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MEMORANDUM 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE:   March 6, 2006 
 
SUBJECT:   Street Lighting Program Issues, Recommendations  

   follow-up Discussion 
 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS: City-wide 
 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Jan Aramaki, Constituent Liaison/Policy Analyst 
  
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT.  Community Development/Tim Harpst, Kurt Larson, 
 AND CONTACT PERSON:  and Mike Barry 
 
 

On August 9, 2005, the City Council held a discussion regarding the Administration’s 
proposed Street Lighting Master Plan that included the administrative policies and the City’s 
street lighting plan.  At that time, the Administration reviewed with the Council the four existing 
street lighting programs (as per Attachment A) and presented five recommendations for the City 
Council’s consideration.   

 
  As a follow-up to accomplish these five recommendations, the Administration 
recommends that the City Council approve the following funding proposals for street lighting: 
 

• $275,000 FY07 CIP request to complete the Continuous Lighting Program on Redwood 
Road from 2100 South to North Temple and from 1000 North to 2300 North streets. 

• $65,000 FY07 CIP request to complete the Continuous Lighting Program on California 
Avenue between 900 West and Redwood Road. 

• $75,000 from General Fund to retain a specialized consultant to analyze options for a 
City-wide lighting program (refer to Attachment 2, Scope of Services, as provided by the 
Administration). 

 
  The Administration emphasizes in their transmittal letter that the City is in need of an 
evaluation street lighting philosophy based upon: 
 

1. Lighting of the public way (streets and sidewalks) needs to be City owned and operated.  
As long as individuals provide lighting under their control, such as under the private 
street lighting, lighting cannot be guaranteed as a benefit to the user public.     

2. There should be one base lighting program that applies city-wide that provides uniform 
and equitable lighting.  The multiple lighting program options confuse the citizenry as to 
the lighting programs available, eligible, possible, applicable, etc. 

3. There should be a discrete funding source.  The multiple funding sources now used are 
insufficient and not guaranteed year-to-year, thus leading to a general deterioration in the 
City's lighting infrastructure investment.  The restrictions on use of the different funding 
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sources are confusing to the community and leads to requests for special, unique funding 
"deals." 

 
A review and update on the five identified issues and recommendations from the 

Administration (includes the above funding requests) are as follows: 
 

1. Traffic Safety Lighting Program (Basic City lighting – at intersections and mid-block) -- 
ISSUES: 
 

a. A great majority of local streets in the City currently have a standard base level of 
lighting – the Administration reports 21 remaining lights need to be installed. 
  

b. In instances when a request by the majority of property owners within 150 feet of 
a requested lighting location is made and sufficient lighting is lacking within the 
300 feet spacing, the Traffic Safety Lighting program provides an option for mid-
block lighting.  Each year, several requests are received when properties change 
ownership or owners decide they no longer wish to participate. 
 

c. Older industrial subdivisions did not receive lights years ago due to slow 
development and low volumes of traffic and pedestrian activity.   Traffic Safety 
Lighting is requested as activity increases in these areas.  Note:  a developer in a 
new industrial area is required to install lighting by signing a waiver that commits 
the developer or owner to install lights as the subdivision develops. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
The Administration recommended that sufficient funding be provided annually to 
install new Traffic Safety Lighting as justified which will complete the Traffic Safety 
Lighting program citywide. For FY06, the City Council approved a Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) request in the amount of $50,000 to complete the traffic 
safety lighting city-wide in all residential neighborhoods and currently justified 
industrial neighborhoods.   
 

