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MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR SESSION 

 

AGENDA 

MARCH 1, 2016 
 

 
City Hall Council Chambers 
10722 SE Main Street 
www.milwaukieoregon.gov  

 
2,217th Meeting 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER Page # 

   
 Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
2. PROCLAMATIONS, COMMENDATIONS, SPECIAL REPORTS, AND AWARDS 
 
 A. Welcome Home Vietnam Veterans Day Proclamation 

Presenter:  Jerry Craig, American Legion Post 180 1st Vice Commander 
2 

    
3. CONSENT AGENDA  

These items are considered routine, and therefore, will not be allotted discussion time on the agenda; these 
items may be passed by the Council in one blanket motion; any Councilor may remove an item from the 
“Consent” agenda for discussion by requesting such action prior to consideration of that part of the agenda. 

   
 A. City Council Minutes 

1. February 2, 2016, Work Session; 
2. February 2, 2016, Regular Session; 
3. February 16, 2016, Work Session; 
4. February 16, 2016, Regular Session; and 
5. February 18, 2016, Study Session.  

4 

    
4. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  

The presiding officer will call for citizen statements regarding City business. Pursuant to Milwaukie Municipal 
Code (MMC) Section 2.04.140, only issues that are “not on the agenda” may be raised. In addition, issues that 
await a Council decision and for which the record is closed may not be discussed. Persons wishing to address 
the Council shall first complete a comment card and submit it to the City Recorder. Pursuant to MMC Section 
2.04.360, “all remarks shall be directed to the whole Council, and the presiding officer may limit comments or 
refuse recognition if the remarks become irrelevant, repetitious, personal, impertinent, or slanderous.” The 
presiding officer may limit the time permitted for presentations and may request that a spokesperson be 
selected for a group of persons wishing to speak. 

  
5. PUBLIC HEARING  

Public Comment will be allowed on items under this part of the agenda following a brief staff report presenting 
the item and action requested.  The presiding officer may limit testimony. 

   

 None Scheduled.  
  
6. OTHER BUSINESS  

These items will be presented individually by staff or other appropriate individuals.  A synopsis of each item 
together with a brief statement of the action being requested shall be made by those appearing on behalf of an 
agenda item. 

   
 A. Electric Charging Station Information 

Introduced by: Mayor Gamba  
23 

    

http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/


RS Agenda Page 2 of 2  

 

 B. Council Input to Legislative, County, or Regional Issues 
Staff: Bill Monahan, City Manager 

 

    
 C. Council Reports  
    
7. INFORMATION 
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
  
 

 
Public Notice 

Executive Sessions:  The Milwaukie City Council may meet in Executive Session immediately following 
adjournment pursuant to ORS 192.660(2).  All Executive Session discussions are confidential and those 
present may disclose nothing; representatives of the news media may attend as provided by ORS 
192.660(3) but must not disclose any information discussed. Executive Sessions may not be held for the 
purpose of taking final actions or making final decisions and they are closed to the public. 

The Council requests that mobile devices be set on silent or turned off during the meeting.  

The City of Milwaukie is committed to providing equal access to information and public meetings per the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. For special accommodations, please call 503-786-7502 or email 
ocr@milwaukieoregon.gov at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.  

 

 

 

 

 



   

 
 
 

Regular Session 
Agenda Item No. 2 

 

Proclamations, 
Commendations, 
Special Reports, 

& Awards 

RS1



 

Page 1 of 1 – Proclamation 

 

 
CITY OF MILWAUKIE 
“Dogwood City of the West” 

 

PROCLAMATION 

 

 

WHEREAS, the People of Milwaukie and the United States continue to honor the service and 
sacrifice of American military personnel and their families during the Vietnam War; and 

WHEREAS, the President of the United States has proclaimed a Vietnam Veterans Days at the 
end of March to coincide with the anniversary of the last day of combat operations in Vietnam; and 

WHEREAS, the Oregon State Legislature designated March 30th of each year as Welcome 
Home Vietnam Veterans Day to honor veterans of the Vietnam War; and  

WHEREAS, the City of Milwaukie and American Legion Post 180 have committed to honoring 
Vietnam veterans and their families as partners in the National Vietnam War 50th Commemoration 
program; and 

WHEREAS, it is right to pause and reflect on the years of service and sacrifice given by the 
men and women who served Our Nation in Vietnam and Southeast Asia. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Mark Gamba, Mayor of the City of Milwaukie, a municipal 
corporation in the County of Clackamas, in the State of Oregon, do hereby proclaim March 30, 
2016, to be Welcome Home Vietnam Veterans Day in the City of Milwaukie.  

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, and with the consent of the City Council of the City of 
Milwaukie, I have hereunto set my hand on this 1st day of March, 2016. 

  

 

Mark Gamba, Mayor  

ATTEST: 
  

  

Pat DuVal, City Recorder  
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MINUTES 
MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

WORK SESSION 
FEBRUARY 2, 2016 

City Hall Conference Room 

Mayor Gamba called the Work Session to order at 4:00 p.m. 
Council Present:  Council President Lisa Batey and Councilors Scott Churchill, Wilda 

Parks, and Karin Power 
Staff Present:  City Manager Bill Monahan, City Recorder Pat DuVal, Assistant to 

the City Manager Mitch Nieman, Finance Director Casey Camors, 
Community Development Director Alma Flores, Planning Director 
Denny Egner, Engineering Director Chuck Eaton, and Human 
Resources Director Gary Rebello 

Budget Committee and Providence Milwaukie Facility Tour Schedule 
The group discussed Budget Committee meeting dates and agreed on the Thursday 
schedule.  They also solidified the time for the Providence Milwaukie facility tour. 
Fee in Lieu of Construction (FILOC) Policy Statement 
Mr. Eaton presented clarification of the FILOC policy and addressed the issue of the 
ten year time frame after which the fees were refunded if unused. Due to projects taking 
longer, he recommended that fees be allocated for projects. 
Mr. Monahan suggested a code amendment that would be applied retroactively with 
some potential risk involved with money going toward an approved project to fulfill the 
purpose of the obligation. 
The group discussed the prospect of allocating funds for projects.  
Mr. Eaton explained use of Public Area Requirement (PAR) funds. 
Mayor Gamba commented on the use of FILOC and federal grant funds. The group 
discussed the origin of the 10 year time frame. 
Mr. Eaton discussed the current internal planning process and the use of matching 
funds for grant money. 
Mr. Monahan will return with a code amendment in March and accepted Mr. Eaton’s 
interpretation. 
City Manager’s Report 
Mr. Monahan announced election law training for February 10 for Board Commissions 
and Committees (BCCs) and Neighborhood District Associations (NDAs).  He explained 
the upcoming City Attorney performance evaluation and comparison of costs of in-
house city attorney services. The group discussed what similar cities have for attorneys. 
Mr. Monahan reported that the Budget Committee Chair was willing to convene the 
Committee to look at City Council stipends. The Council asked that information be 
gathered prior to the Budget Committee’s convening to consider the matter.  He would 
have that available on February 16. 
Urban Renewal Advisory Group (URAG) Update 
Mr. Egner provided an updated list of URAG membership and noted that he was 
waiting to hear from the School District and Murphy Company.  Mayor Gamba said he 
planned to pull that Resolution from the consent agenda for discussion. 
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Public Safety Advisory Committee (PSAC) Update 
Mr. Eaton was joined by PSAC Chair Angel Falconer and PSAC member Kim Travis. 
Ms. Falconer discussed the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) pedestrian and bicycle 
accessibility program. She presented a map and discussed the outreach done with the 
NDAs. She commented on the guidelines and definitions for the two tiers and the 
priority areas.  
Mr. Eaton discussed the existence of Tier 2 properties on Priority 1 routes, and noted 
that the challenges were facilities that were separated. He noted that large multi-family 
residential fell under Tier 2, and noting there was no pre-determined number that 
defined “large”, asked the City Council where it felt the line should be drawn. He noted 
obvious connectivity routes for bike and pedestrian facilities, and also discussed the 
possible completion of 47th Avenue sidewalks.  
The group discussed the size of multi-housing units and what would influence a route. 
Councilor Churchill provided feedback that 8 – 10 units for senior housing was critical 
mass, with 5 or less being too small; 40 units was critical mass for regular multi-family 
units.    
Mayor Gamba discussed routes to schools versus priority routes to small parks. The 
group discussed the importance of providing safe walkways to school. Mayor Gamba 
stated that the Railroad Avenue intersection to Linwood Elementary should be Tier 1.  
Council President Batey had similar concerns about 22nd Avenue and River Road.  
Mayor Gamba agreed that River Road was more of a Tier 1 than 19th Avenue. 
Mr. Eaton understood the City Council wanted more information on housing and 
connectivity to look at maps in a study session.  He explained the takeaway that a 
funding system needed to be created; if more areas were designated as Tier 1, there 
would need to be more money. 
Councilor Power thought completing loops made more sense, to include more areas. 
The group looked at cut through options such as the Linwood Elementary grounds from 
Stanley Avenue to Linwood Avenue. 
Mr. Eaton understood he would look at Tier 1 connectivity and housing units. Ms. 
Falconer would speak with Ms. Flores to come up with housing unit numbers.  
Ms. Falconer returned to the work plan: for greenways, the goal was to stay aware of 
the work and alternative design standards. The next discussion was safe routes to 
schools action plans, with PSAC members assigned to Milwaukie schools, including the 
Wichita Community Center. PSAC would continue work with other City organizations 
and events. 
Mr. Eaton explained that City Staff would begin to inventory the routes and hire a full 
time temp to complete the inventory. 
Ms. Falconer did not see anything in the District wish list that had not been considered. 
Mr. Eaton noted that both Ardenwald and Lewelling schools had streets on both sides.  
It would probably be 3 – 4 months before PSAC would get to the Citizens Utility 
Advisory Board (CUAB) with costs. 
Mayor Gamba recessed the Work Session at 5:11 p.m. and reconvened the Work 
Session at 5:13 p.m. 
Management Market Pay Results 
Mr. Rebello reviewed the objectives, methodology, cost, recommendations, and next 
steps. The target was to be within plus or minus 5% of market rates. The medical and 
vacation were pretty much the same. He discussed comparable salaries and looked for 
strong matches with 5 of the 10 cities. He discussed the 6% PERS pick up and 2% 
deferred compensation. He compiled the data and retained the consulting firm MBL 
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Group to prepare a recommendation. He discussed the City’s positions that would be 
adjusted and explained the cost was approximately $100,000; the last analysis had 
been done in 2004.  
The group discussed when to put the adjustments into place. Councilor Power 
suggested adjusting the costs starting retroactively at the beginning of 2016.  Mr. 
Monahan suggested the Council discuss this more during the upcoming executive 
session. 
Mr. Monahan announced the City Council would meet in executive session 
pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(d) to conduct deliberations with persons designated 
by the governing body to carry on labor negotiations. 
Mayor Gamba adjourned the Work Session at 5:30 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Amy Aschenbrenner, Administrative Specialist II  
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MINUTES 
MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

