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, I. 't, '.-

o PIN' I 0Jl:'" 

, . .... ' .' 

Poppy-fields Lighting ,District ,(Dis~~iet) . se~ks.a " 
deviation from Southern california Edison Company's (Edison) Tarif! 

, • ',,' J ,_ ' • .' .,' ~, " 

SChedule LS-1 so that Edison might install .incandescent street . 
.' - ,.". • I' • ",,' 

lights in the District rather than high.pressure sodium vapor . ... ~ . , ., , .. ,,' ~ 

(HPSV) lamps. , ',' ... , .', 
In 1987, Edison entered into an agreement with Los,. .'. " 

Angeles County (the County), whereby. Edison would assum~ .owneJ:'ship .. 
of County~owned street lighting f~cil.i ties.. This, amo~ted~ to 9,.?17 
lights, constituting most. of the county-owned and maintained" street "', 

, . • '. ~. , ., , ,.' I. . • • , '" ., • •• 

lighting system and approximately ten perc~nt of tlle.s~reet. l~9'hts 
within the County's jurisdiction. The County would remain Edison's 
customer, but in essence Edison would be providing a street 
lighting service as opposed to simply providing, electricity to· 
operate those street lights. Street lights owned by the customer 
(the county) are provided service under Tariff Schedule LS-2. 

" ~. r" " " ~ I 
"."... '.,,- J •• .,; ,.,' • 
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street lights owned by the company (Edison) are provided service 
under Tariff Scheoule LS-l.' " The: 'l':L9h{s:' w~re to" b~ tidn'~'fe~~;;~it~' 
Edison over a :Period of five years. Most of the eXisting ,..::~.:,,~.:! '~r' ,.",< 

facilities were deemed obsolete by both parties._ Th:ereior:e'~(" ".'c 
) '. • I, '... • ~ ,. ." ~. 

pursuant to the agreement. and Tariff Schedule LS-l, Edison was to 
replace the :·fa:eJ.:~':i:ties 'with modern, enerqy efficient, Edison-owned 
HPSV street lights at no cost to the County. Edison had seven 
years to replace the systems. 

, '. 
.., ;'­
• _, "' .. _ .. L'._' 

The first transfer of appro)Cimately 1,600. lights-occurred 
on June 1, 1988. Included in this transfer, were 159 incandescent 

, . 
lights in the District, an unincorporated area. in Altadena" .. which .' 
are the subject of this complaint. The existing Poppyfields 
Lighting Dis.trict incandescent system is.; over 60 years old, highly 

. - ," 

inefficicnt~ expensive' to' ma'intain,' and' severely deteriorated. 
consequently, it must be replaced. Because of the controversy 
underlying this complaint, Edison transferred the system back to 
the County, subject to Edison's agreement to take the system back 
once the HPSV light dispute is resolved. 

Edison asserts that it cannot comp'ly with the 'District's' 
request because the' cownission has prohibited Edison from'''·· 

. . 
instal1in9' new incanoescent street lights. On Deceru:>er 12~ 1978'1 
the Commission ordered Edison to discontinue use of incandescent 
street lamps Wbecause they are siqniflcantly less energy efficient 
than other available laxnps.w1 In complianeewith this deCision, 
Edison revised Schedule L$-1, If'Lighting- Street 'and Highway;" 
utility-Owned' System; If' to prOhl.bit Edlson ,. from·· installing'tiew 
incandeseent'street'lights.·2 ..... ' . 

. , .. 'H' .." " 
.; .. , "W' '. I' 

, .". ,.\. "'1'''' 

, ,. 

:.".,-" 

1 Decision 89711, p. 185, Finding 47. 

• ,e. 

',~ ";' :. 

2 Advice Letter 478-E, effective January 1, 1979. 
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;' :A 'public .. hearing' was'held. before Administrative ,Law:Judge": 
Robert Barnett. '~t .', C ..... _ ~ .' 

CODIRlainant' s· Eyidence: " ': :.... - ,: h:' 

. "Complainant presented the assistantcieputy,director~ :in.: 

charge of the' traffic anci lighting' di vision for the 'Los.;Angol'es-' 
county Department of' Public Works·. ,The witness testified;:, 

The residents of the District, occupying over· ,410 :', 
assessable housing units, request a deviation from Edison's rules 
to allow Edison to build a new'incandescent street ligh.ting:syste:m.-. 
The resic1ents.are,concerned with'the yellowish color lights' should' 

