97
LAKESTDE 1,420 9,85 13 6. 94 7.43
LAKEVIEW 2,135 26, @82 17 9. 44 13.75
LEBANON 10,278 76, 387 3 7. 44 18.13
LEXINGTON 242 1,524 5 6.33 3.26
LINCOLN CITY 5, 868 186, 4982 57 1756 18.71
LONE ROCK 23 133 2 6.12 2,69
LONG CREEK 243 5,221 4 21,31 12.77
LOSTINE 24 1, 340 4 5,98 3.59
LOWELL 78 1,826 6 239 2.9
LYONS an 5,385 19 6.42 5.5@
MADRAS 2,320 15,138 19 6. 52 7.9
MALIN 620 3,653 5 5. 89 7.49
MANIANITA 493 7,764 14 15.68 5.43
MCMINNVILLE 15,173 28,014 9 .32 2. 93
HEDFORD 41,975 223,378 183 3.3 12.19
MERRILL 843 7,415 1 8.78 12.83
WETOLIUS 435 2,584 7 5.68 3.73
MILL CITY 1,520 18,237 13 12.09 14,29
MILLERSBURG 55¢ 12,876 9 21.% 13. 14
MILTON FREEWATER 5,850 1,677 a1 1.31 2. 83
MILWALKIE 17,375 239,779 % 13.89 31.45
MOLALLA 3, 188 36,190 21 11.67 17.16
HONMDUTH 5,3% 14,635 23 2.7e 6.23
MONROE 460 3,499 6 7.61 6.36
MORO 320 3. 434 S A U Ay X 5.26
MT. ANBEL 2,930 16,825 18 5.74 17.19
#T. VERNON 620 6, 584 3 1862 19.71
MYRTLE CREEX 3,200 18, 463 16 5.77 11,43
MYRTLE POINT 2,700 30,298 17 11.22 18.83
NEHALEM 245 5, 568 3 2273 11.82
NEWDERG 11,440 79,439 5 £.95 14,28



TABLE II-C.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Order

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Miles Capita Per Mile
NEWPORT 8,359 75,4390 Bk 9.03 12.73
NORTH BEND 9,135 78,263 9 8.57 13.38
NORTH PLAINS 930 9, 886 8 6.33 .21
NORTH POWDER 433 9, 346 3 11.73 18.74
NYSSA 2,899 14,766 19 S 11 7.69
OAKLAND 859 5,606 ] 6.99 6.64
DAKRIDGE 3,588 32,616 2h 8.55 12.81
ONTARID 3,512 47,527 5% 5. 00 8.4
OREGON CITY 14,580 131,893 76 9,10 17.32
PENDLETON 14,408 111,969 84 7.78 13.49
PHILOMATH 2,640 17,49 13 6.63 13.21
PHOENIX 2,918 11,873 9 4,73 12,84
FILOT ROCK 1.630 14,175 3 8.72 49.85
PORTLAND 379,008 2,716,674 1,809 .17 15. 89
POMERS 775 7,869 7 9.12 9.83
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 5, 668 8 5. 04 7.08
PRESCOTT 70 2,099 2 29.99 11.66
PRINEVILLE 5,410 39,609 36 7.3 11.82
RAINIER 1,360 14, 046 12 9.00 11,95
REDMOND# 6, 740 53, 489 67 1.9 8.3
REEDSPORT 4,875 31, 165 21 6.39 14,88
RICHLAND 199 1,3% 3 7.34 5. 32
RIDDLE 1,115 8,529 11 7.64 .75
ROCKRWAY 1,185 18,356 24 13.80 6.83
ROBGUE RIVER 1,448 19,49% 6 7.29 16,93
ROSEBURG 16,923 117,158 97 7.31 12.11
SALEM 94,680 £28, 941 463 6.65 13.58
SANDY 3,539 32, 766 30 9.28 11.81
SCAPPOGSE 3,410 37,799 19 11.08 19.64
SCI0 599 6,386 5 11.83 12.71
SCOTTS MILL 255 1,757 7 6.89 2.3
SERSIDE 5, 300 47,595 31 8.98 13.23
SENECA 265 1,546 3 S. 84 5.54
SHADY COVE 1,199 2,111 14 1.7 1. 54
SHERIDAN 2,420 19,625 16 8.1 12. 18
SHERWOOD 2,685 19,865 18 7.18 13.57
SILETZ 1,825 5,987 9 5. 84 6.99
SILVERTON 5,290 39,613 25 7.49 15.64
SISTERS 740 Ne 12 NA NA
SPRINGFIELD 49,690 99, 349 180 2. 44 5.91
STANFIELD 1,650 1e, 320 12 7.42 18.20
STAYTON 4,815 30, 741 23 6.38 13.24
ST, HELENS 7,260 68, 829 33 9.48 20, 86
ST. PRUL 33 4,915 3 14,99 8,97
SUBLIMITY 1,430 19, 953 8 1.66 13.71



TABLE II-C.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted In Alphabetical Urder

Total Dollars Hurndred
Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Miles Capita Per Mile
SUMMERVILLE 155 1,663 2 1873 8.23
SUMPTER 158 2,686 e 17.9 2.82
SUTHERLIN 4,320 36, 981 37 8.5% 10, 04
SWEET HOME o, 800 96,216 43 8.27 12.48
TRLENT 2,660 19, 368 9 3.97 11.38
THE DALLES 19, 909 99, 661 69 9.16 14,42
TIGARD 20,258 93,319 a8 4,61 18,58
TILLAMOOK 3,925 27,548 24 7.82 11,59
TOLEDD 3,275 48, 490 23 14,81 21.19
TUALATIN 1@, 358 94,239 43 2.11 21.73
TURNER 1,218 11,589 13 9,58 9.97
UMATILLA 2,908 21,658 9 7.27 7.91
UNIDN 2,120 8,835 3@ 4,17 2.95
UNITY 119 681 NA 6.19 NR
VALE 1,670 13, 851 18 8.29 7.97
VENETA 2,333 7,968 18 3.41 4,43
WALDPORT 1,59 12,839 16 7.98 7.68
WALLOWA ale S5, 640 8 6.9 6. 88
WARRENTON 2,475 18, 481 43 1.47 4.3
WASCO 445 361 7 2.41 2.49
WATERLDC 21@ 1,915 4 9.12 .27
WEST LINN 12,950 143,231 & 1.2 16.96
WESTON 738 7.738 11 12,63 6.78
WHEELER 350 4,152 6 11.86 6.43
WILLAMING 1,785 18,333 12 18.27 15. 66
WILSONVILLE 3,700 67,979 186  18.26 6.35
WINSTON 3, 380 16, 808 13 4,99 12.81
WODD VILLAGE 2,999 14,760 7 .69 21.36
WOCDBURN 11,760 88,139 43 7.33 18, %9
YACHATS 569 5,423 18 9.68 3.61
YAMHILL 65@ 6, 728 7  18.3% 10.17
TOTAL 1,520,805 $10,159,6087 8,252 - -

Note: NA indicates not available.



TABLE II-C.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Pooulation

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Liohts Miles Capita Per Mile
PORTLAND 379,000 $2,716,674 34,336 1,800  $7.17 $15.89
EUBENE 106, 100 76,306 5,243 433 a.72 1.66
SALEM 94, L0 628,941 4,585 463 6.6 13.58
MEDFORD 41,975 223,378 2,975 183 .32 1219
CORVALLIS 41,588 236,736 2,098 166 5.69  l4.28
SPRINGFIELD 43,6% 99,349 2,231 169 2,44 3.81
GRESHAM 37,480 326,162 2,821 146 8,70 .42
BEAVERTON 33,950 368,343 2,831 1322 18.61 21.83
HILLSBORO 38,270 338,019  2,@69 113 11,17 25.93
ALBANY 27,9% 309,222 3,081 154 11.48 20.80
LAKE (SWEGD 24,000 88,357 2,31 9% 8.61 22.07
TIBARD 29,25 93,319 768 88 4,61 19,58
HEIZER 19,802 46, 428 497 67 2. 34 6.89
BEND# 18, 00d 1e5,0180 1,073 1286 6.93 9.95
MILWAUKIE 17,375 219,79 1,982 7% 13.80  31.45
KLAMATH FALLS 17,358 103,6¢3 1,136 184 597 3.9

- ROSEBURG 16,025 117,158 1,238 97 7.31 12. 11
ASHLAND 15,660 16,189 1,386 8a 1.83 1.87
BRANTS FASS 15,350 130,997  1,@a43 n 8.53 18,45
FCMINNVILLE 15,175 28,014 906 9 .32 2,35
CO0S pAY 14,695 97,981 992 78 6.67 12.63
QOREGON CITY 14,500 131,893 1,197 76 9.18 17.32
PENDLETON 14, 400 111,99 1,082 84 7.78  13.48
WEST LINN 12,930 145,231 1,250 &% 1.2 16.9%
LABRANDE 12,238 72,298 356 n 2.%  1e.27
FOREST GROVE 11,750 17,348 1,226 49 1.48 4,30
WOGDEURN 11,708 88, 159 730 49 7.53  18.00
NEWBERG 11,440 79,459 747 5 6,95 14,28
THE DALLES 10,908 99,861 1,416 69 9.16 14.42
TUALATIN 19, 350 94,209 994 43 9.11 2.7
LEBANON 18,279 76, 367 539 75 7.44 18,15
HERMISTON 9,69 49,967 316 63 303 7.99
ASTOAIA 9,800 93, 746 698 54 9.95 17.22
GLADSTONE 9,578 31,697 452 &4 3.% B.48
ONTARIO 9,518 47,527 584 3% 5. 00 8.46
DBAKER 9,49 28, %5 718 88 2.95 3.18
NORTH BEND 3,13 78,263 732 39 8.57 13.38
DALLAS 8,350 39, 416 469 43 5.63 11.63
NEWPORT 8,359 75,430 734 ;) 9.83 12.73
CANBY 7,790 13,989 551 5 .75 2,72
ST. HELENS 7,260 68, 829 566 33 9.48 20.86
COTTABE GROVE 7,030 o9, 191 433 41 7.7 12,19
SWEET HOME 6, 000 56, 216 474 43 8.27 12.48
CENTRAL POINT 6, 74@ 35,414 363 37 3.23 3.57
REDMOND* 6,740 23, 409 443 67 7.92 B.a3