REGULAR SESSION 
FEBRUARY 2, 2016 

City Hall Council Chambers 

Mayor Gamba called the 2,215th meeting of the City Council to order at 6:16 p.m.  
Council Present:  Council President Lisa Batey and Councilors Scott Churchill, Wilda 

Parks, and Karin Power 
Staff Present:  City Manager Bill Monahan, City Attorney Tim Ramis, City Recorder 

Pat DuVal, Assistant to the City Manager Mitch Nieman, Library 
Director Katie Newell, Finance Director Casey Camors, and 
Engineering Director Chuck Eaton 

CALL TO ORDER 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
PROCLAMATIONS, COMMENDATION, SPECIAL REPORTS AND AWARDS 
None scheduled. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
Councilor Parks requested that items A, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Milwaukie, Oregon, creating an Urban Renewal Advisory Group to assist with the 
preparation of an urban renewal plan encompassing the downtown and central 
Milwaukie and B, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Milwaukie, Oregon, 
authorizing the Mayor to sign an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between the City 
of Milwaukie and Clackamas County Department of Health, Housing and Human 
Services Community Development Division for a Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) be pulled from the consent agenda for discussion. 
It was moved by Council President Batey and seconded by Councilor Parks to 
approve consent agenda items C and D. 
C. Resolution 12-2016: A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Milwaukie, 

Oregon, declaring official intent to reimburse certain expenditures from 
proceeds of tax-exempt obligations, and related matters. 

D. Resolution 13-2016: A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Milwaukie, 
Oregon, authorizing the Mayor to sign a Local Agency Agreement between the 
City of Milwaukie and Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) for an 
amendment to the agreement for the 17th Avenue Trail project. 

Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Batey, Parks, Power, and 
Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
Mayor Gamba noted there were no audience participation registration cards. 
Mr. Monahan provided follow up to public comments made at the January 19, 2016, 
City Council meeting.  At the last meeting Mr. Rollins requested that a four-way stop be 
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installed at the intersection of 37th Avenue and Harrison Street.  DKS Associates, an 
engineering firm, was preparing a recommendation. 
Urban Renewal Advisory Group – Resolution [removed from Consent Agenda for 
Discussion] 
Councilor Parks suggested that Council President Batey be appointed to the Advisory 
Group and act as Chair.  Council President Batey accepted the appointment, and Mayor 
Gamba would attend in an ad hoc capacity. 
Mayor Gamba noted there were placeholders for the North Clackamas School District 
and the Murphy Family positions yet to be filled. 
Mr. Monahan said that the known bodies would determine their members via official 
correspondence. 
It was moved by Councilor Power and seconded by Councilor Parks to approve 
the Resolution creating an Urban Renewal Advisory Group to assist with the 
preparation of an urban renewal plan encompassing Downtown and Central 
Milwaukie as amended by adding Council President Batey as the Chair and 
removing Mayor Gamba.  Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors 
Batey, Parks, Power, and Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 

RESOLUTION No. 14-2016:  
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MILWAUKIE, OREGON, CREATING AN URBAN RENEWAL ADVISORY 
GROUP TO ASSIST WITH THE PREPARATION OF AN URBAN 
RENEWAL PLAN ENCOMPASSING THE DOWNTOWN AND CENTRAL 
MILWAUKIE 

 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) – Resolution [removed from Consent Agenda for Discussion]  
Mr. Eaton reported that City Attorney Shelby Rihala had proposed three changes to the 
IGA.  These were page 5, new section 8.a requiring that the work must meet the City’s 
standards before the City accepts it; page 5, new section 8.b that added the 
requirement about pursuant to City standards; and page 7, section C in section 8A 
having to do with meeting City standards.  He assumed the County had accepted the 
amendments and adopted the revised version. 
It was moved by Councilor Power and seconded by Council President Batey to 
approve the Resolution authorizing the Mayor to sign an intergovernmental 
agreement (IGA) between the City of Milwaukie and Clackamas County 
Department of Health, Housing and Human Services Community Development 
Division for a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) as amended by the 
City Attorney and outlined by Councilor Power. 

RESOLUTION No. 15-2016:  
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MILWAUKIE, OREGON, AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN AN 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (IGA) BETWEEN THE CITY OF 
MILWAUKIE AND CLACKAMAS COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION FOR A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
None scheduled. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Library Services Expansion Ballot Measure 
Ms. Newell, Scott Barbur, Library Services Expansion Task Force (LSETF) Chair, 
and Troy Ainsworth, FFA Architecture and Interiors, provided the report to Council.  
The Task Force met and voted unanimously to recommend to the Council that it 
proceed with a $9.2 million bond measure. 
Mr. Barbur reported that members of the Task Force had met with the City Council 
earlier to discuss the polling results.  The LSEFT discussion at its February 1, 2016, 
meeting centered on what was needed for the community and the bond amount that 
was likely to pass.  A bond in the amount of $9.2 million would fit nicely into a spot along 
with the $1 million in County funds, and the LSETF recommended that amount to the 
City Council. 
Councilor Power said one of the LSETF members involved with the Clackamas 
Community College (CCC) Expansion had found that inflation costs were higher than 
5%. 
Mr. Ainsworth indicated he had observed a lot of volatility in the construction industry 
during the past year.  The industry came back rather quickly from the recession.  People 
believed that the volatility had to do with labor shortages within the trades.  It was not a 
predictable situation.  If the City Council wanted to be conservative, then it might 
consider a 7% inflation factor rather than 5%. 
Council President Batey supported the Committee recommendation, but she was 
concerned that the costs for retrofitting the old building were not known.  She asked if 
$10.2 million would do the job. 
Mr. Ainsworth replied there were always unforeseen conditions in older buildings.  A 
study like this did not look at things in detail, so the cost estimating was a rough order of 
magnitude (ROM) based on square footage.  It was considered as a major renovation.  
It was assumed the building envelop and structure would remain and that the interior 
would be largely renovated and the mechanical systems and building structure would be 
upgraded.  The original Library was built in the 1960’s, and those buildings did not tend 
to have the seismic problems of older buildings.  He had based his recommendations 
on the three parts of the project.  These were costs related to a major renovation of the 
existing Library and the Pond House and new construction.  He broke the project down 
into its major components and applied prudent numbers to come up with the ROM, 
major renovation, and new construction and soft costs for things like furniture and 
phasing the work.  Certain strategies were implemented in the recent iteration to save 
costs.  The existing Library would remain open during new construction, followed by the 
renovation of the Pond House, and lastly renovation of the existing Library.  Mr. 
Ainsworth discussed long term energy efficiency for civic buildings and noted that LEED 
certification was not specifically included. 
Mr. Monahan said the ballot title would be on the February 16, 2016, City Council 
agenda for adoption. 
Councilor Power noted that the Board of County Commissioners had not voted on the 
communications measure, so it was not set for the May ballot at this time.  The County’s 
initial polling only showed 23% of the voters in support, and even at the $10 million 
level, Patinkin’s research showed that the Library had 50% support.  On a parallel level, 
Oregon City was adding 22,000 square foot new construction and renovating the 
Carnegie Library in the amount of $10.5 million. 
Council President Batey supported the recommendation, but she was concerned 
about how ballot measure would be written and if the specific size were emphasized. 
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Mr. Ramis thought it would be a good idea to use words like “approximately” to offer the 
City some flexibility. 
Ms. Newell said she thought they would use language about enlarging the facility and 
not calling out a specific square footage. 
Councilor Power said in terms of Council’s giving an indication of cost figures she 
thought it was heartening that the Task Force voted unanimously on this figure and that 
it communicated the actual need.  She was comfortable supporting it as well, and 
although that was the point at which the polling numbers started to go down, she felt a 
factual case could be made to the community. 
Council President Batey still had some concern that the polling results painted a rosy 
picture, but she thought it was entirely possible to pass the bond measure. 
Councilor Parks thought there was a lot of passion in the community for a well-served 
Library. 
Councilor Churchill said as having served as the past Chair of the LSEFT and looking 
at the cost estimating, he would personally lean toward $9.6 million because of the 
complexity of the project.  He would support $9.2 million, and he felt there would be a lot 
of support. 
Councilor Power briefly commented on election law restrictions for employees and 
appointed advisory board members once the measure was on the ballot and noted that 
City Council members as elected officials were free to speak for community outreach. 
 