Edison build an HPSV system. They prefer tho white light of·tho 
incandescent system which the county presently owns.' Th.is. lighting" 
system is very . expensive to maintain. anci is rap,idly approaching, the '" 
time that it will not be maintairutble because replacexn~nt. 'parts 
will not be available. The residents desire that Edison, if it 
obtains a deviation, b""ild an incandescent system and maintain it. 
The residents' are agreeable to, paying any additional" energy'costs 
to run the system. This incandescent system, 'would be ' lessenerqy , 
effieient than the high pressure sodi~vapor system that Edison 
would install if there was no deviation granted., A now. ," 
incancieseent system of 180 lights would cost approximately$lS,OOO ' 
a year more to operate than a, new high pressure soci'iwn'system.'with 
tho same number of lights. That i& titty,percontmore costly than 
the costs of a high pressure system. These additional' costs.' 'would' , 
be approximately $40 a year, per assessable unit. ' . 

Los Angeles County supports' the principal· 'of ' energy 
conservation, but in this instance because the Los' Angeles'· county 
supervisor in whose district Poppyfields lies supports the 
application, and the residents of Poppyfields are willing"to pay 
for the extra energy costs, the County 'filed this complaint.;: The 
deviationreqllested is contrary to the general policy of. energy 
conservation that the County has followed' with respect. to,its: 
operations and particularly to its own lighting operations. ,: The 
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County-,uses hiqh,prcssure' sOctiUln liqhts A.lxnost~exclusivel:y/,tor 
street lightinq. If a deviation is qranted, prior to requesting" ,., 
Edison to construct an incandescent lighting system,' the"Dis.trict, ,,:') 
would po-ll ' its residents to determinei! ,they-were, ,willinq: to pay 
the added costs of the incandescent' system. The cost· of" the: system., . 
:built :by E,:lison would. :be paic1thX'ougll: increasec1 rates over, the life", 

of the system. 
If the deviation is not qranted" the, county has"the'.' 

ability to-keep, ownership of ,the: system.., build a new.- incandescent, 

systom, and chargo thQ entire cost' ot the new construction"" 
immediately to the property owners ofPoppyfields, throu9h an:, 
assessment~ 

initial cost 
The 

If the County builds the, ,system" there would be·. an 
ot approximately $1,,100' ,per assessable' housin9 unit,., 
senior deputy to supervisor, Mike. Antonovich testified 

as follows:,.: ' 
The residonts of the poppytielas Lightinq" District" are 

within supervisor Antonovieh' s district.· Those residents· desire 
this deviation and supervisor Antonovich, supports the residents,. • 
The supervisor' has requested the Los Angeles Department· of'~ PuJ)lic 
Works to initiate this complaint. She knows of no residents.~who, 
oppose the requested. deviation. If .the deviation is granted,·:but 
before construction by Edison, the residents of the District'would" 
be polled to- determine whether they are willinq to pay- the': 
increased costs caused. by a new incandescent. street li9hting ." 

system. She believes a two. thirds vote of· .the re~idents would: be 
required to approve this increased, cost. 

A resiclent of the PoppyfieldG District testified:as . 
tollows: 

The residents of the District desire, to',maintain~the·. , 
current type ot li9htin9 as opposed toe'i ther a· :bright yellow or._ 
oran9c type' of lighting.th~t results from" high pressure', sodium, 

vapor lighting. The District is in Altadena'which:' is .in .the':. 
foothills in the mountains :behind Pasadena. The present 
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incandescent.lighting system. does not·: disturb, wildlife' in.··,the':,~>· 
neighborhood.. It is difficult, driving:: under 'orange'" or: yellow light' 
ana it is not aestheticallybeautitul.in a': rural area ~ . the ,high:.':' ~. 

pressure vapor light would diminish,the' enjoyment of the:use',of·'her . 

property and also- the value of her property • ,she said that, the ' 
color and intensity of the street lights directly impact ,the 
quality of living in this quiet, residential, ruralcoInlUunity, not 
only for the residents but also for wildlife, whose habitat,is 
expected to be adversely affected b)r a change of lights.::' The' 
homeowners in the District are willing to pay the additional, 
charges that would be required if Edison:builtan'ineandescent· 
system· should the Commission grant, the deviation. If the' 

Commission were to deny the. deviation, shewollld,pay'whateverit 

cost to have the County constr";lct an incandescentli9'htingsyste~" 
and she believes that the residents of the District would: pay. the' 
assessment. " , \/ 

Two other residents of the- District said.: that" they' 
support this witness's testimony. ' ., . 