TABLE iI-C.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars Liphts Miles Capita Per Mile
LINCOLN CITY 6. 060 106, 482 894 57 1.5 18,7t
MILTON FREEWATER 5,850 7,677 463 27 1.3t 2,83
PRINEVILLE 5,410 39,609 418 3% 7.3 1%
MONMOUTH 5, 390 14,635 285 23 & 6. 23
SERSIDE 5,300 47,595 504 3 8.98  15.23
SILVERTON 5, 290 39,613 39 Fn] 7.49  15.64
CORNEL IUS 5,858 31,865 274 2 615 13.99
REEDSPORT 4,875 31,165 306 21 6.39  14.88
STAYTON 4,815 39, 781 281 23 6,38 13.24
FLORENCE 4, 645 28, 704 289 k| 6.18 9.22
HOOD RIVER 4,499 13.128 143 3 2.9% 4,23
SUTHERLIN 4,320 36,981 346 7 8.5 10.04
CORUILLE 4,220 41,871 3% 23 3.73  17.64
INDEPENDENCE 4, 145 24,849 226 k| 5.88 7.719
TILLAMOOK 3,925 27,540 273 24 7.2 11.59
WILSONVILLE 3,708 67,519 460 196 18.26 6.35
ORKRIDGE 3.580 30,616 295 24 8.35 12.81
SANDY 3,530 3,766 292 ¥ 9.28 11.0t
SCAPDODSE 3,410 37,719 309 19 11.88  19.64
WINSTON 3,380 16, 860 195 13 4,99  12.81
TOLEDD 3.273 48,498 453 23 14,81 21,19
MYRTLE CREEK 3,200 18, 463 210 16 577  11.45
MILALLA 3,108 36,190 285 21 1167  17.16
JUNCTION CITY 3,059 25,1988 248 21 8,23 1286
ERGLE FOINT 3,010 20,138 218 12 6.69  16.63
UMATILLA 2,900 21,658 203 29 7.27 7.5
NT. ANBEL 2,930 16,825 146 19 5.74  17.10
NYS5A 2,899 14,766 197 19 5. 11 7.69
BURNS 2,830 6,675 45 27 a3 2.45
LAKEVIEW 2,755 26, 282 246 17 9.44 1575
MYRTLE POINT 2,709 30, 298 303 17 11,22 18.83
SHERWOOD 2,685 13,065 192 18 7.10 18,57
TALENT 2,660 10, 568 105 9 397 1.3
PHILOMATH 2,649 17,490 168 13 663 13.21
WD VILLABE 2,595 14,769 118 7 5.69 813
PHOENIX 2,518 11,875 126 g 4,73 12.84
WARRENTON 2,475 18, 481 205 43 7.47 4,31
SHERIDAN 2, 420 19,625 181 16 8.11 12,18
VENETA 2,335 7,980 94 18 3.4 4,43
BANDON 2,330 19, 485 614 3 8.3 7.65
MADRAS 2,320 15,138 134 19 6.5 7.90
UNION 2,129 8,835 69 k" I WY 2,95
ENTERPRISE 2,070 15,066 154 19  7.28 8. 06
JACHSONVILLE 1,998 11,2690 134 15 5.67 7.39

JOMN DAY 1,985 17, 345 138 15 8.74 11.82



TABLE 11-C.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Pooulation

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Total Road Per Dollars

City Population  Dollars Liphts  Miles Capita Per Mile
ESTRCADA 1,910 16,881 133 16 B.42 19,06
CRESWELL 1,895 11,365 1e1 18 608 10.85
FRIRVIEW 1,850 11,665 118 12 6.31 18.10
HARRISBURG 1,848 13,078 113 16 7.11 B.16
KING CITY 1,839 2,299 19 a 1.26 3.0
WILLAMINA 1,783 18,333 164 12 18.27 15.86
ELGIN 1,765 18, 850 133 17 10.23  10.67
HUBBARD 1,760 16, 429 149 11 9.33 4.4
JEFFERSON 1,739 7,83 93 14 4.48 5. 73
CLATSKANIE 1,650 4,686 161 (') 277 4,70
VALE 1,670 13,851 192 18 8.29 1.57
STANFIELD 1,669 12,320 117 12 7.42  10.20
PILOT ROCK 1,638 14,175 139 3 8.70  49.25
WALDPORT 1,590 12,859 119 16 7.58 7.68
RAINIER 1,560 14,046 143 12 9.8 11.95
MILL CITY 1,529 18,237 133 13 12.00  14.29
AUMSVILLE 1,488 11,852 116 7 8.01 16,72
HINES 1,478 19, 847 83 i1 7.28 9.43
ROGUE RIVER 1,440 10, 496 112 6 7.29 16,93
SUBLIMITY 1,430 18,953 123 8 7.66 13.71
LAKESIDE 1,428 9,85 188 13 6.9 7.43
DAYTON 1,39 39,934 169 9 7.15 116
HEPPNER 1,385 8.442 162 14 6.12 6.19
DUNDEE 1,389 18, 164 Je1 13 1.37 7.89
CARLTON 1,278 12,0878 113 18 9.51 12.49
CANYONVILLE 1,278 7,489 82 ie 5.83 7.25
BROWNSVILLE 1,255 9,419 186 16 7.51 5.83
CANNON BEACH 1,258 13,841 154 14 107 .73
LAFAYETTE 1,240 12,339 188 7 9.97 17.38
TURNER 1,218 11,589 88 13 9,58 9,97
SHADY COVE 1,190 2. 111 23 14 .77 1.54
ROCKAWAY 1,183 16, 356 167 26 13.88 6,83
JOSEPH 1,172 3.19%2 4 1 2.73 2.93
DUNES CITY 1,178 5,728 63 19 4,90 2. %
CRVE JUNCTION 1,150 3.079 68 12 2.68 2.59
PRAIRIE CITY 1,125 5,668 43 a 0. 04 7.98
RIDDLE 1,113 8,520 89 11 1.64 1.73
BAY CITY 1,108 19, 389 187 14 9.44 1.18
GARTEALD] i,070 6,736 69 i@ 6. 31 6.60
AMITY 1,040 18,791 83 18 18,38 10,43
SILETZ 1,825 5,987 a3 9 5.84 6,90
GEARHART 1,080 8,691 186 14 8,69 6. 08
ATHENA 955 12,59 131 8 13.19 15.51
NORTH PLAINS 933 5, 886 59 8 6.33 7.21

BOLD HILL 91e 6,198 el 12 6.89 3.93



TABLE 1I-C.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Tatal Road Per Dollars

City Population  Dollars Lights Miles Capita Per Mile
LYONS a7 5,585 34 19 6. 42 5. 5@
ORKLAND 45 5,686 53 8 6.39 6. 64
MERRILL 845 7.415 72 b 8.78 12.83
DEPOE BAY 823 5,699 59 13 8.90 4,43
WALLOWA 810 5, b4 59 a .96 6. 0@
FALLS CITY 788 4,293 45 {1 3. 50 3.00
PCWERS 75 7,869 65 7 9.12 9.83
CHILOGUIN 770 3,39 % 10 12,20 9.62
COLUMBIA CITY 750 6, 408 68 18 8.54 6.52
BERVAIS 743 6,968 73 6 3,37 1l.5a
SISTERS 740 NA 35 12 NA NA
WESTON 738 1,738 81 11 1863 6.78
ISLAND CITY 730 4,689 K} 6 6. 42 7.92
CONDON 729 6,288 139 16 8.73 4,04
DURHAM 720 6,315 73 ) 8.77 17.@7
GLENDALE 7ce 7, 7% 162 6 18.83  13.44
LOWELL 785 1,826 23 6 2.59 2.9
HALSEY 582 7,482 I 8 L. 8.81
YAMHILL 630 6,720 63 7 1e.3% .17
COBURG 650 8,133 63 7 1251 11,26
MALIN 620 3,633 b4 S 5.89 7.49
MT. VERNON tce 6, 584 5@ 3 1.k 1971
CANYON CITY bl 8,768 87 9 14,37 10.18
£CHD 805 6,897 73 6 11.40  11.07
8010 59 6,506 63 5 1.3 127
YACHATS 26@ 5,423 38 19 9.68 5.6
ADAIR 560 3,633 4@ 3 B.3¢ 14,44
BASTON 568 5, 007 & 4 8.9 12.68
HUNTINGTON 535 5. 187 69 ] 9.35 6.2l
DUFUR 55@ 6,352 104 7 11.55 8. 64
MILLERSBURG 53¢ 12,876 89 9 21.9% 13.14
COVE 330 3,879 3t 7 7.32 5.92
FOSSIL 538 3, 6o 75 a 6.79 4,45
AURORA 525 7,619 67 3 14381 15, 64
HAMMOND 523 4,668 &2 8 8.89 5.78
BATES 500 4,297 39 3 8.41 7.75
PANIANITA 495 1,764 79 C 14 15.B8 - 5.43
BANKS 495 6,034 46 2 12.19 26.12
#ONROE 469 3.499 36 6 7.61 6.36
PETOLIUS 455 2,584 32 7 5.68 3.73
NORTH HOWDER 435 5, 346 49 3 1L.75 174
BUTTE FALLS 430 3,241 33 3 7.20  10.45
ARLINGTON 450 7.39% A4 13 16.44 3.1
WASCO 445 361 4 7 .81 2.49
JGRDAN VAL 445 1,724 24 4 3.87 3.93



TABRLE 1I-C.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICRTORS
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Total Road Per Dollars

City Population  Dollars Liochts  Miles Capita Per Mile
HALEWRY 410 3. 058 39 3 7.46 9,44
DETROIT 430 6, 854 72 8 17.13 8,87
HAINES 393 3. 484 38 7 8.82 4,9%
JOHNSON CITY 390 1,863 36 i 4,78  13.60
WHEELER 350 4,152 42 6 11.86 6.43
1ONE 345 2.1 44 3 8. 17 4,43
TDANHA 345 2.967 30 6 8.60 S. 80
5T. PAUL 338 4,916 43 3 149 1a.97
EONANZA 325 3. 934 42 7 10.87 5. 28
MORO 320 3,434 41 7 10.713 3.26
IMBLER 290 2,865 e 4 9.88 7.48
DONALD 2 3,538 35 3 12.87 12.73
SENECR 265 1,546 13 3 5. 84 5. 34
SCOTTS MILL 255 1,757 23 7 6.89 .52
ADAMG 245 2,509 28 4 18.21 6.41
LONG CREEX 245 5,221 49 4 21.3 12,77
NEHALEM 245 5. 968 53 5 @273 1.8
LEXINGTON 240 1,924 3 5 6.35 3.26
LOSTINE 240 1,340 16 4 5.58 3.59
WATERLOO 219 1,915 18 4 .12 .27
DAYVILLE oS 3. 608 7 3 1.5 13.B4
RICHLAND 199 1,39 19 3 1.34 O 32
GRASS VALLEY 180 2,09 23 4 11.83 4.98
HELIX 135 1,713 o 2 11,96 8,28
ADRIAN 155 983 13 2 5. 84 4,04
SUMMERVILLE 153 1,663 13 2 18.73 3.23
SUMPTER 130 2,686 el 1 17.91 2.82
UNITY 1190 681 8 NR 6.19 NA
BARLOW 196 1.961 16 1 15.61 14,87
PRESCOTT 79 2,099 ry] 2  29.93 1i.8b
LONE ROCK 23 153 3 P 6.12 2.65
TOTAL 1,520,805 $10,159,607 113,298 8,252 - -

Note: MA indicates not available.