B. Level 3 Franchise Agreement – Ordinance 
Ms. Camors introduced Reba Crocker recently hired as the Rights of Way and Contract 
Coordinator.  Ms. Camors discussed the proposed franchise agreement and the 
agreement with Time Warner that expired in December 2015.  Level 3 purchased Time 
Warner in 2014.  There have been no negative interactions, and the City received its 
franchise payments timely.  She outlined some of the changes to the proposed 
agreement that were similar to other telecommunications agreements recently approved 
by the City Council. 
Mayor Gamba asked if there should be a fee charged for right of way permits if there 
were more projects. 
Ms. Camors noted the City was paid a 7% franchise fee. 
Mr. Easton estimated it would cost more in staff time to charge fees than to issue 
permits at no cost. 
Council President Batey understood from the agreement that Level 3 could 
conceivably come in and install more. 
Ms. Crocker said most municipalities in Oregon do not charge cable operators who 
were already in the rights of way because it was a large drain on staff resources. 
Typically the providers were upgrading what was already in the right of way which 
benefitted the customers. 
Ms. Camors discussed the abandonment clause and explained it could not be 
abandoned in place without the approval of the Engineering Director.   
Ms. Crocker added that companies did not typically abandon systems. 
It was moved by Council President Batey and seconded by Councilor Parks to 
approve the first and second readings by title only and adoption of the Ordinance 
granting to Level 3 Communications Limited Liability Company on behalf of itself 
and its operating affiliates (“Level 3”), a non-exclusive franchise to operate and 
maintain a telecommunications system (“The System”) in the City of Milwaukie, 
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Oregon (“The City”). Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Batey, 
Parks, Power, and Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 
Mr. Monahan read the Ordinance two times by title only. 
Ms. DuVal polled the Council: Councilors Batey, Parks, Power, and Churchill and 
Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 

ORDINANCE No. 2113: 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKIE, 
OREGON, GRANTING TO LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY ON BEHALF OF ITSELF AND ITS OPERATING 
AFFILIATES ("LEVEL 3"), A NON-EXCLUSIVE FRANCHISE TO 
OPERATE AND MAINTAIN A TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM ("THE 
SYSTEM") IN THE CITY OF MILWAUKIE, OREGON ("THE CITY"). 

 
C. Riverfront Park Bridge Update. 
Mr. Eaton reported on the damage sustained by the bridge during the recent weather 
events.  He summarized the final geotech report, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) bridge inspection report, and a staff memo responding to the 
questions related to temporary access to the boat ramp from Washington Street.  The 
bridge at the southern approach suffered major damage in the undermining of the wing 
walls and approach structures.  The bridge that was built in the 1950’s had no support 
other than spread footings, and the ODOT report indicated up to 31 inches of scour 
putting the footings 31 inches above the streambed.  At this time it was unknown if the 
scour had gone below the Bridge footings.  The Bridge was not designed to seismic 
standards, and Mr. Eaton discussed the makeup of the soil.  He summarized the 
options that had been identified including permanent repair and bridge replacement.  If 
one looked at the cost analysis, the permanent repair option would not include 
temporary mitigation measures.  In the replacement option, Mr. Eaton had included 
temporary repair and temporary access that would open the boat ramp in time for 
Spring Chinook season.  He noted that the Oregon Marine Board (OMB) may have 
some funds available in order to get the ramp open for spring fishing.  The least 
expensive solution would likely be precast concrete panels placed on driven piles with 
some decorative elements.  No one was sure when the structure was built, but typically 
bridges were designed a 75 year life.  The additional length had to do with the scour 
problem.  He noted future design options could be considered in order to remove the 
Kellogg Creek dam.  He discussed support of the Trolley Trail.   
Mr. Eaton recommended declaring an emergency for purchasing and contract 
administration purposes due to the short timeframe and the desire to be open for spring 
fishing while a contract was being negotiated for the new structure.  He compared the 
costs of permanent repair and replacement.  There was a funding gap, and he noted 
there were loans from the Special Public Works Fund (SPWF) and ODOT Immediate 
Opportunity Funds (IOF).  FEMA funds could only go toward the $870,000 permanent 
repair option.  He commented on some of the drawbacks related to the use of federal 
funds. 
Councilor Power supported the bridge replacement option with the temporary repair 
and access. 
Mayor Gamba was having difficulty with how much would be spent on temporary 
access. 
There was consensus on the bridge replacement option. 
It was moved by Councilor Power and seconded by Councilor Churchill to move 
forward with the bridge replacement option at Riverfront Park as outlined in the 
Staff Report in an emergency situation.  Motion passed with the following vote: 
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Councilors Batey, Parks, Power, and Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” 
[5:0] 

Mayor Gamba recessed the Regular Session at 7:50 p.m. and reconvened the 
Regular Session at 7:56 p.m. 

Management Market Pay Results Discussion 
The group continued its work session discussion of management compensation and an 
implementation date. 
It was moved by Councilor Parks and seconded by Councilor Churchill to adopt 
the findings of the management compensation study effective January 1, 2016. 
Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Batey, Parks, Power, and 
Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 

D.  Council Reports 
Councilor Parks and Councilor Churchill attended the Milwaukie Downtown Business 
Association (MDBA) meeting during which the members discussed their goals for the 
upcoming year.  Councilor Parks participated in the Linwood Neighborhood District 
Association (NDA) adopt a road effort, and she announced that the North Clackamas 
Chamber of Commerce was moving to Monterey Avenue to make room for the 
construction of the Clackamas Community College (CCC) Harmony Campus. 
Council President Batey announced the upcoming Spring Park planting party as well 
as clean up events at Tideman Johnson Park and the 3 Creeks Natural area.  There will 
be a kickoff meeting for the September Sunday Parkways Event at Milwaukie City Hall 
on February 6. 
Councilor Churchill said there was a great turnout of enthusiastic members for the 
MDBA meeting. 
Mayor Gamba thanked those who participated in the Spring Park planting event and 
congratulated the Linwood NDA on its adopt a road program.  He encouraged people to 
submit their applications for the 2015 Ed Zumwalt Volunteer of the Year award and to 
become involved with the Hector Campbell Community Garden.  There had been a 
number of inquiries related to the City’s water quality as a result of recent problems in 
Flint, MI.  He was happy to report that the City of Milwaukie had recently been 
designated by the State of Oregon as providing its residents with an outstanding water 
source. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
It was moved by Councilor Parks and seconded by Councilor Power to adjourn 
the regular session.  Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Batey, 
Parks, Power, and Churchill and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.”  [5:0] 
Mayor Gamba adjourned the regular session at 8:14 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Pat DuVal, Recorder 
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MINUTES 
MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

WORK SESSION 
FEBRUARY 16, 2016 

City Hall Conference Room 

Mayor Gamba called the Work Session to order at 4:00 p.m. 
Council Present:  Council President Lisa Batey and Councilors Scott Churchill, Wilda 

Parks, and Karin Power 
Staff Present:  City Manager Bill Monahan, City Recorder Pat DuVal, Assistant to 

the City Manager Mitch Nieman, Public Affairs Coordinator Jordan 
Imlah, Public Works Director Gary Parkin, and Police Chief Steve 
Bartol  

Introduce Jordan Imlah, Public Affairs Coordinator 
Mr. Nieman introduced the recently hired Public Affairs Coordinator Jordan Imlah. 
 
Neonicotinoid Ban Discussion 
Mayor Gamba introduced Tonia Burns, North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District 
(NCPRD) Natural Resource Coordinator; Gary Barth, NCPRD Director; and Aimee 
Code, Xerces Society Pesticide Program Director.   
Ms. Code provided background on the Xerces Society and explained the importance of 
pollinators as well as their decline. She discussed pesticides and neonicotinoids.  
Councilor Power understood Mayor Gamba had hoped to address this for some time. 
She mentioned City parks were maintained by NCPRD and understood certain planting 
strategies would be involved to phase out neonicotinoids.  
Ms. Code said it made sense to test soil the following year to see if any residual was 
present, but she noted there was no hard science about the carryover onto new plants.  
Ms. Burns talked about partnerships NCPRD has with other organizations, which 
helped create the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Plan that many groups could live 
with and abide by. The City of Happy Valley fully embraced the document, and Ms. 
Burns explained how the document could be attached to contracts to tell contractors to 
follow it. She discussed source materials and what was being used by nurseries. She 
also explained the use of an emergency clause in the event of a public health threat. 
Councilor Power asked how the policy was intended to apply. Mayor Gamba 
explained the intent was that the City would decide not to use neonicotinoids, and 
request NCPRD and the School District not use them as well. He noted that after 
discussions, the two groups had agreed.  
The group discussed the use of chemicals by TriMet and Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR). Councilor Power recommended enacting the policy from this day forward, not 
making it retroactive. The group discussed the Park and Recreation Advisory Board 
(PARB) involvement and private development.  
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Council President Batey discussed the value of a public information campaign, and 
Mayor Gamba commented on the importance of making it an ongoing program. Ms. 
Code and Mr. Barth commented on the value of signage. 
Mayor Gamba felt it would make sense to adopt the same IPM Planas other agencies. 
The City Council agreed to consider the matter at the March 15 meeting so the City’s 
new Sustainability Coordinator Clare Fuchs could review the document. 
 
TriMet Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) – Completion of the Portland 
Milwaukie Light Rail Transit (PMLRT) Project 
Mr. Parkin and Milwaukie’s former Light Rail Construction Manager Stacy Bluhm 
discussed the proposed plan that explained which entity would maintain portions along 
the light rail line. Ms. Bluhm and Mr. Parkin presented the draft plans and highlighted 
the areas for which the City would have responsibility. Ms. Bluhm provided a brief 
background of the project and noted she was currently waiting on TriMet’s revised 
version. 
The group discussed property ownership and the project closeout timeline. 
 
Clackamas County Interagency Drug Team 
Chief Bartol and Lieutenant Jeff Davis with the Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office 
(CCSO) discussed the Clackamas County Interagency Task Force. Lt. Davis provided 
an overview of the program and discussed the goals and partnerships. He also 
discussed drug trafficking in relation to Oregon, and provided Clackamas County drug 
statistics.  
Chief Bartol announced the City’s upcoming prescription drug turn-in event scheduled 
in April. He also mentioned the drop box located in the Public Safety Building lobby.  
 