2. Complete the Continuous Lighting Program on major streets (brighter level and more 
uniform dispersion of lighting – 6-8 lights per block) by FY07 – ISSUES: 

 
Although the following streets are presently lit, additional lighting is needed to bring 
these streets up to the Continuous Lighting level:   Redwood Road from 2100 South 
to North Temple and from 1000 North to 2300 North; California Avenue from 900 
West to Redwood Road; and North Temple from 900 West to 2200 West.   
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
370 lights would complete sections of these streets.  A CIP request was submitted 
for $275,000 for FY06, but was not a recommended priority by the Administration 
or approved by the City Council.  However, the Administration has resubmitted a 
CIP proposal for FY07 for $275,000 for lights on Redwood Road from 2100 South 
to North Temple and from 1000 North to 2300 North; and has submitted a second 
CIP FY07 proposal for $65,000 to complete the lights on California Avenue between 
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900 West and Redwood Road.  The Administration recommends that the North 
Temple section from 900 West to 2200 West be installed as part of the light rail 
extension to the Airport.  The additional lighting will increase operating and 
maintenance costs by $44,400.   

 
3. Change UP&L maintenance to private contractor maintenance if economically justified – 

ISSUES: 
 

Ongoing issue relating to the extensive time involved when there is a request to 
maintain street lights;  i.e., bulb burn outs, pole replacements, etc. -- from the time a 
maintenance request is reported to the time the repair work is completed.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
a.    Convert from UP&L’s power and maintenance rate to a “power only” rate.  

The Administration has monitored several communities along the Wasatch 
Front who have switched to a “power only” rate in conjunction with private 
contractor maintenance – higher level of repair response times and lower 
overall power and maintenance costs have been reported. 
 

b.   The Administration’s RFP to request bids for various types and levels of 
maintenance has currently received bids from four private contractors which 
are currently under review.   If submitted bids prove to be favorable, the 
Administration will inform UP&L to convert the City to a “power only” rate 
and a contract with a private contractor will be implemented to maintain and 
service City lights.  If the Administration contracts with a private contactor, it 
will include the installation of the 21 remaining lights to complete the Traffic 
Safety Lighting Program. 
 

4. The Administration reaffirms its recommendation to discontinue offering Private Lighting.  
Allow successful areas to continue, and encourage poorly maintained areas to convert to 
Special Improvement Districts (SIDs) – ISSUES: 
 

a. Several upper level income neighborhoods are participating in the Matching Grant 
Program, but few lower or middle income neighborhoods participate due to 
inability to pay the one-time, up-front matching dollars required in the program.  
Therefore, the Administration reports that the vast majority of the lights installed 
with Matching Grant funds are located east of 700 East.   
 

b. Poor track record of maintenance by property owners:  30% of the lights are 
currently not operating as a result of neglect of bulb replacement, physical repair 
not being maintained due to owner’s unwillingness to perform, pay for, or seek 
funds from neighbors; and circuit breakers being turned off in homes that provide 
electricity to the lights.    
 
Although property owners signed a revocable permit to maintain the lights, over 
the years, maintenance has failed to be met due to:  1) property owners’ neglect; 
and/or 2) neighbors who organized the efforts to have the lights installed have 
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either moved or are no longer capable of encouraging neighbors to keep the lights 
in operation. 
 
At one time, the Administration mailed a letter to each property owner to remind 
them of their responsibility to maintain the lights, but a high level of outages 
remains a common occurrence. 
 

c. A reported decrease in the number of Matching Grant Program applications in the 
past year indicates a decline in demand for private street lights. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Discontinue the Private Street Lighting Program due to poor maintenance track 
record and interest decline in the program; however, allow those property owners 
who maintain their lights to continue to do so with the opportunity to convert to SID 
lighting.  An SID conversion would require covering the cost of installing 
underground conduit in the public right-of-way, connecting the lights to the common 
UP&L power source; and paying maintenance and operation costs.  The 
Administration recommends that these actions are placed on hold until a specialized 
consultant is retained to analyze options for creating a city-wide lighting program 
with a discrete funding source.  
 