TABLE 11-C.3

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Dollars Fer Capita

Total Dollars Hundred

Total fload Fer Dollars

City Pooulation Dollars Miles Canita Per Hile
PRESCOTT 70 $2, 093 2 $29.99 $ileb
NEHALEM 245 3,568 5 .73 1.8
MILLERSBURG 3@ 12,07 - 9 21.9% 13.14
LONG CREEK 245 J.221 4 21.31 12.77
WILSDNVILLE 3,700 67,579 186  18.26 6.39
SUMPTER 15 2,686 18 17.91 2.62
DAYVILLE 205 3,608 3 17.56 13.64
LINCOLN CITY 6,060 196, 462 57 1.3 187t
DETROIT 400 6, 854 8 17.13 8.87
ARLINGTON 450 7,3% 13 16.44 .71
MANZANITA 495 7,764 14 13.68 5. 43
BARLGR 129 1,561 1 13.61  14.687
ST. PAUL 33 4,915 3 15,90 18,97
TOLEDO 3.273 48, 499 23 1481  2L.15
AURORA 523 7,619 3 1451 15.84
CANYON CITY 610 8,768 9 1437 18.18
ROCKAWAY 1,185 16,356 24  13.80 6.83
MILWALKIE 17.373 239,779 76 13.80  31.45
ATHENA 935 12,59% 8 13.1% 5.5t
DONALD 275 3,538 3 1287 12.73
COBURG 630 8,133 7 ia.51 11,26
CHILOGUIN 770 9,3% 18 12.29 9.60
BANKS 435 6, 034 g 1ai3 k.12
MILL CITY 1,328 18,237 13 (2.0 14,29
WHEELER 330 4,152 6 11.86 6.43
NORTH POWDER 433 3, 346 5 1L75 19,74
NOLALLA 3,109 36, 190 21 11,67 17.16
BRASS VALLEY 160 2,0% 4 11,63 4,93
DUFUR 330 f, 352 7 11.55 3. 64
ALERNY ¢7.90@ 320,222 154 11.48  20.80
ECHO 603 b, 897 6 1.4 1197
MYRTLE POINT ¢, 708 30,298 17 11,22 18.@3
WEST LINN 12,958 145, 231 86 11,21 16.96
HILLSBORG 30,270 338.019 113 117 29.93
SCAPPODSE 3,410 37,799 19 1.8 19.64
CANNOMN BEACH 1,250 13,841 16 1187 8.75
HELIX 153 1,713 2 186 8.28
§CI0 392 6, 586 3 1Le3s 127t
HALSEY 680 7,482 8 i1.09 8.81
FONANZA 3¢5 3,534 7 19,87 5.28
BLENDALE 7e8 7,7% 6 10,83 13,44
¥ORO 320 3,434 7 173 S.26
SUMMERVILLE 155 1,663 g 18.73 8.23
WESTON i 730 1.758 i1 12.63 6.78
MT. VERNON 6co 6,384 3 162 197



TRABLE II-C.3

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Dollars Per Capita

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Road PFer Dollars

City Population Dollars  Miles Caoita Per Mile
BEAVERTON 33,950 360, 343 132 12.61 27.25
Ty 1,040 18,791 12 10.38 10,43
YAMHILL 659 6,728 7  10.34 10.17
WILLAMINA 1.785 18,333 12 18.27 15,66
ELGIN 1,763 18,850 17 10.23  18.A7
ADAMS 243 2,508 4 10.21 B. 41
LAFAYETTE 1,240 12,359 7 9.97 17.38
IMBLER 290 2,863 4 9.88 7.48
COQUILLE 4,220 41,871 23 3.73 17.64
YACHATS 560 5,423 12 9.68 S.61
TURNER 1,210 11,589 13 9.58 3.87
ASTORIA 9,820 93, 746 54 9.35 17,22
CARLTON 1,278 12,078 10 9.51 12.49
ST. HELENS 7.c68 68,829 33 9.48 22.86
LAKEVIEW 2,735 o6, 082 17 9.44 {573
BAY CITY 1,128 18, 388 14 9. 44 7.18
GERVAIS 743 6,980 & 237 1.3
HUNT INGTON 939 3, 187 ] 9.35 6.21
HUBBARD 1,760 16, 428 i1 3.33 14, 44
CANDY 3.930 32,766 30 9.28 11.81
THE DALLES 19, 360 99, 861 69 9.16 14, 42
POMERS T3 7,869 7 .12 9.83
WATERLOD clé 1,915 4 9.12 a.e7
TURLATIN 1@, 350 94,259 43 .11 21.75
OREGON CITY 14, 508 131,893 16 9.19 17.3¢
NEWPORT 8,350 73,438 53 9.03 12.73
RAINIER 1,56@ 14, 046 12 9.0 11.95
SERASIDE 5, 300 47,395 31 §.98 15.23
GASTON 568 S 287 4 8.94 12.68
HAMMOND 325 4,6R8 8 4.89 5.78
HAINES 395 3, 484 7 8.a82 4,96
MERRILL 845 7.415 6 8.78 12.83
DURHAM 78 6,315 4 amn 17.97
JOHN DAY 1,985 17,345 13 8.74 11.8¢2
CONDON 720 6,288 16 8.713 4,04
GRESHANM 37, 488 328, 162 146 8.7 2.4
PILOT ROCK 1,630 14,173 3 8,78 49.95
GEARHART 1,000 8,691 14 8.69 6.8
LIKE (SWEGD 24,200 208, 357 94 8.61 22.97
1DANHA 343 2,967 ) 8.60 0,00
NORTH BEND 9,135 78,263 59 8.57 13.30
SUTHERLIN 4,320 36,981 31 8,56  10.04
OAKRIDBE 3,589 30,616 24 8.95 12.81
COLUMBIA CITY 758 b, 408 12 8.54 6.5¢

GRANTS PASS 15, 359 130, 987 " 8.53 18,43



STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS

ThbLE 11-C.3

Sorted By Descerding Dollars Fer Capita

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Road Per Doliars
City Fopulation Dollars Miles Capita Per Mile
ESTRCADA 1,919 16, 881 1 8.42 19,96
BATES e 4,207 ] 8.41 7.79
BANDON 2,338 19, 483 28 8.3 1.65 -
VALE 1,670 13,854 18 8.29 7.57
SWEET HOME 6,800 56,216 43 8.27 12,48
JUNCTION CITY 3, 858 £, 108 £l 8.23 id. &6
SHERIDAN 2,420 19,623 16 a.11 12.18
AUMSVILLE 1,480 11,852 7 a.a1 16.72
REDMOND* 6,749 53, 489 &7 1.% a.03
PENDLETON 14, 406 111,969 B4 1.78 13.49
SUBLIMITY 1,438 10,953 a8 7.66 13.71
RIDDLE 1,115 8,528 11 7.64 1.75
MONROE 460 3.499 6 7.61 6. 36
WALDPORT 1,598 12,059 16 7.58 7.68
WOGDBURN 11,708 aa, 159 43 7.33 18. 80
BROWNSVILLE 1,855 9,419 16 7.91 5. 85
SILVERTON 5,298 39,613 23 7.43 15, 64
WARRENTON 2,473 18,481 43 T.47 4,31
HALFWAY 418 3,958 3 T.48 9. 44
LEBANDN 18,278 76,367 73 T.44 18,13
STANFIELD 1,66d 12,329 ie 7.42 10,20
HINES 1,470 10,847 11 7.38 9,45
DUNDEE 1,389 19, 164 13 71.37 7.83
RICHLAND 199 1,39 3 7.34 S 32
PRINEVILLE g, 410 39,689 36 1.32 1i.92
COVE 53@ 3,879 7 7.32 5. 92
ROSEBURG 16,825 117,158 97 7.31 1211
ROBUE KIVER 1,440 19,496 6 7.29 16.93
ENTERPRISE 2,870 13, 866 13 7.28 8.96
UMATILLA 2,980 21,638 29 1.27 7.591
BUTTE FALLS 438 3,241 3 7.28  1d4S
PORTLAND 379.000 2,716,674 1,009 .47 15. 69
DAYTON 1,390 9,934 9 7.13 1.16
HARRISBURG 1,840 13,078 16 7.11 8.1b
SHERWOOD 2,685 19,863 18 7.1¢ 1.5
COTTARE GROVE 7,098 58,151 41 7.97 12.19
TILLAMOOK 3,925 27,540 24 7.e2 11.59
WALLOWA &1@ 5,640 a 6.9 6. 64
NEWBERG 11,448 79,439 56 6.95 14,28
BEND# 18, Q00 123,018 126 6.95 9.95
LAKESIDE 1,420 9,836 i3 6. 34 7.43
DEPOE ERY 85 5,69@ 13 .92 4,43
SCOTTS MILL 255 1,757 7 6.83 2,52
GOLD HILL 910 6.199 13 &. 0@ 5.93
FOSSIL 530 3,609 8 6.79 4,45



TAKMLE 11-C.3

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS

Sorted By Descending Dollars Fer Capita

Total Dollars Hundred

Total Road Per Dollars
City Population Dollars Miles Capita Per Mile
EAGLE POINT 3,010 v, 138 12 6.69  16.63
COOS BRY 14,695 97,981 78 6.67 12,63
SALEM 94, 608 628, 941 463 B.65  13.58
PHILCMATH 2,649 17,430 13 B.63 3.2
ORKLAND 850 5,586 8 6.59 6.64
MADRAS 2,320 15,138 19 6.52 7.92
ADAIR 568 3,633 3 6.92 14,44
ISLAND CITY 738 4,689 & b.42 7,92
LYONS a7a 5,383 1@ 8.42 5,50
REEDSPORT 4,875 31,163 el 5,39 14,88
STAYTON 4,815 30,741 23 6,38 13.2¢
LEXINGTON 240 1,524 S 6.35 3.26
NORTH PLAINS 932 5,886 8 B.33 7.24
GARTBALDI 1,07¢ 6,7% 12 £, 31 6.50
FAIRVIEW 1,850 11,663 ie 6.31  lA.i8
UNITY 119 681 NA .13 NA
FLORENCE 4,045 28, 704 3 6.18 9.2¢
IONE 343 2,130 5 f.17 4,43
CORNEL ILIS 3, 859 31,065 24 8.15 13,89
LONE ROCK 23 153 e £.12 @.85
HEPPNER 1,385 8,442 14 .10 &1
CRESMWELL 1,899 11,365 12 6.0 12,83
HLAMATH FALLS 17,359 193,623 194 5.97 3,98
LAGRANDE 12,230 72,898 7 5.9%  1d.27
MALIN 622 3,633 3 3.89 7,43
SILET 1,@25 5,987 9 5. 84 .5
ADRIAN 153 905 2 3. 84 4,94
SENECA 263 1,546 3 5.84 £.54
CANYONVILLE 1,270 7,483 19 3.83 7.€3
INDEPENDENCE 4,143 24,043 3 5,50 7.79
MYRTLE CREEK 3,260 18, 463 16 S.77 1148
MT. ANGEL 2.938 16,825 12 574 i1.13
CORVALLIS 41,588 236, 736 166 5.69 14,28
WOOD VILLAGE g,598 14,760 7 5,69 2L.2b
METOLIUS 455 2,564 7 5.68 3.73
JRCKSONVILLE 1,990 11,280 13 5.87 7.3
DALLAS 8,958 5@, 416 43 %63 ILEZ
LOSTINE 240 1,340 4 5. 58 399
FALLS CITY 780 4,293 11 3. 30 3.8%
MEDFORD 41,9735 223,378 183 5.3 el
CENTRAL POINT 6, 748 35,414 37 5.29 3,57
NYSSA 2,890 14,766 19 S it 7.63
HERMISTON 9,899 43,967 63 3.65 7.93
PRAIRIE CITY 1,123 5,668 8 5. 04 7.28
ONTARIO 9,310 47,527 ) 3. 02 8.46