Mr. Monahan announced that the City Council would meet in executive session 
pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(h) to consult with counsel concerning legal rights and 
duties regarding current litigation or litigation likely to be filed. 
Mayor Gamba adjourned the Work Session at 5:45 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Amy Aschenbrenner, Administrative Specialist II 
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MINUTES 
MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

REGULAR SESSION 
FEBRUARY 16, 2016 

City Hall Council Chambers 

Mayor Gamba called the 2,216th meeting of the City Council to order at 6:24 p.m.  
Council Present:  Council President Lisa Batey and Councilors Scott Churchill, Wilda 

Parks, and Karin Power 
Staff Present:  City Manager Bill Monahan, City Attorney Tim Ramis, City Recorder 

Pat DuVal, Library Director Katie Newell, and Finance Director 
Casey Camors 

CALL TO ORDER 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
PROCLAMATIONS, COMMENDATION, SPECIAL REPORTS AND AWARDS 
A. Milwaukie High School (MHS) Outstanding Student Achievement Award for 

February 2016 Presented to Fa’atuiolemotu Tuitele 
Mark Pinder, MHS Principal, introduced Mr. Tuitele and noted his achievements 
particularly in the areas of athletics, scholarship, and volunteerism. 
Mayor Gamba and the Councilors congratulated Mr. Tuitele and inquired about his 
academic and extracurricular activities and career plans. 
CONSENT AGENDA 
It was moved by Council President Batey and seconded by Councilor Power to 
approve the consent agenda as presented. 
A. City Council Meeting Minutes: 
1. January 19, 2016, Work Session; 
2. January 19, 2016, Regular Session; and 
3. January 21, 2016, Study Session. 
B. Resolution 16-2016: A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Milwaukie, 

Oregon, authorizing the City Manager to sign a Purchase Agreement with 
Cascade Form Systems and Wright Imaging for utility billing printing and 
mailing services. 

C. Resolution 17-2016: A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Milwaukie, 
Oregon, setting forth proposed corrective measures pertaining to a deficiency 
noted in the Annual Audit Report.  

D. Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC) Application for Wine:30, Inc., 
10835 SE Main Street, Additional Privileges.  

Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Parks, Power, Churchill, and 
Batey and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
Mayor Gamba reviewed the procedure for audience participation. 
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Mr. Monahan said there was no audience participation follow up from the February 2, 
2016, regular session. 
Charles Bird, Island Station Neighborhood and Kellogg Good Neighbor Committee 
member, submitted a concept plan for building a trail from the Kellogg Lake Bike 
Pedestrian Bridge to access the Island Station Neighborhood and the Trolley Trail.  This 
would refurbish an existing path on an interim bases and would include volunteer efforts 
to open the trail this spring. 
Terry Finch, 65th Avenue resident, discussed the homeless problem in Milwaukie.  He 
said he and his 13 year old son were being evicted from their townhouse on April 1 for 
no cause.  He urged the Milwaukie City Council to do something to affect a change in 
laws to protect the community.  This City Council needed to do something about this 
and get the laws changed so that kids were not living on the streets.  The City Council 
members discussed actions taken by the City of Portland and legislative activities. 
Kelli Keehner and Ed Zumwalt reported that First Friday had joined forces with the 
Downtown Milwaukie Business Association (DMBA).  They were excited about the 
partnership and looked forward to a successful 2016 season. 
Pam Denham and Milo Denham, Island Station residents, discussed the 19th Avenue 
project and their proposal for a pedestrian centric street design.  Currently Milwaukie 
streets were vehicle centric, and the Denhams felt the streets should be left alone and 
pedestrians given the right of way over cars and bikes.  Ms. Denham said that 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance could be achieved through signage 
that communicated the situation to motorists and bicyclists rather than to the disabled.  
Mr. Denham had concerns about the proposed tactile strips that would require 
pedestrians to walk in a narrow path.  They recommended changing the terminology 
from neighborhood greenways to Walking in Neighborhood Streets (WINS).  The 
Denhams provided a full copy of their presentation. 
Kiran das Bala, Milwaukie resident, expressed concern with her neighbor’s pruning a 
tree and the garbage hauler’s removal of her roller can for no apparent reason.  
PUBLIC HEARING 
None scheduled. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Library Services Expansion Ballot Measure – Resolution  
Ms. Newell and Scott Barbur, Library Services Expansion Task Force (LSETF) Chair, 
requested that the City Council move forward and approve the bond measure for the 
May 17, 2016, Ballot.  Ms. Newell discussed attendance at recent Neighborhood District 
Association (NDA) meetings and had found it a positive experience. 
Mr. Barbur added there had been a lot of positive feedback from the community, and 
he felt the expansion would be very positive for the community. 
Councilor Power noted this project and its funding layers had been a large part of the 
community conversation for some time. 
The City Council expressed its appreciation for all the hard work by volunteers and staff. 
Melissa Perkins, Island Station resident, expressed her thanks to the City Council for 
its ongoing support of the project.  The service expansion would enhance the user 
experience and was integral to the vitality of downtown Milwaukie. 
Councilor Power commented on the informational campaign and design committee 
that would be formed if the bond was approved in May. 
It was moved by Council President Batey and seconded by Councilor Churchill to 
approve a Resolution submitting to the voters a referral to be considered at the 
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May 17, 2016, Election, to authorize the City to issue up to $9,200,000 of General 
Obligation Bonds for library improvements. Motion passed with the following 
vote: Councilors Parks, Power Churchill, and Batey and Mayor Gamba voting 
“aye.” [5:0] 

RESOLUTION No. 18-2016: 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MILWAUKIE, OREGON SUBMITTING TO THE VOTERS A REFERRAL 
TO BE CONSIDERED AT THE MAY 17, 2016, ELECTION, TO 
AUTHORIZE THE CITY TO ISSUE UP TO $9,200,000 OF GENERAL 
OBLIGATION BONDS FOR LIBRARY IMPROVEMENTS. 

Ms. Newell thanked members of the LSETF. 
B. Council Input to Legislative, County, or Regional Issues 
Mayor Gamba withdrew his ask for a Resolution on a bill that had passed the House.  
Council President Batey provided a brief update on the sewer connection loan 
program proposal.  Mayor Gamba suggested that the City consider funding a lobbyist 
position in the next budget. 
C. Council Reports 
Council President Batey announced the Milwaukie Police Department Officer of the 
Year Awards Dinner on March 8, the Friends of the Ledding Library Native Plant Sale 
on February 28, the Urban Renewal Advisory Group meeting on February 17, and the 
Milwaukie Earth Day Event on April 23. 
Mayor Gamba announced the Sen. Jeff Merkley Town Hall scheduled for February 27 
at Milwaukie High School. 
Mr. Monahan reported that the nomination period for the 2015 Ed Zumwalt Volunteer of 
the Year Award had closed and that the recipient would be announced in April. 
Mayor Gamba announced that the City Council would meet in executive session 
pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(i) for the performance evaluation of Public Officers and 
Employees.  The City Council would not return to open session. 
ADJOURNMENT 
It was moved by Councilor Power and seconded by Councilor Parks to adjourn 
the regular session.  Motion passed with the following vote: Councilors Parks, 
Power, Churchill, and Batey and Mayor Gamba voting “aye.” [5:0] 
Mayor Gamba adjourned the regular session at 7:54 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Pat DuVal, Recorder 
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MINUTES 
MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

STUDY SESSION 
FEBRUARY 18, 2016 

City Hall Conference Room 

Mayor Gamba called the Study Session to order at 6:06 p.m. 

Council Present:  Council President Lisa Batey and Councilors Wilda Parks and Karin 
Power 

Council Absent: Councilor Scott Churchill 

Staff Present:  Assistant to the City Manager Mitch Nieman, City Recorder Pat 
DuVal, Community Development Director Alma Flores, and Planning 
Directory Denny Egner 

Comprehensive Plan Update: Community Visioning  

Mr. Egner reviewed previous Council discussions regarding a Comprehensive Plan 
review and visioning process, and introduced Steven Ames with NXT Consulting Group. 

Mr. Ames introduced himself and previewed his presentation on community visioning. 
He discussed global and local change, the strategic visioning process, the evolution of 
visioning in Oregon, and presented a case study from the City of Bend, Oregon.  

Councilor Parks and Mr. Ames commented on the benefits of building community 
partnerships through a visioning process.   

The group discussed how a visioning process relates to a Comprehensive Plan review. 
Mr. Ames and Mr. Egner remarked on the feasibility of conducting a Comprehensive 
Plan review and a visioning process simultaneously.  

Mayor Gamba asked about the City of Corvallis, Oregon’s visioning experience, and 
Mr. Ames reported that Corvallis’ vision has helped guide its planning process. 

Councilor Power asked how the visioning process could be used to avoid things the 
City did not want. Mr. Ames discussed his work with the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, to 
create a probable future projection of the community if no vision was created, and he 
commented on the need to understand demographic trends in the community. 

Mr. Egner summarized that the next step would be to develop a scope of work for the 
visioning process while moving forward with a Comprehensive Plan review.   

The group discussed the challenges and benefits of conducting a Comprehensive Plan 
review, a visioning process, and an urban renewal process simultaneously.   

Mr. Ames suggested that the process should fit the community in terms of budgeting 
and timing.  He remarked that the implementation plan should be a living document that 
expresses the long-term aspirations of the community and institutionalizes the vision.   

Councilor Parks and Mr. Ames commented on the important role of a vision 
implementation group to monitor the community’s progress toward the vision over time.  

Mayor Gamba recessed the Study Session at 6:59 p.m. and reconvened the Study 
Session at 7:02 p.m. 

Solar Goals and Projects 

Charlie Fisher, an Advocate with Environment Oregon, Jaimes Valdez, Policy 
Manager at Northwest Sustainable Energy for Economic Development (NW SEED), and 
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Rhonda Lehman, local solar system owner, introduced themselves and contractors 
John Grieser, with Elemental Energy, and Aaron Eddy, with Sunlight Solar. 