Attachment 1, Private Street Lighting Program Maintenance, provides the City 
Council with additional information developed regarding maintenance, operation, and 
equity issues associated with the Private Street Lighting Program and provides 
answers to previous City Council inquiries and issues:     
 
a. Are there other measures that the City can explore to compel property owners 

maintain and operate their lights? 
 

b. Can the City have the maintenance performed and bill an uncooperative property 
owner? 
 

c. Can the City take on the maintenance of private lighting and charge the residents 
a lighting maintenance fee? 
 

d. What else can be done to facilitate maintenance of private lights? 
 

e. Why is SID lighting more expensive than private lighting? 
 

f. What can be done to resolve or improve the equity issue associated with the use 
of Neighborhood Matching Grant (NMG) funds for private lighting? 
 

5. Lighting infrastructure maintenance and replacement is not adequately budgeted and the 
number of lighting programs and funding sources contributes to the public confusion 
regarding the various options for lighting – ISSUES: 
 

a. Maintenance and replacement funding:  Several years ago, the rates charged in 
SIDs were adjusted to build funds over time to cover the cost of maintenance and 
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for eventual system replacement; however no such mechanism exists for the 
10,000 city-owned lights in the Traffic Safety Lighting Program or the 
Continuous Lighting Program. 
 
To cover the cost of maintenance beyond what is covered in the UP&L power and 
basic maintenance rate, approximately $100,000 has been budgeted annually in 
the General Fund street lighting cost center.  CIP requests are relied upon to pay 
for the cost of light replacements.  Based on increasing competition for CIP 
projects, adequate funding for light replacement is inadequately budgeted.   
 
$500,000 is required annually to replace deteriorated lighting systems based upon 
a life cycle of 40 years which means replacing 250 lights, poles and wiring 
annually. 
 

b. Number of Lighting Programs:  Traffic Safety Lighting, Continuous Lighting, 
Private Lighting, and SID lighting – contribute to public confusion as to what 
options are feasible for each neighborhood. 
 

c. Number of Lighting Funding Sources also contributes to public confusion:  
 
CDBG:  restricted to CDBG eligible areas and used for design and capital costs of 
lighting in non-SID areas, but can only be used for design in SID area, not to 
defray capital costs.  Cannot be used for O&M. 
 
RDA:  restricted to RDA areas and used for design and capital costs in SID areas 
and non-SID areas, but cannot be used for O&M. 
 
CIP:  no geographic restrictions and can be used for design, purchase, installation 
of City lighting within Traffic Safety Lighting and Continuous Lighting 
programs; and to defray some of the costs in SID areas. 
 
General Fund:  no geographic restrictions and can be used for operation costs and 
has been used for maintenance not covered under the “power and basic 
maintenance” rate of UP&L as well as replacement of individual lights as needed 
and to install new traffic safety lighting. 
 
Matching Grant Fund:  provides funding for 50% match from property owners for 
the capital costs to install private lighting, cannot be used for O&M.   
 
For SIDs, although it is the responsibility of the participating property owners to 
pay for capital costs, funds from CIP and RDA have been applied in some 
incidences to help offset capital cots since there is no policy to indicate the 
percentage of the total cost allowed from these sources. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
The Administration recommends that the City Council appropriate $75,000 in 
funding to retain a specialized consultant to analyze options for creating one city-
wide lighting program with a discrete funding source.   
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As part of the Administration’s paperwork, they have attached a copy of Attachment 
2, Scope of Services for the Study of Street Lighting Program Options and Street 
Lighting Funding Options which includes:   comments from the City Council; Exhibit 
1, Street Lighting Program & Funding Options; and Exhibit 2, Street Lighting Master 
Plan & Policy.  
 

Matters at Issue: 
 
 Key to the lighting discussion is the need for funding: 
 

1. There is discussion of establishing a discrete funding source. The Council typically 
avoids earmarking funds for specific issues, but rather compares all City needs and 
allocates available resources. 
 