TABLE 11-C.3

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Dollars Per Caaita

Total Dollars Hundrec

Total Road Fer Dollars
City - Population Dollars  Miles Caoita Per Mile
WINSTON 3,389 16,860 i3 4,93 12.8:
DUNES CITY 1,178 5. 728 15 4,53 2.96
JOHNSON CITY 3599 i, 663 i 6,73 13,8
PHOENI X 2,518 11,873 4,73 12.04
TIGARD 20,2508 93,319 88 4.6 1458
JEFFERSON 1,735 7,835 14 4,48 =13
UNION 2,128 8,835 38 4,17 2.93
TALENT 2,668 18,3568 9 3,97 il.3@
GLADSTONE 9,579 37,697 L) 3.94 8.48
JORDAN VAL 445 1,721 4 3,87 3.93
VENETA 2,335 7,962 18 3.41 4,42
BAKER 3,499 28,825 &8 ¢, 99 1
HOOD RIVER 4,490 13,108 3 2,92 4.23
CLATSKANIE 1,698 4,686 i@ & 77 4,73
JOSEPH 1,178 3,192 11 2.73 2,592
MONMOUTH 5. 3909 14,635 23 e iz 8.23
CAVE JUNCTION 1,158 3,879 2 2.68 2.59
LOWELL 785 1,826 6 &. 59 2.92
SPRINGFIELD 43,690 99,343 16@ 2,44 3.3
BURNS 2,83 6,675 &7 2,38 2. 43
HEIZER 19,808 46, 428 67 2.4 B. 89
SHADY COVE 1,198 2, 11t 14 .77 .Sh
CANBY 7,758 13,589 5@ 1,73 2.72
FOREST GROVE 11,750 17,340 49 1,48 4,30
MCMINNVILLE 15,175 20,014 79 1.32 2,55
MILTON FREEWATER 5,858 1.677 a7 .3 2.a3
KING CITY 1,838 2,299 8 1.8 3,22
ASHLAND 13,668 16,129 88 1,23 1.87
WASCD 443 361 7 8.8 2,49
EUGENE 196, 108 76, 386 459 2,72 [.e5
SISTERS 748 ] i2 b Na
TOTAL 1,520,805 $1e,159,687 8,232 - -

Note: NA indicates rot availahie.



TABLE II-C.4

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATCRS
Sorted By Descending rundred Doilars Per Kile

Total Dollars Hurgred

Total Road Per Doliars

City Population  Dollars wiles Canita Fer Xile

PILOT ROCK 1,638 $14,175 3 43,70 %45.23
MILWAUKIE 17,373 239,779 76 13.80  3L.4%
HILLSBORD 38,278 338, @19 113 11,17 29,93
BEAVERTON 33,950 369, 343 132 13,61 27,65
BANKS 495 6,834 2 12,19 &h. 12
SRESHAM 37,488 326, 162 146 8.70  R2.42
LAKE OSWEGD 24, 708 2ea, 357 9% 8.6l . a7
TUARLATIN 19, 350 94,253 43 3,11 2i.79
WOOD VILLAGE 2,995 14,768 7 63 2L.36
TOLEDO 3,275 48,490 23 14.81 2i.13
ST. HELENS 1,260 64, 829 33 9,48  28.85
ALBANY 27,902 328, 222 154 11.48 23,82
T, VERNON 620 6, 584 3 12,62 19.7:
SCAPPOOSE 3,410 37,199 19 11,84 13.64
LINCOLN CITY £, 360 196, 402 7 17.% 13,74
GRANTS PASS 15,350 130,97 i 3,53 15,45
ST. PARUL 338 4,916 3 14,52 18.27
MYRTLE POINT 2,709 38,298 17 11,22 18.€3
WOODBURN 11,790 83, 159 49 7.33 18,09
CORUILLE 4,220 41,071 23 273 17. 64
LAFAYETTE 1,260 12, 339 7 9.97 17.38
OREGON CITY 14, 509 131,833 76 9.1@ 17. 32
ASTORIA 9,8¢0 93,746 T4 S.55 17.22
MOLALLA 3,100 36,150 el 11.67 17.16
MT. ANGEL 2,930 16,825 19 5.74 17. 12
DURHRM 720 8,315 4 B.77 17.¢7
WEST LINN 12,950 145,231 86 11.21 15.9%
ROGUE RIVER 1,440 1¥, 496 6 1.23% 16,53
AUMSVILLE 1,480 11,852 7 8 16.72
ERGLE POINT 3,012 20, 138 12 6.69 16.63
AURORA 523 7,619 3 4.3 1. 84
LAKEVIEW 2,755 26, 002 17 9, 44 15,73
WILLAMINA 1,783 18,333 & ia. 27 13.€6
SILVERTON 5,29 33,613 25 7.49 13. 64
ATHENA 953 12,594 8 13.19 15.81
SEASIDE 3, 300 47,393 31 8.98 15.23
PORTLAND 379.e2@ 2,716,674 {, &o@ 1.17 15.29
REEDSPORT 4,875 31,163 2l 6. 39 14,88
BARLOW 100 1,361 1 13.61 14.87
HUBBARD 1,760 16, 422 11 3.33 14, 44
RDAIR 550 3,633 3 8.2 14, 44
THE DALLES 19, 9ed 99,861 63 3.16 14,42
MILL CITY 1,520 18,237 13 12, 40 14.29
CORVRLLIS 41,580 236,736 166 3.63 14,28

NEWBERG 11,440 79,439 %6 8.95 14,23



TABLE I1-C.4

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICRTORS
Sorted By Descending Hundred Dollars Per Mile

Total Doliars Hundred

Total fcad Per Dcllars

City Population  Deollars  Miles Capita Per Mile
SUBLIMITY 1,439 19,933 8 7.65 137t
DAYVILLE 203 3,600 3 1. 564
JOHNSON CITY 39 1,863 { 4,78 13,62
SALEM 34, 608 628, 941 463 6.65  13.%H
GLENDALE 729 7,794 £ 1283 1344
PENDLETON 14, 428 111,969 84 7.78 13,48
NORTH BEND 9,133 78,262 59 .57 13,32
STAYTON 4,B15 3@, 741 23 6.38 13,74
PHILCMATH 2,640 17,498 13 6.63 13,2
MILLERSBURG 55 12,876 9 2L% idi4
CORNELTUS 5,850 31,865 24 6.15 3.3
PHOENIX 2,510 11,875 3 4,73  12.h4
MERRILL 843 7.415 b .78 12,83
WINSTON 3,380 6, B6d 13 4,99 13,8
OAKRIDGE 3,580 29,616 g 8,35 1A
LONG CREEK 243 3,22t 4 213 12,77
NEWPORT 8,350 73,430 =9 9,83 {273
DONALD 273 3,538 3 1.7 1a7%
5C10 598 6,206 5  1.83 T
GASTON 360 5, 87 4 4.94  12.68
£00S BAY 14,635 97,981 78 6.7  i2.83
CARLTON 1,278 12,878 i 9.51 12,89
SWEET HOME €,800 56,215 5 8,87 12.44
COTTAGE BGROVE 7,858 28, 151 41 .97 iZ8
MEDFORD 41,975 223,378 183 .32 181
SHERIDAN 2, 420 19,625 i6 4.1l 12,:8
RUSZRURG 16,825 117,158 97 7.3¢ 2.4t
JUNCTION CITY 3, ¥50 25, 18 21 8,23 il.@6
RAINIER 1,560 14, 046 2 9.¢¢  11.95
JOHN DAY 1,985 17,343 15 8.7¢  1i.E2
NEHALEM 243 5. 568 5 273 it.82
PRESCOTT 7 2,89 2 297 L6
DALLAS 8,930 o9, 416 43 5.63 1,63
TILLAMODK 3,929 27,543 24 .82 1159
BERVAIS 745 6,980 b 8.37 1L.5%
MYRTLE CREEK 3,200 18, 463 16 5.77 1,65
TRLENT 2, 660 19, Sed S 3,57 1L
COBURG 650 8,133 7 145 11,26
DAYTON 1,38 9,934 9 7,13 1114
ECHD o085 f, 897 6 148 11,97
PRINEVILLE 5,410 39.609 36 1.32 ul.@2
SANDY 3,538 32,766 0 9.28  1L.%
CRESWELL 1,695 11,365 10 B.02 1.8
NORTH POWDER 435 5, 346 79  1d.7%

ELBIN 1,763 18,050 17 1823 1e67



TRBLE II-C.4

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INLICATORS
Sorted By Descending Hurdred Dollars Per Mile

Total Doilars Hundred
Total Road Per Dollars

City Population Dollars  Miles [aoita Per iile
TIGARD 28,258 93,319 88 4,61 12.94
SHERWOOD 2,685 19,963 18 718 1457
BUTTE FALLS 450 3,241 3 720 13,45
AMITY 1,949 19,791 10 18.38 13.43
LAGRANDE 12,230 72,898 7! S5.9%  18.27
STANFIELD 1,668 12,329 12 7.42 10,20
CANYON CITY 61d 8,768 9 1437 1818
YAMHILL 630 6,720 7  18.3% 1e.17
| EBANON 10,279 76, 387 73 7.44  10.15
FRIRVIEW 1,850 11,665 12 B.31 13,12
ESTACADA 1,910 16, @81 16 8.42 10,06
SUTHERLIN 4,328 36, 981 37 8.36 18.34
KLAMATH FALLS 17.358 123,623 104 5.97 9.98
BEND# 18, %09 125,010 126 6.95 9.95
FOWERS 713 7,063 7 8.12 3.83
CANNGN BEACH 1,250 13, 841 14 11,97 9,75
CHILOGUIN T 9,3% 16 12,28 9.62
CENTRAL POINT 6, 748 33,414 37 5.23 9.57
HINES 1,472 10, 847 11 7.38 9.43
HALFWAY 410 3,058 3 7.46 3, 44
FLORENCE 4, 643 28, 704 H 6.18 9.22
TURNER 1,218 11,589 13 9,58 .97
DETROIT 430 6,854 3 1713 5,87
HALSEY A8Q 7,482 8 1,2 8,a!
DUFUR 559 6, 352 7 1155 8.64
GLADSTONE 3,570 37,897 44 3.% 3.48
ONTARIO 9,519 47,527 56 5.8 8.45
HELIX 155 1,719 2 iLee 8.28
SUMMERVILLE 139 1,663 2 1473 8,23
HARRISBURG 1,848 13,078 1) 7.11 8,16
ENTERPRISE 2,070 15, 866 19 7.28 8.5
REDMOND* B, 740 53, 409 &7 7.9¢ 8,03
HERMISTON 9,892 49, 967 63 0.83 7.99
ISLAND CITY 730 4,689 ) B.42 7.%
MADRAS 2,320 15,138 19 6. 52 7.90
DUNDEE 1,380 18, 164 13 7.37 1.8
INDERENDENCE 4,145 24, 849 31 5. 62 7.73
GATES 569 4,207 3 8.41 7.79
RIDDLE 1,115 8,52@ 11 7.64 7.73
NYSSA 2,850 14,766 13 5.1 7.63
WALDAORT 1,950 12,039 16 7.58 7.68
BANDON 2,330 19, 485 23 8.36 7.63
VALE 1,679 13. 851 { 8.29 7.57
LMATILLA 2,900 21,698 29 7.27 7.5