. Another. resident of· the District'testified'as~foll:ows:.. 
'. ·Sbe spoke to over 250 residents of the, District, almost·· 

all of whom did not want HPSV lights, mostlybecause.of·their 
appearance. Nice white little lamps were more compatible with~'this\' 
rural neighborbood. than the HPSV lamps wouldl:>e'. Over -,40'0 persons. 
signed petitions to keep· an incandescent syste~ operating in the 
Oistrict. She recognized that the District would have to ,pay for a 
new lighting· system in either evont,and they would prefer'to-pay 
for a lighting system that they. desire, evon i~ it costs more money 
to-install ana'operate. In her opinion. the deviation, it,'granted, " 
would benefit the Oistrictand if c1eniedwouldbo a' Cictrimentto .' 
the District. 

She presented a letter trom a person' whom., she- ,considers I • 

to DO an export on thQonvironment •. Tho statemont. in ... tho;'lottor 
supported c:omplainant'spos:i.tionthat·there woulabe aaverse 
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envirorunental etfectS: by using: HPSVlamps, in: place, ,of incandescent> 
lamps. She testitiod that there' was.: one other area near, the~ . 
Poppyfields District that has: an incandescent street: 'light'ing 

., ~-" 

system and that area would like. to ,retain, its· system. However~' all" 
the ros.t' of tho ~urround.in9 communi tio~have HPSV" systems,.' ;', 
Defendant's' Evjdence ' ,'.J 

The- street and outdoor acllllinistrator of:Edisontestif'ied 
that ho ha~,bcon involved with the issue of stroet 'li9'htin9'~'tor' the' 
District since about 198:6-. He testified that he-' has· spokenJwi th, "":' 
numerous residents of the District regarding street lightin9-,·and~ 
that of 36 or so residents.- that he spoke to. only half, a'·dozen were' " 
really concerned about the light source option.':Theothers:were· 
concerned. with placement of poles---and. height of poles. ,He said 
that, Edison has done an environmental review of' the "i$$ues'~ raised-
by the Oistrict and concluded, that the environmental claims of the 
District are not valid. A change in lights will not adversely 

" 

• 

affect wildlife. ,In fact the incandescent ,. system has a more 
adverse environmental impact than a sodium'vapor system. two of • 
the major, differences are that, the incandescent lamp-has"about a 
2,000-hour lamp life, which means it fails'cabout .. every six~months. 
Tho HPSV lMlps hav~ about a 30,000-hour lamp l1to"which: i.about 0,' 

seven-year· lamp life. With an incandescent system, the'owner is 
replacing. lamps more often and incurring substantially higher .' 
maintenance eo&ts, plus the considerablo problem~ of,disposing:ot, 
the used lamps. Another lJlajor benefit of the HPSY lamp is that it 
will provide about 9$ lumens per watt compared to 13 lumens per 
watt, provided by an incandescent lamp. (A lumen",isa' measurement 
of light, output.) Incandescent·.,lamps use significantly· more' energy.: 
than HPSV lamps, thus causing adverse environmental and societal' . ':1 .. 

impacts which result from increased energy use. There is an" eight-,":' 
time gain in efficiency by the use . of" the 'HPSV 'lamp',- ' . ,,: I 

The witness testified that Edison has approximately 
470,000 street lights on its system that'it ownsand.-maintains, 'of, 
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which only 1 ,.200 are~incandescent li9hts.~ "'·'l'heinaustry .. stand.arcl:in~ : 
the United St4tos is to convert incando&cont lighting :£ys.t'cms: to:·· ',J .• 

l'Ilore energy-saving systems. All ' of the:; remaining" in·candescent;· r "'. ; '.! 

street lights will.be'converted over, time. He said. that,in'the' 
County of Lo& Ang'olos there' are approximately 200 ,'000 .city: and ~~. 
county-owned'lights. 
incandescent. 

ot those approximately l~~OOO are' 
,"·1 '" ~ ,," 

In· the witness's opinion. any-deviation from the."/current', 
commission policy would. enCOUl:'4ge other "lighting districts ·to'·Q0~k 
the same. deviation and thus unaermine-' the Commission.'s 'policy 
regarding conservation. The residen.ts, of the District have been· . 

into:rmod thnt thoy haVe! tha' option of' having-tho, CO\,lnty rota:l.n.' ' 
ownership ot the system, rebuild it at, the' residents': eost~::';and' own . 
and maintain it. Edison would . serve them under the'LS-2·rate:·· 
schcd.ulo. '. , . :' ,' .. ," , 

He said that tor Edison to build a new system using 
inc4ndescent lights the cost would be approximately $3:s.0'~OOO.. The' 
cost of an HPSV system. would be'approximately the same. He 
testitied. that the 'added cost tor 'energy and maintenance; al'one ot a 
new ineandeseent.system., as eomparedto a new HPSV system,;·would'be 
$40 per housing unit per year. However, should Edison construct 
the now systQlU,. whether HPSV or incand.eseent, con$truction" cost!!; 
would be amortized over time and the payments would be low enough 
so that the existing tax assessment .. would" cover them., The county 
would not havQ to qo back to the . residents. , and' as}: tor a" tax,' 
increase to cover a new system. It Edison builds the system," the' 
cost of,the system,would be borne by the County through-the 
District's,,·taXQS already in place.:' ,'''.'':'" , . ~ I" '''0- I '7"'" r', "" ,',.' 