Mr. Fisher reported on the state of solar energy in Oregon and suggested that 
increased solar power use was a result of local and state policies. He noted that 19 
businesses in Milwaukie had signed a letter supporting local solar energy use and 
discussed the benefits of policies that support solar installation goals.  

The group noted that the City buys clean energy from Portland General Electric (PGE).   

Mr. Fisher continued to discuss the benefits of cities and states adopting solar power 
goals, and presented data on current Milwaukie solar use.  He suggested the City could 
set a goal to triple the number of residential solar rooftops over 5 years by engaging in 
solar programs and projects, and pursing solar use by governments and businesses.  

Mr. Valdez noted the City of Portland’s experiences promoting solar projects and the 
role that NW SEED plays in promoting locally controlled clean energy.  He reviewed the 
benefits of solar power, discussed approaches to energy efficiency, and explained the 
elements and costs of a solarize campaign.  He noted that Congress had recently 
extended the Federal solar installation tax incentive through the end of 2020.  

Mr. Valdez discussed the residential solar installation process and remarked on the 
success of NW SEED in promoting solar installation through training workshops.  He 
noted the benefits of pursuing community solar projects and reported on the status of 
solar legislation pending in the Oregon State Legislature.  

Council President Batey and Mr. Valdez commented on the limited changes in solar 
energy technology, and Mr. Fisher remarked that technology alone would not be able to 
do much to improve a property’s exposure to sunlight.  

Ms. Lehman explained why she had sought solar energy and discussed the process 
and cost savings of installing solar panels.  Councilor Parks and Ms. Lehman noted 
the size of Ms. Lehman’s home and the number of solar panels installed. 

Councilor Power noted cost estimates from other cities and asked what it would cost to 
install solar panels in Milwaukie. Mr. Valdez explained that Portland’s solarize program 
had been funded by a Federal grant and by economies of scale offered by contractors.  
Mr. Eddy reported that the City of Happy Valley’s solar program offers reduced 
permitting costs.  Mr. Fisher replied that a solarize program can reduce total costs from 
$500 to $1,000. Mr. Grieser commented on the challenge of identifying different 
incentives and suggested that the installation cost in Milwaukie should be the same as 
in other cities.  He stressed the importance of community education and reported that 
the average out-of-pocket up-front costs were between $10,000 and $15,000 and after 
tax credits would came out to between $7,000 and $8,000.  

The group discussed the volatility of Federal and State solar tax credit programs and 
the long-term stability of solar equipment warranties and contractors. They noted the 
work of the Energy Trust of Oregon to stabilize and regulate the solar industry. 

Council President Batey, Mr. Valdez, and Mayor Gamba discussed potential 
incentives for commercial users to participate in a solarize program.   

The group discussed the potential benefits of battery and energy storage technology.  

Council President Batey, Mayor Gamba and Mr. Valdez discussed the minimum 
community involvement required for NW SEED to organize a workshop and noted the 
need to act quickly to put on a workshop funded by a Federal grant. 

Ms. Lehman commented on the financial impact of using different panel manufacturers.  
Mr. Eddy, Mr. Grieser, and Mr. Valdez reported that most contractors prefer to use 
reputable American or locally made products. 

Mayor Gamba suggested that Council would want to consider setting a solar goal and 
then decide how involved the City should be in a solarize program.   
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Mayor Gamba and Mr. Valdez noted that a workshop training session could be free for 
the City as long as it happened by the end of March 2016.  

Councilor Power remarked that she would like to see a Staff Report on available 
resources and a staff recommendation on managing a solar program.   

Mayor Gamba commented that a 5-year target should be easy for the City to reach, 
and Council President Batey asked if a goal was necessary to do a solarize program.  
Mr. Fisher suggested that setting a goal would help a solarize program.  

Council President Batey agreed that Council needed to find out how a solarize 
program would impact staff and how much interest there is in the community before a 
goal could be set. Councilor Parks noted the need for staff time to investigate 
community interest soon, and Mr. Valdez and Mr. Fisher noted the possibility of using 
personal and regional networks to recruit program participants. 

Councilor Power suggested Council was interested but wanted to explore how to best 
approach a program and noted the need for a member of Council to take the lead. 

Mayor Gamba recessed the Study Session at 8:20 p.m. and reconvened the Study 
Session at 8:21 p.m. 

Volunteer Appreciation and Earth Day Events 

Mr. Nieman discussed the Volunteer Appreciation Dinner at the Milwaukie Masonic 
Lodge scheduled for April 7, 2016.   

The group noted the restrictions on the type of bond measure information the City and 
Council could present at the Volunteer Appreciation Dinner.  They discussed the 
Kellogg Pedestrian Bridge dedication scheduled to occur on Earth Day. 

Mr. Nieman reviewed the tentative Earth Day event schedule, and Councilor Power 
asked if the library could host an event on Earth Day to promote the bond measure. 

Mr. Nieman reported that the Park and Recreation Board (PARB) may host Arbor Day 
events on Earth Day.   

The group commented on how the library bond could be included in upcoming events. 

Mr. Nieman discussed the Dogwood Dash race scheduled for April 2, 2016. 

Draft Tree Ordinance 

Mr. Nieman provided an overview of the proposed tree ordinance and reported that the 
draft ordinance had been reviewed by staff, the City Attorney, and the Oregon 
Department of Forestry (ODF).  Council President Batey and Mr. Nieman noted that 
PARB could maintain the tree list referenced in the ordinance. 

The group discussed the City’s existing tree lists and noted the work done in the last 
year by PARB and staff to update the Downtown Tree List.   

Mr. Nieman reported that PARB would be creating a list of trees for planting under 
utility lines for Council to consider along with other revisions to the City’s tree lists as 
part of the proposed tree ordinance. 

It was the consensus of the Council members present that PARB should present 
revisions to the tree list in the tree ordinance. 

Councilor Power reported community concerns about large trees on private property 
being lost.  Mr. Nieman remarked on the tree list discussions acting as an educational 
opportunity that feed into consideration of a heritage tree program. 

Council President Batey remarked on creating incentives to maintain large trees.  

Mr. Nieman noted that the tree ordinance was proposed as part of the City’s pursuit of 
the Tree City USA designation and he confirmed that PARB or a separate board could 
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act as a tree board.  Council President Batey and Councilor Parks noted that an 
individual had expressed interest in serving on a tree board. 

Mr. Nieman reported that the tree ordinance would be reviewed again by the Planning 
Department and the City Attorney for concurrence regarding zoning requirements. 

Council President Batey, Mr. Nieman, and Mayor Gamba discussed the existence of 
a list of trees approved for bio-swales and work done by the Engineering Director in 
2015 to review the tree lists.  

It was the consensus of the Council members present to schedule the first reading of 
the tree ordinance at the first Council meeting in March 2016. 

Mr. Nieman thanked PARB member Lynn Sharp for her work on the tree ordinance.  

Mayor Gamba adjourned the Study Session at 8:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

_____________________________ 

Scott S. Stauffer, Administrative Specialist III 
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MILWAUKIE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Agenda Item: 
Meeting Date: 

 
To: Mayor and City Council 

Through: Bill Monahan, City Manager 

 
Subject: Electric Charging Stations 

From: Casey Camors, Finance Director 

Date: March 1, 2016 

 

ACTION REQUESTED 
Direct staff on next steps for City electric charging stations. 

HISTORY OF PRIOR ACTIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 
2008 – The City participated in PGE’s Plug-In Vehicle Charging Station Infrastructure 
Demonstration Project requiring the City to purchase and install one electric vehicle charging 
station. 

BACKGROUND 
In 2008 the City participated in Portland General Electric Company’s (PGE) Plug-In Vehicle Charging 
Station Infrastructure Demonstration Project.  This project required the City to purchase and install an 
electric vehicle charging station and any associated wiring need to connect the station to the City’s 
existing or planned electrical system.  The project also required that the City make the charging 
station generally available for public use without charge and pay for the actual power consumed by 
users of the charging station.  In turn, PGE offset the energy used by acquiring and retiring 
renewable energy credits on the station user’s behalf. 

The City installed the electric vehicle charging station across from City Hall on SE Jackson Street.  
During installation, the unit was routed into two meters.  The first is a tracking meter utilized by PGE 
to track usage of the charging station.  This meter does not produce charges to the City and only 
tracks usage.  The second is the Celebrate Milwaukie Inc. (CMI) meter that runs the power for the 
parking lot across from City Hall which is utilized for the Sunday Farmers Market.  This second meter 
includes the overall usage charges for the charging unit and is paid for by CMI.  Since installation of 
the charging station, CMI has paid all related electrical charges (approximately $12 per month 
excluding the basic charge). 

Overall, please consider the following questions: 

1. Would the Council like to complete KB Mercer’s request regarding the existing electric 
charging station?  If so, which upgrades would Council like to consider. 

2. Would Council like to expand the number of electric charging stations in the City?  If so, the 
options available through Shorepower Technologies are as follows. 
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Existing Electric Charging Station: 

In June, the City Council was approached by KB Mercer (citizen) requesting the following: 

 upgrading of the charging system from the current Level 1 to Level 2; 
 installation of a three-hour meter to make longer parking in the charging spot cost prohibitive; 

and, 
 installation of a bike bar next to the charger. 

 

The City may terminate its agreement with PGE, which previously required that the City not charge 
for service, with no penalty by simply sending PGE a written request.  Once this is complete, the City 
will have the ability to charge for usage of the charging station. 

The City has researched modification of the charging station and installation of a bike bar as follows: 

Level 1 vs. Level 2 System: 

A Level 1 system is a 120 volt system that can be used for electric cars, bicycles and even cell phone 
charging.  Typically, a Level 1 system may takes 10-12 hours to fully charge an electric car.  The 
Level 2 system is a 240 volt system and has a much higher charging speed, allowing an electric 
vehicle to be charged in approximately 3-4 hours.  The Level 2 system however does not charge 
some older electric vehicles, bicycles or cell phones.  