HALIN &<l 3,653 5 5.89 7.49



TABLE T1-C.4

STREETLIGHT EXPEMDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Hundred Dollars Per Miie

Total Dollars Hundred
Total Road Per Dollars
City Population Dollars  ¥iles Caniia Per Mile
LAKESIDE 1,429 9,856 13 6.94 TobE
IMBLER 2N 2,865 4 9.88 7.4
JACKSONVILLE 1,598 11,80 13 5.67 7,53
CANYONVILLE 1,279 7,409 18 5.83 7,25
MIRTH PLAINS 930 5,886 8 5,33 7.21
BAY CITY 1,109 10, 380 14 9. 44 i
PRAIRIE CITY 1,123 5, 668 8 5. 04 7.29
SILETI 1,023 5,987 3 3. 84 5,90
KEIZER 19,839 46, 428 &7 g, 34 6.59
ROCKAWAY 1,185 16, 356 26 13.80 6. 83
WALLOWA a1e@ 0. 640 8 6. 96 £. 62
WESTON 730 7,758 11 19,63 £, 78
CAKLAND a3 3,605 § 6,59 6. 64
GARIBALDI 1,078 6, 136 19 6. 31 5. 62
COtUMBIA CITY 730 b, 438 12 8,54 6.52
WHEELER 330 4,152 & li.Be 643
ADAMS - 245 2,560 4 10,21 E.41
MONROE 469 3,499 6 1.61 . 36
WILSONVILLE 3,720 67,579 186 18.26 6. 33
MONMOUTH 5,39 14,633 23 2.72 6.23
HUNTINGTON 593 5, 187 8 9,35 .21
HEPPNER 1,383 8, 442 14 6. 1@ 5.19
GEARHART 1,608 8,69: 14 8.63 6.08
60LD HILL 919 6, 190 19 6. 89 3.33
COVE 530 3,879 7 1.32 5.98
BROWNSVILLE 1,253 9,419 16 7.31 3.83
HAMMOND 523 4, 68 8 a.89 5.1
JEFFERSON 1,759 1,855 14 4,48 .73
ARLINGTON 459 7.3%6 13 16.44 5.71
YACHATS 260 5, 423 19 3,83 3.61
SENECA b3 1,546 3 5. 84 3.54
SPRINGFIELD 42,69 99,349 16 2, 44 3.51
LYONS a7 5, 585 19 6. 42 5.5
MANZANITA 495 1,764 14 15.68 3eb3
RICHLAND 199 1,3% 3 7.34 3.32
BONANZA 329 3,534 7 18.87 5.28
WATERLOO 210 1,915 4 9.12 3.¢17
MORD 3ce 3,434 7 1873 5.26
IDANHA 345 2,987 ) 8. 60 5.0
HAINES 395 3, 484 7 8.82 4,95
GRASS VALLEY 16@ 2, 294 4 11,63 4,50
CLATSKANIE 1,690 4,666 13 2.1 4,70
FOSSIL 538 3,60 & €.79 4,43
IONE 343 2,130 5 6.17 4,45
DEPOE EBAY 823 5,698 13 . 9@ 6,43



TABLE [I-C.4

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
Sorted By Descending Hurdred Dollars Per Mile

Total Dollars Hundred

Total Road Per Nollars
City Population Dollars  Miles Capita Per mile
VENETA 2,335 7,960 18 3.41 4,43
WARRENTON 2,475 18, 481 43 T.47 4,31
FOREST GROVE 11,758 17,348 40 1,48 4,30
HOOD RIVER 4, 499 13,108 3 2.9 4,23
ADRIAN 155 985 2 5. 84 4,04
CONDON 720 6,288 16 8.73 4,04
JORDAN VAL 443 1,724 4 3.87 3.9
FALLS CITY 78@ 4,293 11 5. 50 3.60
METOLILS 4535 2, 584 7 5.68 3.73
LOSTINE 249 1,340 4 5.58 3.59
LEXINGTON 24@ 1,524 5 6.33 3.06
BAKER 9,490 28,225 a3 2.9 3.18
KING CITY 1,830 2299 ] .26 .02
UNION 2,120 8,835 30 4,17 2.99
JOSEPH 1,170 3.192 1 273 2.95
DLUNES CITY 1,170 5,7e8 19 4. 90 2.9%
LOWELL 7235 1,82h 6 .53 2.92
MILTON FREEWATER 5,850 1,677 27 1.3 2.83
SUMPTER 150 2,686 190 17,91 2.82
CANBY 7,739 13,589 52 1,75 2. 7¢
CAVE JUNCTION 1,158 3,079 i2 2.68 .39
NCMINNVILLE 15,179 20,014 79 1.3 2,99
SCOTTS MILL 235 1757 7 6. 89 2.5
BURNS 2,830 6,679 27 2.36 2,43
ASHLAND 15,660 16.199 86 1.23 1.67
ELGENE 186, 100 76, 386 439 8,72 1.66
SHADY COVE 1,199 2, 111 14 1.77 1,54
LONE ROCK 25 153 2 6. 12 8.65
WASCD 445 361 7 2.81 0. 49
UNITY 119 881 NA 6.19 MR
SISTERS 740 NA 2 NA NA
TOTAL 1,520,825 $10,139,607 48,232 - -

Note: NA indicates not available.



TABLE 1I-D.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

Bv City
Eneroy Rental & Maintenance Poles

Total
City $ % $ % $ % Dollars
ADAIR= NA NA NA MA NA NA NA
ADAMS 41,33 S3.2% 1,885 43. 8% $163 6. 68 42,500
ADRIANE NR NA NA NA NA NA kA
ALEANY## 174,688  59.36% 131,179 41.57% 9,662 3.86% 315,529
RMITY 5,216  48.32% 4,203 38, 35% 1,374 12,73% 18,791
ARLINGTON 3.219  43.52¢ 4,152 56. 14% 23 @, 34% 7,3%
ASHLAND 16,109 100, 62% ? A1) ) @ 3. d0x 16,109
ASTORIA 75,183 58.86% 28,676 30.59% 9,888  1@.55¢ 93,746
ATHENA 8,115  64.44% 4,209 33,39 274 2.17% 12,594
AUMSVILLE 5,799  57.03% 4,313 36.41% 718 6. 96% 11,852
AURORA 4,137 54,3 3,29 43, 26% 186 2. 44% 7,613
EAKER 28,025 109.0¢% 2 0.00% @ 8. 20% 28,825
BANDON NA NA N NA M NA KA
BANKS 3,378 55.98% 2,247 37.24% 429 6.78% 6,034
BARLOMW 797 51.09% 764 48, 5% ] 2. 00% 1,561
BRY CITYx NA A NA NA NA NA NR
BEAVERTON 131,523  36.5en 105,679 " 29. 32x% 123,158  34,18% 360,343
BEND ¥+ 65,451  52.3b% 37,498 45.99% 2,861 1.65¢ 125,010
BONANZA 1,861  52,68% 1,672 47, 32% 2 2, dox 3,334
BROWNSVILLE 56  533.36% 4,200 45, 44% 113 1.e:m 9,419
BURNS 1,474  22.99% 4,89 61.33% 1,187  16.38% 6,675
BUTTE FALLS 1,797 55,454 1,31 42, 31% 73 2.24% 3,241
CANBY 13,589  100.@8% 9 0. &% 2 8. 801 13,383
CANNON BERCH 8,433  60.93% 5, 866 36. 68% 341 2.47¢ 13,841
CANYON CITY 2,186  24,@2% 5,677 B4, T9% 984  11.22% 8,768
CANYONVILLE 3,988  52.75% 3,461 46, 71% 49 8.53% 7.409
CARLTON 6,427  53,21% 5, 466 45, 25% 186 1. 94% 12,878
CAVE JUNCTION 3,079 100.00% @ 0. 00% 0 0.991 3,079
CENTRAL PQINT 20,708 38,40% 13,328 37.61% 1,39 3.94% 33,414
CHILOGUIN 3,347  56.91% 3,300 35.98% 568 7.11% 9,3%
CLATSKANIE 4,686 100,00% ] 9. 60% 2 2, 8% 4,806
COBURG 5,211  b64.88% 2,775 34, 12% 147 1,811 8,133
COLUMBIA CITY 4,170 £5.06% 2,11 32. 5% 127 1.99% 6,408
CONDONE NA NA N M N NA NA
Coos BAY 35,33 56, 48% 41,117 41, 9% 1,929 1.56% 97,981
COQUILLE 19,943  48,.56X% 20, 434 49, 75% 693 1.69% 41,071
CORNELIUS 15,466 49,79 10,157 32, 69% Sy442  17.52% 31,965
CORVALLIS#= 110,316  38.81% 193,733 47, 23% 6,520 2.95% 229,571
COTTRGE BROVE 27,268  54,37% 15,119 38, 1% 3,764 7.50% 99,151
COVE 856  22.061 2,332 65, 26% 492 12.68% 3,879
CRESWELL 5,373 S2.95% 5,143 43, 29% 249 2.19% 11,365
DALLAS 29,827  57.5B% 19, 886 37.86% 2,383 4, 37% 50, 416
DAYTON 5,208  §52.43% 4,419 44, 48% 7 3.9 9,334
TAWILLE 677  18.682% 2,258 62.73% £64  1B.45% 3,600
DEPOE BAY#*&* 656  11.93% 4,897 B6. 86% 137 2. 400 5,6%