2. The recently adopted 10-year CIP plan does not address the lighting issue.  If existing 
funding were used, this would have an impact on that 10-year plan. 
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Attachment A 
 

Current Street Lighting Program Options 
 

  For the City Council’s discussion, the Administration presents four existing City 
street lighting programs comprised of a total of 14,100 street lights:  Traffic Safety 
Lighting (TRAFFIC SAFETY LIGHTING) and Continuous Lighting comprised of 10,000 
lights; Private Lighting comprised of 1,900 lights; and Special Improvement Districts 
(SID) comprised of 2,200 lights.  The Administration requests input from the City 
Council before changes to the programs are made and the proposed street lighting 
administrative master plan is finalized. 
 
Programs that Provide Standard Base Level of City Lighting: 
 
1. Traffic Safety Lighting (TRAFFIC SAFETY LIGHTING):   

 
Standard base level of lighting is provided on local streets for pedestrian and traffic 
safety at intersections as well as mid-block lighting (approximate spacing of 300 feet) 
at property owners’ option.  Mid-block lighting is an option as long as a majority of 
the property owners within 150 feet of the light location request are in support and a 
light is lacking within the 300 foot spacing.    
 
Lights typically consist of either standard cobra head lighting fixtures on wooden 
poles or a decorative light and pole with underground wiring. 
 
100% of lighting costs (purchase cost, installation, maintenance, and operation cost) 
are paid by the City out of the General Fund. 
 

2. Continuous Lighting System: 
 
Busier major streets receive a brighter level of lighting and more uniform dispersion 
of lighting.  Major streets handle higher levels of traffic volume, speed limits, and 
pedestrians.  Levels of lighting consist of six to eight lights per block face.  
 
Lights typically consist of either cobra head lights on wooden poles or decorative 
fixtures and poles (i.e. State Street and University Light Rail line).   
 
100% of lighting costs (purchase cost, installation, maintenance, and operation cost) 
are paid by the City out of the General Fund.  However, when new developments 
fronting on major streets need new or replacement continuous lighting, they are 
required to cover the costs. 
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Lighting Programs Beyond the City’s Base Standard Level of Lighting: 
 

3. Private Lighting for Residential Areas: 
 
For approximately eight years, residential neighborhoods have had the option to 
purchase and install privately owned, decorative lights in the park strip public right 
of way.  There are 1,900 property owners who have lights wired directly to the 
electric service of their homes.  Each resident who owns a light is responsible to 
maintain and operate the light and is required to sign a revocable permit recorded 
with the property.  Neighborhood groups have the option to identify the style of 
light pole and fixture they desire. 
 
Individual property owners pay for the costs to purchase, install, maintain and 
operate the lights; however, the residents have the option to apply and participate in 
the City’s Matching Grant Program which pays up to 50% of the capital cost to 
purchase and install the poles, lights, and underground wiring.   
 

4. Special Improvement District (SID) for Residential and Commercial Areas:   
 
Special Improvement District (SID) provides additional lighting in areas where 
property owners desire special decorative lighting or more lighting fixtures than the 
City’s standard level of lighting and are willing to be assessed for the additional 
costs of the lighting.   There are currently 50 lighting extensions and the City has 
combined the individual districts into three super districts to simplify the annual 
assessment process. These extensions were combined based on assessment due 
dates, not on geographical location. 
 
When property owners within a specific neighborhood desire special or additional 
lighting, they may petition the City for the creation of a special assessment street 
lighting district.  Creating this kind of a district is a legal process whereby property 
owners can arrange for funding of a public improvement that will benefit their 
properties.  Special assessment districts are formed by ordinance upon agreement of 
a majority of the area property owners.   
 
Street lighting districts require the abutting property owners to pay 100% of the 
capital costs of the lighting and 75% of the ongoing operating and maintenance cost 
of the lights.  The City pays the remaining 25% of the operating and maintenance 
cost as the equivalent of lighting that would be provided by the City.  The property 
owners’ costs are levied and billed annually in the form of special assessments.   
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