Upgrade Cost: 

Upgrading the system from a Level 1 to a Level 2 system does not change the access to the Level 1 
system so both systems could be utilized with the upgrade.  The cost of the upgrade would be 
approximately $1,135 (quote plus $150 in pickup/deliver and labor should the unit require in-shop 
work), and the unit may be out of service for 7-10 days while being upgraded.   

As previously mentioned, CMI has been paying the bill for the charging station usage (approx. $12 
per month excluding basic charge) for some time.  If the City is looking to modify the charging station, 
it may be most prudent to modify the system further by adding a payment control system to directly 
charge those using the charging station for the power used and to discontinue CMI’s participation 
while also aiming for full cost recovery on the upgrades.  The installation cost for a payment control 
system is between $1,200 and $1,500.  Once the payment control system is installed, there is a $25 
per month maintenance fee.  It is anticipated that adding a payment control system will discourage 
use for some electric vehicle owners however the overall impact is unknown.  For the sake of 
analysis, Staff estimated that usage will drop 10%. 

In total, life cycle costs are expected to be $1,135 for the system upgrade, $1,500 for the payment 
control system, $500 for the installation of a bike bar, and $300 per year for payment control system 
maintenance over twenty years (the unit’s estimated useful life) for a total of $9,135. 

Additionally, the City can expect credit card charges of approximately 3% to reduce the amount of 
revenue produced by the charging station.   

Billing Options: 
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The payment control system only bills on a per hour basis (per kWh billing is not possible at this 
time).  The current going rate on other electronic charging stations is between $1 and $1.50 per hour.  
Rates in excess of this will likely further discourage use. 

Should the City decide to begin billing for the charging station usage, there are a few options that 
may be considered: 

1. The City can bill for both the Level 1 and Level 2 system at the same rates. 
2. The City can bill for both the Level 1 and Level 2 system at different rates. 
3. The City can bill only for the Level 2 system. 

 

Staff has completed several payment option scenarios with full cost recovery in mind.  The different 
scenarios lead to different payback periods for upgrades, modifications and monthly fees proposed 
above as follows: 

1. Charge $1.25 per hour for both Level 1 and Level 2 charging has an approximate 
payback period of 27 years (Attachment A). 

2. Charging $1.05 per hour for Level 1 and $1.50 per hour for Level 2 charging has an 
approximate payback period of 24 years (Attachment B). 

3. Not charging for Level 1 and charging $1.50 per hour for Level 2 charging has an 
approximate payback period of 32 years (Attachment C). 

 

The current electric charging station is 6 years old.  With an overall estimated useful life of the unit 
being 20 years, the City anticipates 14 years of remaining useful life.  In order to achieve full cost 
recovery over the remaining 14 years the City would need to charge $2.08 for both Level 1 and Level 
2 charging per hour which is significantly more than the going rate and will likely reduce usage to 
almost zero (Attachment D). 

Overall, although the system modifications are enticing, I am not able to say that the system would be 
self-sustaining.  If the City is motivated to move forward with the upgrades and modifications, the 
revenue generated would help to pay the electrical bill (and we could remove that burden from CMI) 
but full cost recovery is unlikely. 

No Charge Option: 

The City could choose to move forward with a no charge option.  With this option, the City could forgo 
installation of the payment control system ($1,500) which would remove the additional monthly 
maintenance fee of $25 per month ($300 per year).  Costs for the charger upgrade and the bike rack 
would total approximately $1,635.  Should the City also take responsibility for the electrical use and 
start paying CMI for the charges incurred, it’s estimated that annual charges are $160 per year 
(without regard for additional utilization of the unit).  In total, costs for FY2016 anticipated under this 
option would be $1,795 with $160 ongoing costs for FY2017 and thereafter if use of the charging 
station remained constant. 

Additional Electric Charging Stations: 

The existing electric charging station is the one of four stations within City limits and provides 
approximately 120 level 1 vehicle charges per year.  Additional stations could be installed around the 
City to encourage use of electric cars in the City.  Level 1 and level 2 options are available and the 
City could choose from all the options notated above (payment control system, etc.).  If the Council is 
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interested in adding electric charging stations, additional analysis will be completed to identify total 
costs based on the Council’s requirements.  Base costs are shown below. 

Direction Needed: 

Recently, conversations around the electric charging station have resurfaced.  Staff requests 
Council’s direction related to the following questions: 

1. Would the Council like to complete KB Mercer’s request regarding the existing electric 
charging station?  If so, which upgrades would Council like to consider: 

a. Upgrade from Level 1 to Level 2 charging capabilities – est. $1,135? 
b. Installation of bike bar – est. $500? 
c. Installation of payment control system – est. $1,500 onetime + $25 monthly ongoing 

+ $300 per year maintenance? 
 

2. Would Council like to expand the number of electric charging stations in the City?  If so, the 
options available through Shorepower Technologies are as follows: 

d. Level 2 unit with retractable cord and payment kiosk – est. $7,559 onetime + $299 
per year maintenance + installation (placement dependent between $600 and 
$12,700 per unit). 

e. Level 2 unit with retractable cord – est. $3,665 + installation (placement dependent 
between $0 and $3,000 per unit). 

f. Level 1 unit with retractable cord and payment kiosk – est. $7,259 onetime + $299 
per year maintenance + installation (placement dependent between $600 and 
$12,700 per unit). 

g. Level 1 unit with retractable cord – est. $3,365 + installation (placement dependent 
between $0 and $3,000 per unit). 

Additionally, a representative from The Energy Merchant is available to discuss additional/different 
options if Council chooses to move forward with considering programmatic changes.  A Energy 
Transfer Merchant (ETM) pamphlet is attached for Council’s review. 

CONCURRENCE 
N/A 

FISCAL IMPACTS 
At this time, Council is not required to upgrade the existing system or add new charging 
stations, however if they choose to move forward with any upgrades or additional stations, costs 
will be incurred. 

WORK LOAD IMPACTS 
Most work will be completed by an outside vendor though the City will still need to identify 
appropriate placement if new stations are added. 

ALTERNATIVES 
Continue with existing station. 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Analysis 1 - Billing for both Level 1 and Level 2 Systems on an Hourly Basis. 
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2. Analysis 2 - Level 1 and Level 2 at Different Rates on an Hourly Basis. 
3. Analysis 3 – Level 2 Billing Only on an Hourly Basis. 
4. Analysis 4 – Full Rate for 14 Yr Payback Period on an Hourly Basis 
5. Costs Associated with Non-Residential Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment  
6.  Energy Transfer Merchant (ETM) Pamphlet 
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PGE ‐ Electric Charging Station on Jackson Street

Meter No. AB09944113

Account No. 0002 58077‐876744 1

Cost Recovery Analysis

7/2014 45.16$                        241 18.00$                       0.11$                         

8/2014 36.52                          162 18.00                        0.11                          

9/2014 34.45                          143 18.00                        0.12                          

10/2014 24.91                          56 18.00                        0.12                          

11/2014 28.00                          84 18.00                        0.12                          

12/2014 25.99                          37 18.00                        0.22                          

1/2015 27.50                          62 21.00                        0.10                          

2/2015 31.49                          97 19.86                        0.12                          

3/2015 28.75                          72 20.00                        0.12                          

4/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

5/2015 31.05                          93 20.00                        0.12                          

6/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

Totals 372.16$                      1,199 228.86$                    

Average Cost per kWh ‐ CY 2015 0.12$                        

Level 1 Est. Charge kWh Used 54.50                        

Level 1 Est. Charges Completed 120                            

Per Hour Cost Est.

Hours to Charge 

Vehicle

Est. kWh used per 

Charge Est. Cost to Charge

Est. Credit Card Fee 

per Charge (3%)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Level 1 10 22.0 2.65$                         0.38$                          3.02$                        

Level 2 3 9.9 1.19$                         0.11$                          1.30$                        

Per Hour Cost Est.

Typical per Charge 

Fees ($1.25 per hr)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Cost Recovery per 

Charge

Est. Charges per 

Year**

Est. Annual Cost 

Recovery

Level 1 12.50                          3.02                           9.48$                         10                               94.76$                      

Level 2 3.75                            1.30                           2.45$                         98                               239.43$                    

334.19$                    

Estimated Payback in Years 27                             

* Includes Energy Use Charges, Distribution Charges and Taxes and Fees.

**Assumes 10% fewer charges with addition of payment control system.

Notes:

Average kWh per charge on Level 2 that PGE has observed is 10.

Once Level 2 is available, Level 1 charges will drop dramatically.

No consideration to time value of money.

Attachment 1:  Billing for both Level 1 and Level 2 Systems on an Hourly Basis

Service Month
Total Monthly 

Expense
kWh Basic Charge

Charge per kWh 

(less basic chg.)*
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PGE ‐ Electric Charging Station on Jackson Street

Meter No. AB09944113

Account No. 0002 58077‐876744 1

Cost Recovery Analysis

7/2014 45.16$                        241 18.00$                       0.11$                         

8/2014 36.52                          162 18.00                        0.11                           

9/2014 34.45                          143 18.00                        0.12                           

10/2014 24.91                          56 18.00                        0.12                           

11/2014 28.00                          84 18.00                        0.12                           

12/2014 25.99                          37 18.00                        0.22                           

1/2015 27.50                          62 21.00                        0.10                           

2/2015 31.49                          97 19.86                        0.12                           

3/2015 28.75                          72 20.00                        0.12                           

4/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                           

5/2015 31.05                          93 20.00                        0.12                           

6/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                           

Totals 372.16$                      1,199 228.86$                    

Average Cost per kWh ‐ CY 2015 0.12$                        

Level 1 Est. Charge kWh Used 54.50                       

Level 1 Est. Charges Completed 120                           

Per Hour Cost Est.

Hours to Charge 

Vehicle

Est. kWh used per 

Charge Est. Cost to Charge

Est. Credit Card Fee 

per Charge (3%)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Level 1 10 22.0 2.65$                         0.32$                          2.96$                        

Level 2 3 9.9 1.19$                         0.14$                          1.33$                        

0.30                            

Per Hour Cost Est.