TABLE 11-D.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

By City
Energy Rental & Maintemance Poles

Total

City $ x $ % $ % Dollars
DETROIT# NA NA NA NA NR NA NA
IONALD 1,743 49,26% 1,672 47, 24% 124 3. 502 3,938
DUFURE M NA NA NA NA NA )
DUNDEE 4,216 41,481 4,883 48, 24% 1,065 18, 48% 19, 164
DUNES CITY#%s 562 18, 16% 5, 68 88,83% 38 1.81% 5,728
DURHAM 3,832  ©B.68% 2,099 33.231 384 6.09% 6,315
ERGLE POINT 16,360  51.45% 8, 849 43, 94% %8 4,61% 29,138
ECHD 3,836 35.91x% 2,689 38. 9% 32 9. 11% 6,897
ELGIN 3,283 18, 19% 11,372 63. 00% 3,393 18.81% 18,958
ENTERPRISE 7,170 471.62% 7,786 o1.68% 186 0.7e% 15, 266
ESTRCADR 8,51 533. 38% 6,703 41, 79% 885 5.01% 16,861
ELGENE 76,306 189,001 2 0. oo% 2 e. 00 76, 386
FRIRVIEW 6,619  56.74% 4,748 4. 7% 99 2.50% 11,665
FALLS CITY 2,618  6@.98% 1,664 38.76% 11 g.21m 4,293
FLORENCE##% 3,154 18,99 23,586 82.17% 1,964 6. 84% 28, 7e4
FOREST GROVE 17,340 109,001 @ 2.0 e @, aex 17,340
FOSSIL* NA NA NA NA NA NA ket
GRARIBALDI* NA A NA NA N N NA
GRSTON 2,820 56.32% 2,182 AT 5 0.9 5,007
BATES 1,837  43.68% 2,290 k. 44% 79 1.88% 4,297
GEARMART 5, 351 61.57% 3,878 39. 3% 27e 3. 11% 8,691
GERVAIS 3,179 45.54% 3, 584 91.35% 217 3.1 6, 98¢
BLADSTONE 23,467  62.29% 11,173 29.64% 3,856 4112 37,697
BLENDALE 4,604  61.64% 2, 763 39, 48% 224 2. 88% 1.7%
GOLD HILL 2,136  34.51% 4,054 63, 49% 2 8, aax 6,199
GRANTS PRSS 72,481 9. 37% 48,174 36. B@x 19,252 7.83% 130,997
GRASS VALLEY 1,240  59.22% 854 40.78% 2 @. oex 2,094
GRESHAM 144, 601 44,332 119,272 36.57% £2, 289 19. 18 326, 162
HAINES 1,338 38.17% 1,957 56. 18% 197 2. 6% 3, 484
HAL FWAY* NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
HALSEY 5,312 78.99%x 2,139 28, 86% 11 0. 15% 1,482
HAMMOND 2,927 f2.70% 1,569 33.62% 172 3.68% 4,668
HARRISBURG 7,888  68.26% 4,853 37.18% 343 2. 64% 13,978
HELIX 992 57.85% £a3 39. 84% 49 2,311 1,715
HEPPNER* NA NA NA NA NA NA ]
HERMISTON 24,599  49.23% ch, 794 49, 621 o974 1152 49,97
HILLSBORD 113,405  33.55% 109, 852 29, 60% 124,552  36.89% 338,919
HINES 1,97¢  18.16% 6,835 63.01% 2,042 18,822 10, 847
HOOD RIVER 9,767  74.5e% 2,951 22, 51% 389 2.97% 13,168
HUBBARD 7,425 435, 20% 6,790 41, 35% 2,285 13.43% 16, 420
HUNT INGTCNE NA NA NA NA NG NA M
TDANHA* NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
IMBLER 744  25.96% 1,875 63, 46% 246 8. 59% 2,885
INDEPENDENCE 14,171 8. 9% 7,862 32.69% z,017 8.39% 24,049
[ONE* NA NA NA NA 2] NA M



TARLE 11-D.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

By City
Energy fental & Maintenance Poles

Total

City $ x $ ¥ $ % Dollars
ISLAND CITY 4,176 25.08X% 3,120 66, 33% 39 8.3% 4,683
JACKSONVILLE 3,826 33.92% 1,382 635, 44% 73 0. 64% 11,209
JEFFERSON 4,85  51.63% 3,641 46.36% 158 2. 02% 7,885
JOHN DAY 4,231 24,392 114,17 64, 40% 1,943  1l.2ex 17,345
JOHNSON CITY 1,793  96.25% 7¢ 3. To% [ 9, 0 1,863
JORDAN VAL# NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
JOSEPH 1,003  31.48% 2,187 68, 52 ? 0. 0% 3,19
JUNCTION CITY 14,842  59.11% 9,813 39.08% 454 1.81% 25,198
HEIZER 14,360  398.680% 21,696 46,73% 10,432  22.47% 46, 428
KING CITY 1,587  65.39% 606 26,371 186 8. eax 2,299
KLAMATH FALLS £8,839 69.66X 30,548 29.33% 4,983 4,81% 103,683
LAFRYETTE 6,188  49.43% 5172 41,85% 1,078 8,73 12,359
. LAGRANDE 15,503  21.28% 46,563 £3.86% 19,824  14,85% 72,89
LAKE OSWEBD 138,956  h2.66% 61,774 29.65% 16, @27 7.69%  2@8, 397
LAKESIDE ¥+ 1,043 10.64% 8,748 88.76% 9 8., 68% 9,85
LAKEVIEW 12,803  46.16% 12, 188 46, 87% 1,811 £.97% 26, d82
LEBANTN*# 43,608  68.68% 25,313 33.18% 2,983 4, 15% 71,9597
LEXINGTON® KA NA NA NA NA N ]
LINCOLN CITY 53,389  52,8A% 7e, 081 46.99% 1,812 8, 95% 106,482
LONE ROCH# Na NA NA NA N NA NA
LONG CREEK 946 18,122 3,291 £3.03x% 984  18.85% 3,221
LOSTINE 7% 59.22% 547 48.768% ] 0. 0% 1,350
LOWELL ##as 56 38, 98% 1,260 £9.@82¢ 9 @, bex 1,826
LYONS 3,622  £4.85% 1,934 34.63% 29 9.33% 9,983
MADRAS 5,088  40.21% 8,987 38.84% 143 8. 95% 15,138
MALIN 2,77¢  75.82% 865 23. 6% 18 0. 49% 3,633
MANZANITA= NA NA MNA NA NA NA *A
HCHINNVILLE 28,814 100, %0% ) 2. dex @ 0.0 0,014
MEDFURD 157,685  70.39% 91,273 22,954 14,429 6.46% 223,378
MERRILL 4,499 &0, 6% 2,995 34, 46% 3 4,982 7,415
¥ETOLIUS 32 R,2e 1,732 67.03% ) 8. 77% 2,584
wILL CITY 8,428  46.21% 7.219 38, 49% 2,79%  15.30% 18,237
MILLERSBURG 7,093  SB.74% 4,365 36, 19% 617 3.11% 12,876
MILTON FREEWATER# NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
MILWAUKIE 117,306  48,99% a3, 986 37,53% 3,427 13.5ex 239,719
MOLALLA 18,93  952.32% 13,204 36. 49% 4,000 1.1 36,190
MONMOUTHE ] NA NA NA NA NA M
WONROE 1,863  53.24% 1,697 45,921 29 0. 84% 3,499
MORO 2,034  59.22% 1,400 49,78% ? 0. 00% 3,434
MT. ANGEL 8,96 33174 7,2% 43,36% 583 3.47% 16,825
MT, VERNON 1,212 18.41% 4,142 82, 91% 1,230  18.68% 5, 584
FYRTLE CREEK 7,527  4Q.T77% 18,313 3. 87% 620 3. 36% 18, 463
MYRTLE POINT 14,609  48,38% 15,573 51, 40% 66 9, 22% 30,298
NEHALEM® NA NA NA NR NA NA NA
NEWBERG 40,294 50.71% 28,478 35, B4% 18,687  13.45% 79,459



TAME 1I-D.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

By City
Energy Rental & Maintenance Poles

Total

City : % $ % : % Dollars
NEWPORT #2% 8,709  11.55x 68, 260 79,89 6,461 8.57% 75,430
NORTH BEND 36,921  47.18% 39, 166 90, 04% 2,173 2.78% 78, 263
NCORTH PLAINS 2,916 49.53% 2,847 48, 36% 124 2. lex 5,866
NORTH POUDER 1,818  18.9% 3,352 62, 7% 984 18,493 5, 346
NYSSA* NA NA NA NA NA NA N
DRKLAND 2,735 48.79% 2,660 47.45% 211 3. T1% 5,606
OAKRIDGE 8,580 28.ex 21,356 £9. 79% 680 2.20% 38,5616
ONTRRIO= NA 4] NA NAR ] NA NA
OREGON CITY 67,827  50,97% 51,29 38.89% 13,370 10.14% 131,893
PENDLETON 75,290  49.3a% 52,830 47.18% 3,889 3.47% 111,989
PHILOMATH 9,419  53.85% 7,926 43, 32X 143 2.63% 17,458
PHOENTX 4,866 40,97 6,725 36. bA% 284 2.3% 11,875
PILOT ROCK 8,372  59,06% 5,274 37.21% 329 3.73% 14,173
“ORTLAND 1,701,672  62.64% 779,53 28, 7%% 233, #4b 8.674 2,716,674
POKERS 3,529  49.9%x 3,520 49, 8% 20 9.28% 7,069
SRAIRIE CITY 1,245 18, 44% 3,969 62.89% 1,858  18.66% 5, 668
PRESCOTT 875  41,7%% 1,131 33.87% 93 4, 42% 2,099
PRINEVILLE 16,452 41.54% 22,838 37.64% 327 0.83% 39, 689
RAINIER 6,879 48,972 6,784 48, 3% 384 2. 73% 14,046
REDMOND®# 27,312 Si.14x 23,96 44, 78% 2,181 4, 08% 53,409
REEDSPORT#x+ 3,285  10.54% 24,813 79.62% 3,867 9.84% 31,163
RICHLAND# NA NA NA ] NA NA NA
RIDDLE 3,006  44.68% 4,403 51.68% 319 3.64% 8,329
ROCKAWAY N NA NA NA NA A NA
ROBUE RIVER 5,738 54.67% 4,106 39.12% 632 6.21% 19,496
ROSEBURG 63,491  54,19% 48,502 41, 4% 5,165 4,412 117,158
SALEM 305,271  4B.54% 229,511 3B, 491 94,159  14,97%  6eR,9M
SANDY 18,589  56.73% 11,927 36. 401 2,231 6.87% 32,766
SCAPPOOSE 16,327  43.19%% 16,558 43,81% 4,914 13,000 37,79
810 2,233 34,3 4,272 £5.67% @ 0.6 6,906
SCOTTS MILL 494  28.13% 1,281 48, 35% 82 3.93% 1,797
SEASIDE 21,486  45.14% 29,572 53.73% 537 1.13x% 47,595
SENECA 457 28.57% 1,865 68, 84% a3 1.99% 1,346
SHADY COVE 1,147  54.32% 920 43.58% &4 2.10% 2,111
SHERTDAN 13,549  53.75x 8,693 44, 300 383 1.95% 18,625
SHERWOOD 9,866 51.79% 7, 9% 41,73% 1,242 6. 5% 19,065
SILETZ#ex 534 8.92% 4,303 71.87% 1,15 19.c¢% 5,387
SILVERTON 21,991  S54.51% 16,601 41.91% 1,421 3.59% 39.613
SISTERS* NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
SPRINGFIELD 48,026  48.34% 51,323 S1.66% @ 0. 0o 99,349
STANFIELD 6,758  53.23% 3,09 41.36% 666 T, 41% 12,320
STRYTON 18,199 59.2R 9,987 32.23% 2,633 8.57% 30, 741
ST. HELENS 3n,011  93.77% 28,073 40, 79% 3,746 S.44% 68,829
57, PAL 2,718  5b.50% 2,198 42.87% 31 8.63% 4,916
SUBLIMITY 5,019  45.78% 3,429 49.57% 503 4,65% 19,953