Discussion " h ~ ., " • .~ :... '.', '" 

Although couched in.:.environmental terms·, this'complaint 
does not 'concern the environ:ment,~ :i. t concerns.construct:i.on costs.~:.~ 
and bow to pay for them •. 'l'heresidents::of the' District/·'if they:', 
truly desire a white-light incandescent· lamp streoat:lightinq .. ," 
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system"can; build it themsel vesthrougA',the' County', and!" have',;' the 
County maintain it. The cost, to build"the:system' is;:the":"same':<· 
whether the County builds it or' Edison-builds. i t, ~ The" only:"~ " ,t "I ':, ~ 

difference is' .the lDethoa of, payment."for, the costS' of, construction~ , ' 
If Edison builds the system" Edison will pay for it 'and recover:'itsC::;' 
costs, plus return, through rates charged to the Coun,ty; (and-, passed:, 
through to the District) over the life of the system. If 'the' " 
County builds the' system,. the'County-will:require,an immediate 
assessment of costs to the District of about $·1,100 per' household'; '" 
It is a choice of pay now or pay later. Because'; the: Distriet,,' 
through the County" has the option, to bui·ld'· and" In;l.inta'in" the,;-', ',' 
system, we-see no reason to grant,a deviation from our:requirement 

that Edison' .installonly-'ener9'Y'. saving street liqhts(D~8971'1);' " 
This Commission ,is committed' to conserv-ation,.and::no facts: have' .' 
been presented which would cause us to deviate from that ", ;", 
commi tmcnt. .). ".' 

• 

Findings of Fact. , .. ;,-' ""'" . '" 
1. The existing: Poppyfields ,. Lighting,.District,~, incandescent','>:: :,; • 

street lighting, system, ,is ovel:' , 60· : years old,. highly" ineffieient,. i, 

expensive to lDaintain, and. severely" deteriorated. '.;Itmust,be'" 
rep 1 aced-. " " "', ,'.'" 

2. ' There are in excess ot" 4:10, assessable'housing.units in' 
'!:he District... " , ", ", ; ,~ ,,"):: ....j, 

3,.:.: .. The Los, Angeles County' Department .' of . Public':Works',. 
presently'owns and operates the ,street:liqhtinq,system within'~the" ,,' ", 
District."" . .,'::" . -,,' -. 

4. :It. will, cost in excess or $3500,000 to',construct a':new':;' 
incand.escent street lighting systems ,within the District,..:whether: ' .. , 
Edison builds it or the County builds it. ,-,~ ,:, ' '. 

5. A new incandescent" street lighting' system,.. "if~constructed 
by Edison, would be paid· for by' Edison~'whose, costs wouJ.;c(thenbe :." 
recovered from the County (Anci passed,' through . to-the. District) . over,' , 
the life of. the, system. The same":system,,., if:"'constructed bY,.the : 
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County, would require an immediate assessment of approximately 
$1,100 per District household to pay for the construction. 

6. An incandescent street lighting system for the District 
would be less energy efficient than an HPSV system, would require 
substantially higher maintenance costs, and would create a problem 
ot disposing of the used incandescent lamps. 

7. The change from an incandescent system to an HPSV system 
will not have any adverse effects 
pe.rhaps, for those who prefer the 
rather than yellow street lights. 
wildlife will occur. 

on the environment except, 
aesthetics of white street lights 

No change in the habitat of 

Conclusion of Law 

The commission concludes that a deviation from Edison'S 
Tariff Sehedu~e LS-l so that Edison might install incandescent 
street lights in the District rather than HPSV lamps should not be 
granted. 

- is denied. 

QRDBR 

XT XS ORDERED that the relief requested in the complaint 

This order becomes eftective 30 days from today. 
Dated August 7, 1991, at San Francisco, California. 

PATRICIA M. ECI<:ER'I' 
President 

G. MITCHELL WI:t.K 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 
NORMAN D. SHOMw.AY 

Commissioners 

Commissioner Daniel wm. Fessler, 
being necessarily absent, did 
not participate. 
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