Typical per Charge 

Fees

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Cost Recovery per 

Charge

Est. Charges per 

Year

Est. Annual Cost 

Recovery

Level 1 (at $1.05 per hr) 10.50                          2.96                           7.54$                         10                               75.36$                      

Level 2 (at $1.50 per hr) 4.50                             1.33                           3.17$                         98                               310.66$                    

386.02$                    

Estimated Payback in Years 24                            

* Includes Energy Use Charges, Distribution Charges and Taxes and Fees.

**Assumes 10% fewer charges with addition of payment control system.

Notes:

Average kWh per charge on Level 2 that PGE has observed is 10.

Once Level 2 is available, Level 1 charges will drop dramatically.

No consideration to time value of money.

Attachment 2: Level 1 and Level 2 at Different Rates on an Hourly Basis

Service Month
Total Monthly 

Expense
kWh Basic Charge

Charge per kWh 

(less basic chg.)*
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PGE ‐ Electric Charging Station on Jackson Street

Meter No. AB09944113

Account No. 0002 58077‐876744 1

Cost Recovery Analysis

7/2014 45.16$                        241 18.00$                       0.11$                         

8/2014 36.52                          162 18.00                        0.11                          

9/2014 34.45                          143 18.00                        0.12                          

10/2014 24.91                          56 18.00                        0.12                          

11/2014 28.00                          84 18.00                        0.12                          

12/2014 25.99                          37 18.00                        0.22                          

1/2015 27.50                          62 21.00                        0.10                          

2/2015 31.49                          97 19.86                        0.12                          

3/2015 28.75                          72 20.00                        0.12                          

4/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

5/2015 31.05                          93 20.00                        0.12                          

6/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

Totals 372.16$                      1,199 228.86$                    

Average Cost per kWh ‐ CY 2015 0.12$                        

Level 1 Est. Charge kWh Used 54.50                        

Level 1 Est. Charges Completed 120                            

Per Hour Cost Est.

Hours to Charge 

Vehicle

Est. kWh used per 

Charge Est. Cost to Charge

Est. Credit Card Fee 

per Charge (3%)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Level 1 10 22.0 2.65$                         ‐$                            2.65$                        

Level 2 3 9.9 1.19$                         0.14$                          1.33$                        

Per Hour Cost Est.

Typical per Charge 

Fees ($1.25 per hr)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Cost Recovery per 

Charge

Est. Charges per 

Year

Est. Annual Cost 

Recovery

Level 1 ‐                              2.65                           (2.65)$                        10                               (26.49)$                     

Level 2 ($1.50) 4.50                            1.33                           3.17$                         98                               310.66$                    

284.17$                    

Estimated Payback in Years 32                             

* Includes Energy Use Charges, Distribution Charges and Taxes and Fees.

**Assumes 10% fewer charges with addition of payment control system.

Notes:

Average kWh per charge on Level 2 that PGE has observed is 10.

Once Level 2 is available, Level 1 charges will drop dramatically.

No consideration to time value of money.

Attachment 3: Level 2 Billing Only on an Hourly Basis

Service Month
Total Monthly 

Expense
kWh Basic Charge

Charge per kWh 

(less basic chg.)*
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PGE ‐ Electric Charging Station on Jackson Street

Meter No. AB09944113

Account No. 0002 58077‐876744 1

Cost Recovery Analysis

7/2014 45.16$                        241 18.00$                       0.11$                         

8/2014 36.52                          162 18.00                        0.11                          

9/2014 34.45                          143 18.00                        0.12                          

10/2014 24.91                          56 18.00                        0.12                          

11/2014 28.00                          84 18.00                        0.12                          

12/2014 25.99                          37 18.00                        0.22                          

1/2015 27.50                          62 21.00                        0.10                          

2/2015 31.49                          97 19.86                        0.12                          

3/2015 28.75                          72 20.00                        0.12                          

4/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

5/2015 31.05                          93 20.00                        0.12                          

6/2015 29.17                          76 20.00                        0.12                          

Totals 372.16$                      1,199 228.86$                    

Average Cost per kWh ‐ CY 2015 0.12$                        

Level 1 Est. Charge kWh Used 54.50                        

Level 1 Est. Charges Completed 120                            

Per Hour Cost Est.

Hours to Charge 

Vehicle

Est. kWh used per 

Charge Est. Cost to Charge

Est. Credit Card Fee 

per Charge (3%)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Level 1 10 22.0 2.65$                         0.62$                          3.27$                        

Level 2 3 9.9 1.19$                         0.19$                          1.38$                        

Per Hour Cost Est.

Typical per Charge 

Fees ($2.08 per hr)

Total Est. Cost per 

Charge

Cost Recovery per 

Charge

Est. Charges per 

Year**

Est. Annual Cost 

Recovery

Level 1 20.80                          3.27                           17.53$                       10                               175.27$                    

Level 2 6.24                            1.38                           4.86$                         98                               475.91$                    

651.18$                    

Estimated Payback in Years 14                             

* Includes Energy Use Charges, Distribution Charges and Taxes and Fees.

**Assumes 10% fewer charges with addition of payment control system.

Notes:

Average kWh per charge on Level 2 that PGE has observed is 10.

Once Level 2 is available, Level 1 charges will drop dramatically.

No consideration to time value of money.

Attachment 4: Full Rate for 14 Yr Payback Period on an Hourly Basis

Service Month
Total Monthly 

Expense
kWh Basic Charge

Charge per kWh 

(less basic chg.)*
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Executive Summary 
As more drivers purchase plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs), there is a growing need for a network of electric 
vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) to provide power to those vehicles. PEV drivers will primarily charge 
their vehicles using residential EVSE, but there is also a need for non-residential EVSE in workplace, public, 
and fleet settings. This report provides information about the costs associated with purchasing, installing, 
and owning non-residential EVSE. Cost information is compiled from various studies around the country, as 
well as input from EVSE owners, manufacturers, installers, and utilities. The cost of a single port EVSE unit 
ranges from $300-$1,500 for Level 1, $400-$6,500 for Level2, and $10,000-$40,000 for DC fast charging. 
Installation costs vary greatly from site to site with a ballpark cost range of$0-$3,000 for Levell, $600-
$12,700 for Level2, and $4,000-$51,000 for DC fast charging. 

Many factors lead to highly variable costs associated with EVSE. The report includes example cost ranges for 
both different types and applications of EVSE as well as the cost factors that can influence whether a particular 
EVSE unit or installation will fall on the lower or higher end of the cost range. Employers, business owners, 
and fleet operators can find the best EVSE solution for a specific site by evaluating needs and opportunities, 
then strategically determining the optimal number ofEVSE, types of features, and location. 

In general, there is an industry consensus that the cost of EVSE units is trending downwards and will continue 
to decrease. However, installation costs are highly variable and there is no consensus among industry 
stakeholders about the direction of future installation costs. In addition, state and local incentives in many 
places encourage EVSE installation through funding and technical assistance. 

While the available cost information from past EVSE installations provides a wide ballpark range for future 
installations, the only way to determine a cost estimate for a specific site is to contact the utility, EVSE 
manufacturers, and EVSE installers for a site assessment. Clean Cities coalitions around the country bring 
together a network of contacts in the electric vehicle industry and are a good starting place for identifying local 
contacts. To find a local Clean Cities coalition, visit cleancities.energy.gov. 

Executive Summary 3 
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1  This is a companion resource to the Clean Cities’ Plug-In Electric Vehicle Handbook series available at www.cleancities.energy.gov/publications. These handbooks 
provide information about PEVs, beneÀts of owning EVSE, and the process for installing EVSE.

Image from 
Argonne National Laboratory.

 Image from Dean Armstrong, 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
(NREL).

 Image from Dean 
Armstrong, NREL.
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charger 
built directly into the car

Charging Level
Vehicle Range Added per 

Charging Time and Power
Supply Power

AC Level 1
(12-16A continuous)

AC Level 2
(16-80A continuous)

DC Fast Charging
(input current proportional to 

output power; 
~20-400A AC)

2  For more information, consult your local Clean Cities coalition. Contact information can be found at afdc.energy.gov/cleancities/coalitions/coalition_contacts.php
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  Photo from 
AeroVironment.
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• Communications capabilities

• Access control

• Point of sale (POS)

3  See Appendix A: Acronyms, DeÀnitions, and Equipment Overview for more information about EVSE connectors and standards.

  
Photo from NY Power Authority, NREL 26468.

 Photo from Dennis Schroder/ NREL, NREL 26675.
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• Energy monitor ing

• Energy management and demand response

• Advanced display screen
• Retractable cord

• Automated diagnostics
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Image from Kristina Rivenbark, New West Technologies.
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Installation Costs 
Potential EVSE hosts are encouraged to have an electrical contractor 
complete a site evaluation when budgeting for a specific EVSE 
installation. An initial site evaluation should include determining the 
electrical capacity of the site, the location of distribution or service lines, 
the required electrical capacity for the type and quantity of EVSE units, 
and the best location for the EVSE unit(s). The best location for the units 
will take into consideration minimizing the installation costs and ADA 
accessibility requirements. 

During the installation process, a contractor will procure the EVSE 
unit( s ), install a new or upgraded electrical service or connect the EVSE 

For Level 2 commercial 
EVSE in the EPRI study, the 
installation cost break down is 
approximately: 

• Labor: 55 - 60% 
• Materials: 30 - 35% 
• Permits: 5% 
• Tax: 5%. 

to an existing electrical service that will accommodate the EVSE load, install the EVSE equipment, and re­
stripe parking spaces as necessary to fulfill the ADA parking requirements. The local electric utility may need 
to be involved if the necessary electrical supply upgrades to the facility are considerable (e.g., higher capacity 
supply wires, transformers, etc.). 