TABLE II-D.1

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

By City
Eneray Rental & Maintenance Poles

Total
City $ % $ % $ % Dollars
SUMMERVILLE 2%  17.43% 1,833 63. 32 320 19.23x 1,663
SUMPTER 49  17.45% 1,701 63. 32X 517 19,23 2,686
SUTHERLIN 21,285  57.96% 13,984 37.82% 1,712 4,63% 36,981
SWEET HOME 29,333 52.18% 25, 444 43, 26% 1,439 2, 56% 6,216
TALENT 5,233 49.92% 4,668 4b, B6% 467 4, 42% 19, 568
THE DALLES#* NA NA NA NA NA NA NR
TIGARD 45,428  48.67% 35,279 37.80x 12,629  13.53% 93,31
TILLAMOOK* NA NA NA NA NA NR NA
TOLEDO®++ 4,987 10.28% 36,993 T6h.29% 6,010  13.43% 48,498
TUALATIN 96,585  53.67% 34,204 36.31% 9,458  10.03x% 94,239
TURNER 9,560  48.83% 4,302 37.13% 1,721 14, 85% 11,589
UMATILLA 12,669 58,50 7,671 35. 42% 1,318 6. 08 21,658
LINION 2,855 23.26% 3, 748 63. 3% 1,833  11.6%% 8,835
UNITYS NA NA NA NA NA NA M
VALEs NA NA ] NA N NA NA
VENETAR, #52% 2,415  30.34% 5, 545 69.66% 8 9, 20% 7,360
WALDPORT #2# 1,271  10.54% 9,698 00, 4% 1, @9 9. 24% 12,059
WALLOWA 1,718 31.52% 3,863 68. 48% 8 2. 0o 5,640
WARRENTON 13,308 71,974 4,85 26, 20% 325 1.76% 18, 481
WASCO 198 54, 98% 137 37.80% 2% 7. 38% 361
WATERLDO 1,128 58.94% 707 36.93% 79 4, 14% 1,915
WEST LINN 61,296 42.21% 60,453 41.63% 23,481 16.174 145,231
WESTON 4,874  62,82% 2,759 35.56% 125 1.62% 1,758
WHEELER® N NA NA NA NA NA NA
WILLAMINA 10,057  S54.BAX% 7,551 41,19 725 3.95% 18,333
WILSONVILLE 19,215  28.43% 32,21 47.75% 16,893  23.81% 67,979
WINSTON 12,978  76.97% 3,597 21.89% 326 1.93% 16,868
WOOD VILLAGE 7,185 48, 14% 5,921 48.11% 1,734 11.75% 14,760
WOODBLURN 38,645  43.83% 36, 831 49,872 13,483  15.2%% 88,159
YACHATS 4= 555 10.23% 4,694 86. 56% 174 3.21% 3,423
YAMHILL# 3,538  S2.65% 3,027 435, 03% 155 2.3 6,729
TOTAL 45,192,245  53.07% 43,589,145 36.69% 1,801,724  10.24% 49,783,114

Notes: # There is insufficient information to break total expemditures into component costs.
# The city is served by two utilities, one of which does mot provide sufficient
information to break total expenditures into component costs.

## Energy comporent of Lincoln PUD served cities mipht be artifically low. Energy
charge based on 208 Watt energy only rate ($1,38/mo) which eguals 1.3 cents/KWH
which is below the BPA wholesale rate.

#44 fissumes all lights are mounted on distribution type wood with no additional
poele charge.
NQ indicates not available.



TABLE 1I-D.2

STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE COMPONENTS

By Utility

Energy Renta]l & Maintenance Peles

Thtal
Utility $ % § ) $ * Deilare
PGE $3,242,288  53.M% 1,943,026  32.4@%  $822,819 13.69%  $5,36R,234
pogL 1,611,450  55.25%  {,192,172  4d.87% 113,152 3.83% 2,315,584
CENTRAL LINCOLN 24,783  19.84% 183,079  B@.1i% 29,669 9. 244 228, 532
CP NATIONAL 68,866  31.43% 121,371 55.9%K 28,438  13.00% 218,875
SALEM ELECTRIC 37,183 34,334 57,316 53.09% 13,683  12.59% 1¢8, a5e
NORTHERN WASCO NA NA NA NA NA NA NA#
5UB 48,026 4B, 34% 51,323  Sl.66% [ 9. 6e% 29,345
1DAHO POWER NA NA NA NA NA NA R
TILLAMOOK PUD NA NA NA NA NA NA NE#
ENEB 76,306 109, 00% 0 0. 00% 2 2.89% 76, 396
CONSUMERS POWER NA NA NA NA NA NA NE#
LANE 9,289 27.93% 23,266  70.20% 682 2, @54 33,235
COLUMBIA RIVER 9,384  37,00% 12,637  46.83% 4,363 16,174 6. 964
COLUMBIA BASIN - NA NA NA NA MA NA N
MCMINNVILLE 28,814  190.00% 2 2, ga% ? 2. 8% 20,214
BANDON NA NA NA NA NA NA NR#
FOREST GROVE 17,340  1@0.00x% ] 0. 00 & 2. 001 17, 348
ASHLAND 16,109  12d.02% 2 . cox ] 2, 02 16,189
MONMOUTH NA NA NA NA NA NA Nf#
CANBY 13.589 109.02x% 0 3. oo 2 0. e 13,589
WILTON FREEWATER NA NA NA NA NA NA Nf#
EMERALD PUD ea72 3179 4,895  68.30¢ 9 2. ee% 7.187
CLATSKANIE PUD 4,686 160.%0% a 8, 0% ] ¢, dax 4, 586
CENTRAL ELECTRIC NA NA MR NA N NA A
TOTAL $5,192,245  53.07%  $3,589.145  36.69% $1,021,724  10.24% $9,733,1.3

Notes: NA indicates not available.

NA* ingicates available but rot incluged hecause

comporent experditures were not availabie.



TABLE II-E

CITY STREETLIGHT EXPENDITURE INDICATORS
By Ownership and Maintenance Rrrangements

Hundred
Dollars
Per Mile

Dollars
Type Type  Tyoe Total  Total Per
City Pooulation 4] B c Dollars  Miles Cavita
PRIMARILY TYPE A
ADAIR 560 100 1] o $3,653 2.5 $6.32
ADAMS 245 100% 0% ok 2,500 3.9 1a.21
ADRIAN 155 198x% ox 0% 983 22 5. 84
ALBANY 27,9 97 n o k0,222 154.0 11.48
ARITY 1,040 {eox ox o 18,791 10.4 10,38
ARLINGTON 459 100 o 13 7,3%% 13.2 16,44
ASTORIA 9,808 95% 5% ] 93,746 4.4 9.53
ATHENR 955 1001 o .73 12,39% 8.1 13.19
AUMSVILLE 1, 488 108% 7] ot 11,832 7.1 8.81
AURDRA 35 1oon o o 7,619 4,8 1451
BANKS 495 16ax ez o 6,834 2,3 1219
EARLOW 169 109% o ax 1,561 .1 15.61
BRY CITY 1,168 109% o " 19, 380 14,5 9.44
BEAVERTON 33,956 71% 9t e, 3 360,343 13z.2 161
BEND 18, 800 9 o 1% 125,010  125.6 6.93
BONRNZA 35 1eex o % 3,534 6.7 10,87
BROWNSVILLE 1,235 168e% o ox 9,419 16.1 7.51
BURNS 2,839 160% n ok 6,679 212 2.36
BUTTE FALLS 439 100% o o 3,241 3.1 7.28
CANNON BERCH 1,250 10ex% o o 13, 841 4.2 1187
CANYON CITY 610 109x ox o 8,768 8.6 14.37
CANYDNVILLE 1,270 1egx 2] % 7.489 10.2 3.83
CARLTON 1,278 100% 01 [y 4 12,978 9.7 9.51
CENTRAL POINT 6, 740 1om o n 35,414 37.e 5.23
CHILOGQUIN 778 100x o 1.1 9,39 9.8 i2.c@
COBURG 658 i ) 14 ) 3 8,133 1.2 1.9
COLUMBIA CITY 730 100% o . ] 6, 408 9,8 8.54
CO0S BAY 14,693 1o 0z o 97,981 71.6 6.67
COQUILLE 4,270 9% o 21x% 41,871 23.3 9.73
CORNELIUS 5,850 6% 443 2 31,065 23.7 6. 13
CORVALLIS 41,580 98x o oy | 236,736  165.8 5.83
COTTAGE GROVE 7,09 1oex o '3 5@, 151 41,1 7.87
. COvVE S3e 100 o o 3,879 6.6 7.32
CRESWELL 1,89 10ex% o o 11,363 18.5 6. 02
DALLAS 8,959 10en o o 99, 416 43.3 5.63
DAYTON 1,398 3% t2x & 9,934 8.9 7.15
DAYVILLE 285 109% o i 3,600 2.6 17.56
DEPOE BAY B2s 100 " ] 5,690 12.9 6.92
DETROIT 400 100x o ol 6,854 .7 113
DONALD 279 100% o 1] 3,338 2.8 12.87
DUFUR 799 160x ax ox 6, 352 7.4  11.53
DUNDEE 1,388 95% 54 ok 10, 164 12.9 7.37

14, 44
6.41
4. 94

20.89

10,43
5.71

17.22
15.51
16. 72
15. 84

. 12
14.87
7.18

27.23
9.95
5.28
2. 85
2.45
18,45
9.75
19.18
7.25
12.49
9.57
9. 60
11.26
652
12.63
17.64
13.89

14.28
12,19
3.9
10.85
11,63
i1.16
13.64
4,43
8.87

12.73
B.o4
7.89































































TRBLE 1il-H

FBE INVENTORY AND EXPENDITURE

STREETLIGHT INVENTORY

Utility City DOwned, City
Owred and Maintained  Utility Maintained fwned and Maintained

Total

City rooulation MV KRSV Cther My  HPSY  CQther w HPSV  COther  Inventory
AMITY 1,240 76 9 e 2 e 2 8 2 0 a5
AURORA 523 ) 7 2 2 3 Q 2 [ 8 87
BANKS 493 45 ¢ @ 2 ) 8 2 2 e 45
BARLCW 189 16 8 2 8 d a ] 2 ) 16
BEAVERTON 33,96 1,574 428 @ 19 23 2 e 79 2 2,831
CARLTON 1,270 112 1 8 ] 8 e [ [ ] 113
COLUMBIA CITY 730 2 ] @ 63 8 i ) 2 @ 72
CORNELIUS 35,0850 149 13 ] 121 & @ [ 8 2 T4
DAYTON 1,39 6@ & ] 12 @ 2 @ e ] 1o
DONALD 215 39 e @ e a Q ? 9 3 35
TAUNDES 1,300 €5 32 8 5 ] 8 2 @ i 182
DURHRY 728 17 @ 2 47 9 ) ) 8 2 13
ESTRCADA 1,91@ 18 23 o 8 e ? 8 ] 2 133
FRIRVIEW 1,850 12 9 @ 8 el ) ] ? 2 1@
GASTON 560 4 2 @ 8 ® e [ 2 @ 44
BERVAIS 745 35 18 8 @ '] 2 @ 9 a 73
GLADSTONE 9,578 ? 2 2 428 86 8 3 2 1 492
GRESHAM 37,468 1,739 299 2 363 414 2 9 2 ? 2,821
HILLSBORO @, cTe 1,557 39 0 9 115 2 6 ? @ 2, 869
HUBBRRD 1,768 129 11 [} () @ ) 2 ? 2 140
JOHNSON CITY 390 1 8 a 1 a 2 34 e 2 36
KEIZER 19800 13 1 8 ) ) 8 Q 8 3 24
KING CITY 1.839 1 i 2 a a 8 2 @ 7 19
LAFAYETTE 1,249 185 2 2 ) 8 ] L 2 { iea
_RKE OSWEBO ch, 200 19 1 @ 1,833 444 2 @ 2 B 2,324
MILWAUKIE 17,3715 1,713 75 @ &2 a2 ) ? 2 3 i, 902
YDLALLA 3.108 a31 16 @ ca 4 8 @ 2 2 285
MT. ANGEL 2,930 125 el ¥ 8 2 2 2 2 8 14b
NEWBERG 11,440 418 27 9 254 4 @ 2 2 2 7a?
NORTH PLAINS 338 S4 5 ¢ 9 () 8 2 8 2 39
DREGUN CITY 14,528 B8s 117 @ 44 19 8 1 40 i 1,187
PORTLAND - 379, 080 16 2 @ 11,885 19,297 a2 L,7R 2,797 138 33,753
AMINIER 1,569 iz8 3 8 B 3 B @ [ i 133
SALEM 94,688 2,470 79 8 25t 609 @ 4 3 ) 4,131
SANDY 3,538 151 38 ¢ 78 33 ] @ @ @ 252
SCAPPOOSE 3,418 143 19 2 9 ] 3 2 ' 2 138
SCOTTS MILL 253 # a3 @ 9 2 8 @ @ @ £3
SHERIDAN 2,420 151 23 3 3 ) 2 2 & 2 183
SHERWOGD 2,685 73 43 8 57 17 2 @ @ i 152
SILVERTON 3,290 a7 )| ) @ ? 2 3 ) 2 323
ST. PAUL 33Q 39 &4 2 2 @ @ ] 2 2 43
















































TARLE [V-A

WEIGHTED LUMEN DISTRIBUTIONS BY CITY
(in thousand lumens)

Range 1: Range 2: Range 1: Range 4: Range S5: fange 6: Range 7: .
1,000 - 4,000 5,000 - 8,000 9,500 - 16,000 20,500 - 22,500 25,500 - 34,000 45,000 - 5,000 109, 000 Citv Totals

City Lights Lumens Lights Lusens Lights Lusens Lights Lusens Lights Lusens Lights  Lumens Lights  Lusen Lights  Lusens
NEWPORT ] e ) ? 431 4,73 303 6,5 L) ® 9 @ [/ @ 134 11,276
NORTH BEND ) ) 458 3,123 &7 516 1% 4,233 ] ) 1,58 ) ? 73 9,378
NORTH PLAINS ¢ 2 56 k"] 1 1 2 43 ? (] ) ) ) ) 59 436
NORTH POWDER ? ) ] ] ] 318 1 2 8 ) ) @ @ ] 4 556
NYSSA 2 ] 34 23 117 1,284 &6 9 (] (4 e 0 ® (] 197 2,519
OAHLAND @ e 35 23 ] ) 18 389 [} e ) ) 8 ) 53 627
OAXR1DGE ¢ ] 199 1,2% ) ] 185 2,268 ) ® o e ® [} 295 3,564
ONTARIOD ) ) n 484 301 3,34 85 1,836 45 1,166 @ 3%t ) ) 584 1,772
CREBON CITY ) ] 794 5,415 12 1,18 183 3,521 13 337 s 1,69 ] 8 1,187 12,091
PENDLETON 16 52 581 3,9%2 16 176 384 8,29 ? e s 243 ) o 1,882 12,727
PHILDMATH 49 168 5 82 6 66 57,23 ) ) e ] ) ) 168 1,839
PHOENTX 2 7 9 673 (] (] 25 540 ) ? ) ] ] 8 126 1,282
PILOT ROCK 1 3 108 36 ® ) k-] 648 (] o @ ® 8 L] 139 1,388
PORTLAND 2 7 13,166 89,784 16,368 179,672 3,111 67,1%  1,9%7 50,985 1,081 48,683 68 6,808 35,683 443,04
POUERS ) ) “ i 3 ke] 17 367 ] ¢ 5 243 2 @ 65 916
PRAIRIE CITY ) ] ] ) k] 204 ] 173 ] ] ) ) ] ) 43 557
PRESCOTT ) ] 17 116 ] (] 2. 43 1 % ] ) ] ) 20 185
DRINEVILLE ] ) R 1% - 3 85 70 1,512 ] ® ® a ] ) 418 3,993
RAINIER ] 9 139 %8 2 2 2 43 ] ® ¢ ] ] ] 143 1,013
REDMOND 89 291 131 893 5 549 12 2,M9 ] ) % N9 ) e 438 6,871
REEDSPORT ] ) ] 2 24 2,59 2 1,55 8 ) ¢ ] ] [} 306 4124
RICHLAND ] ? 1 7 14 154 4 86 ? ] ) 0 ) ) 13 a8
RAIDDLE ¢ ] 5 31 B W 1 238 ) (] ] ] ] ) 89 8
ROCKAWAY [} ) ) ] 149 1,57 a7 583 ® ] ? '} ) ) 167 218

ROGLE RIVER 2 7 181 689 1 11 a 173 e ) ) ) ) (] 12 a79
ROSEBURS ] . 679 4,630 63 6% 218 4,79 ] ] B 3,787 ) 8 1,038 13,818
SALEN ) o 2319 159 827 9,078 959 28,713 A7 1,218 T2 35,542 ) 8 4,904 82,5
SANDY ) (] 24 1,643 13 143 s 188 8 ] 31,68 ] @ 2% 3,4%
SCAPPOOSE ) ) = 1, 1 1 “ () ) ? " 534 ) ? M 3,162
SC10 ] ] R 218 5 ] 2% 562 ) ] ® (] ) ) 63 835
SCOTTS ML ] ) a1 143 2 2 ) () @ '] e ] ) e 23 165
SEASIDE 109 27 b 675 25 2,358 67 1, M7 ] [ 23 117 ) [} 504 5,926
SEMECA ) ) 12 g2 1 11 ) (] 8 ] @ @ ] ] 13 93
SHADY COVE ) ) 18 123 3 1 2 A3 ) ° ) ) (] ) 23 199
SHERTDAN 2 7 131 893 9 9 39 842 ) ] 2 ] () e 181 1,841
SHERWOOD ) ] 158 1,823 3 ki) 18 389 2 44 ) ] 2 ) 192 1,99
sILETZ 0 ) e ] 4% 585 7 151 e ] 9 ) () ) 53 656
SILVERTON (] e 2 1, 13 143 97 2,095 4 104 14 580 ? ) 129 4,392
SISTERS ® (] () ] (] ] ) [} ) (] ] ) ] ) () 9
SPRINGFIELD ] (] S48 3,682 1,138 12,482 M8 9,676 125 340 J @ ® e &l 23, 094
STANFIELD ] (] 8 573 1 1 » 691 (] (] ® ) ) ) 17 1,875
STAYTON ] ] 213 1,453 ? ) 68 1,469 e ) ¢ (] @ (] 281 2, %1
ST. HELENS ) ) 365 2,489 18 198 173 3,737 11 285 3 146 ? ) 570 6,854
ST. PALL @ () F] 198 1 1 13 281 ) e ) ] ) ] 43 49
SUBLINITY ? (] 117 79 (] ) 6 138 8 ) ¢ ) ® ) 123 927
























TABLE 1V-B.2

LUMENS PER CAPITA AND LUMENS PER RGAD MILE
Sorted By Descending Population

Total Total Thousarnd

foad  Total Lurens Lumens Lurens

City Population Miies Lights {1,00@) Per Capita Per ¥ile
MILTON FREEWATER 5,859 27.1 463 9,709 1,660 33
PRINEVILLE 5,410 35.9 418 3,993 738 1
MONMOUTH 5,399 23.9 285 3,814 787 62
SEASIDE o 380 31.3 504 5,926 1,118 19
SILVERTON 3,298 23.3 329 4,392 a3 i73
CORNELIUS 5, 058 23.7 ¢4 2,467 489 104
REEDSPORT 4,875 20. 9 306 4,124 246 197
STRYTON 4,813 23.2 281 2,9%1 £87 126
FLORENCE 4,643 3.1 289 3,997 852 127
HOOD RIVER 4, 498 3l.a 143 804 179 26
SUTHERLIN 4,32 36.8 346 3,837 888 164
COQUILLE 4,220 23.3 336 4,795 1,136 ek
INDEPENDENCE 4,145 32.9 2c6 2,292 K] T4
TILLAMODK 3,923 23.8 273 4,176 1,864 i76
WILSONVILLE 3,702 106.3 462 4,419 {194 &2
OAKRIDEE 3,580 23.9 295 3, chh 995 149
SANDY 3,330 29.8 252 3,496 990 117
SCAPPODSE 3,410 19.3 329 3,162 927 164
WINSTON 3, 380 13.2 195 3, 140 323 239
TOLEDD 3,873 £2.9 433 g, 311 1,927 278
MYRTLE CREEX 3,289 6.1 218 1,653 317 le2
MOLALLA 3,100 21.1 285 3,375 1,249 162
JUNCTION CITY 3,050 0.8 248 2,620 853 prii]
ERGLE POINT 3,010 12.1 2l 1,831 688 15
UMATILLA 2,989 2a.8 283 2, 146 720 T
MT. ANGEL 2,938 3.8 1 1,673 T4 172
NYSSA 2,890 19,2 197 2,319 868 131
BUANS 2,830 er.2 45 961 340 ]
LAKEVIEW 2,75 18.3 246 2,77 999 163
MYRTLE POINT 2,709 16.8 3a3 3,937 1,318 el
SHERWOGD 2,683 18.9 192 1,989 741 1:@
TALENT 2,660 9.4 185 1,087 49 116
PHILOMATH 2,649 13.2 168 1,839 697 139
WoOD VILLAGE 2,999 6.9 118 1,378 528 198
PHOENIX 2,312 3.3 126 {,222 487 132
WARRENTON 2,473 42,9 225 1,366 S8 a2
SHERIDAN 2, 420 16.1 181 1,841 761 1i4
VENETA 2,335 18.8 94 1,158 496 B
BANDON 2,330 25.5 bl4 b, 202 2,662 ohbs
MADRAS 2,300 19.2 134 1,876 829 93
UNION 2,120 23.9 89 783 369 26
ENTERPRISE 2,070 18.7 154 1,582 764 83
JACKSONVILLE 1,99 15.3 134 1,974 S4Q 72
JOHN DAY 1,983 14,7 130 1,831 9z2 125
ESTACADA 1,914 16.0 133 1,568 8z ‘8
CRESWELL 1,895 18.5 121 1,032 549 9
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