Installation Cost Drivers 
A simple installation will be at the lower end of the 
cost range while a more complex installation will move 
toward the middle or higher end. An installation becomes 
more complex when it requires one or more of the 
following: 

Level 2 commercial sites that required 

• Trenching or boring a long distance to lay 
electrical supply conduit from the transformer to 
the electrical panel or from the electrical panel 
to the charging location; 

special work such as trenching or 
boring were about 25% more costly 
than those that did not need special 
work (EPRI 2013). 

• Modifying or upgrading the electrical panel to 
create dedicated circuits for each EVSE unit if none are 
already available; 

• Upgrading the electrical service to provide sufficient 
electrical capacity for the site; 
Locating EVSE on parking levels above or below the level 
with electrical service; and/or 

• Meeting ADA accessibility requirements such as ensuring 
the parking spaces are level. 

Connecting the EVSE to the Electrical Service 

The EVSE unit is connected to the electrical service by wiring 
enclosed in an electrical conduit. A surface-mounted conduit 
can be placed along a wall or ceiling. If the conduit needs to run 
underground, such as in a parking lot, contractors will trench or 
bore a path for the conduit. 

"Electric service" refers to the 
utility infrastructure that provides 
power to customers. 

This infrastructure consists of many 
components such as power generating 
stations, substations, transmission lines, 
and distribution facilities, including 
transformers. 

Assuming $100 per foot to trench 
through concrete, lay the conduit, 
and refill, it would cost: 

• $5,000 to trench 50 feet 
• $10,000 to trench 100 feet 

Installation Costs 13 
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Photo from New York State Research and Development 
Authority (NYSERDA).

Photo from NYSERDA.

1. 

2. 

3. 
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Electrical Panels

New or Upgraded Electrical Service  

Metering Systems 

Photo from Don Karner.
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Photo from Lauren 
Bonar Swezey, NREL 26457.

Graph from INL (INL 2015b).
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Source: Industry Interviews

EV Project (INL 2015b) EV Project (INL 2015b)

EV Project (INL 2015d)
EV Project (INL 2015d)

and (OUC 2014)

  
*The $0 installation cost assumes the site host is offering an outlet for PEV users to plug in their Level 1 
EVSE cordsets and that the outlet already has a dedicated circuit.

Photo from Steve Russell.
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Graph from INL.

 Photo from Telefonix.
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Graph from INL.

Graph from INL.
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4  Retail electricity rates for each state by sector can be found at http://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm_table_grapher.cfm?t=epmt_5_6_a.

5  Each utility has its own rate structure that may or may not include demand charges. Once a customer uses power in excess of the utility’s threshold, typically 20-
50kW, the utility transitions the customer to a rate structure that includes demand charges. The demand charge is determined by looking at the consumer’s average energy 
consumption in 15 minute intervals for the whole month, identifying the highest average value (kW), and charging a fee ranging from $3-$40/kW. The utility may also 
have different fees based on the time of day and season. Any use of electricity that causes peak demand to exceed this highest average value will result in increased demand 
charges for the entire month.

Photo from Washington State 
Department of Transportation (WSDOT).
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• Replacement ofEVSE unit at the end of its useful life; 
For networked units, add: 
- Cost of technician troubleshooting (if not covered in network subscription fees), and 
- Cost of manual resets for software malfunctions. 

DCFC EVSE 

DCFC units require ongoing maintenance because they have cooling systems, filters, and other components 
that do not exist in Levell or Level 2 units. 

Maintenance Budget (sample case): 
• Replacement of charge cord due to vandalism or misuse; 
• Repair or replacement ofEVSE components (if not covered under warranty); 
• Technician troubleshooting (if not covered in network subscription fees); 
• Manual resets for software malfunction (if not covered in network subscription fees); and 

Preventative and corrective maintenance. 

Station Management 
Management activities for a station or cluster of stations might include managing driver access, billing, 
providing driver support, and monitoring the station. Renting or leasing a location, such as parking spots, can 
be an added operational cost if the EVSE owner does not own the property. The value of a parking space will 
vary widely depending on geographical location. 

Additional Cost Factors 

Incentives 
Many incentives are available to reduce the cost of installing EVSE. Electric vehicles are of greater interest 
in certain parts of the country due to policies enacted for zero emissions vehicles and low carbon fuels. EVSE 
incentives offered by state agencies or by local utilities take a variety of forms such as tax credits/exemptions, 
rebates, grants, or loans. Figure 10 illustrates the type of electric vehicle incentives in each state, as of July 
2015. Details about these incentives can be found in Appendix D. Because available incentives frequently 
change, visit the AFDC Laws and Incentives website at afdc.energy.gov/laws for current incentive information. 
In addition to financial assistance, many states provide technical assistance to incentivize EVSE installations. 
While the Federal Alternative Fuel Infrastructure Tax Credit has expired, equipment installed before December 

31, 2014 may still be eligible. 
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Graph from EPRI.

Photo from Jonathan Kirchner, Coca-Cola.
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EVSE unit with energy monitoring capabilities to the option of using a basic EVSE unit and a third party or 
aftermarket metering and data collection system. 

Installation 

Installation costs for fleet sites are generally lower than workplace and public sites. This is partly due to 
installation without public access, lower permitting related costs, and because fleets typically are better able to 
minimize cost through optimal siting choices. The EPRI study determined that Level 2 EVSE at fleet sites cost, 
on average, $2,018 per port and $2,109 per EVSE (refer to Figure 11). 

Tips for Minimizing EVSE Costs 
EVSE Unit Selection 

Choose the EVSE unit with the minimum level of features that you will need. 
Choose a wall mounted EVSE unit. if possible. so that trenching or boring is not needed. 
Choose a dual port EVSE unit to minimize installation costs per charge port. 
Determine the electrical load available at your site and choose the quantity and level of EVSE units to fit 
within that available electrical capacity. 

Location 

Place the EVSE unit close to the electrical service to minimize the need for trenching/boring and the costs of 
potential electrical upgrades. 
Instead of locating the EVSE at a highly visible parking spot a great distance from the electrical panel, use 
signage to direct PEV drivers to the EVSE unit. 
If trenching is needed, minimize the trenching distance. 
Choose a location that already has space on the electrical panel with a dedicated circuit. 

Long Term Planning 

Contact your utility early in the planning stages to discuss electricity consumption and demand charges as 
well as electrical service needs. Avoid utility demand charges by balancing charging time windows with other 
electricity usage and working closely with your utility. 
Consider the quantity and location of EVSE that you plan to install over the next 10-20 years when installing 
your first unit. Upgrade your electrical service for your anticipated long term EVSE load and run conduit to 
your anticipated future EVSE locations. This will minimize the cost of installing future units. 
Consider the electricity infrastructure for EVSE when building a new facility. It is less expensive to install extra 
panels and conduit capacity during initial construction than to modify the site later. 

Summary 
As is discussed in this report, many factors lead to highly variable costs associated with EVSE. Utilizing 
best practices for choosing EVSE types, quantities, and locations will help minimize the financial impact of 
buying and installing EVSE. Ballpark cost ranges for EVSE units and installation are shown in Table 4, which 
reproduces the information in Table 1 and Table 2. Within each charging level (Level 1, Level 2, and DCFC), 
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Source: Industry Interviews

EV Project (INL 2015b) EV Project (INL 2015b)

EV Project (INL 2015d)
EV Project (INL 2015d)

and (OUC 2014)

*EVSE unit costs are based on units commercially available in 2015. 
**The $0 installation cost assumes the site host is offering an outlet for PEV users to plug in their Level 1 EVSE cordsets and that the 
outlet already has a dedicated circuit.
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fleets can have a significant impact on advancing the PEV market, as well as reducing greenhouse gas and 
other emissions that contribute to climate change and smog. With more PEV s on the road, we are making 
progress towards the Clean Cities goal to reduce our dependence on petroleum and advance our nation's 
energy security. 
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Additional Resources 
For more information about EVSE, visit the resources below. 

1. Alternative Fuel Data Center EVSE page: hty,://www.afdc.en~.gov/fuels/electrici~ stations.html 

2. Clean Cities' Plug-In Electric Vehicle Handbook for: 
Workplace Charging Hosts: hty,://www.afdc.en~.gov/uploads/pub1ication/pev workplace 
charging hosts.pdf 
Fleet Managers: hty,://www.afdc.energy.gov/pdfs/pev handbook.pdf 
Public Charging Station Hosts: hty,://www.afdc.en~.gov/pdfs/51227 .pdf 
Consumers: hty,://www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/publication/pev consumer handbook.pdf 
Electrical Contractors: hty,://www.afdc.en~.gov{pdfs/51228.pdf 

3. Clean Cities Electric Vehicle Community Readiness Projects summary reports and 16 individual 
community readiness plans: hty,://www l.eere.enermr. gov/cleancities/electric vehicle,l?rojects.html 

4. INL Lessons Learned papers from the EV Project: http://avt.inl.gov/eyproject.shtml 

5. Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Installed Cost Analysis study by EPRI: hty,://www.e,pri.com/ 
abstracts/Pages/ProductAbstract.amx?Productid=000000003002000577 

6. DOE Workplace Charging Challenge: hty,://energy.gov/eere/vehicles/ev-everywhere-workplace­
charging-challenge 

7. Workplace Charging Request for Proposal Guidance: hty,://energy.gov/eere/vehicles/downloads/ 
reg,uest-prqposal-guidance 

8. Amping Up California Workplaces: Case Studies by California Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative 
htt]://www.ct.gov/dee,pllib/dee,p/air/electric vehicle/CAPEV - Amping Up California Workplaces. 
pdf 

9. Center for Climate and Energy Solutions' study "Business Models for Financially Sustainable EV 
Charging Networks": hty,://www.c2es.mg/publications/business-models-:financially-sustainable-ev­
charging-networks. 

10. Clean Cities YouTube Channel: htt]s://www.youtube.com/user/CleanCitiesTV 
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Acronyms

AC

ADA

AHJ

DC

DCFC

EPRI

EV

EVSE

GFCI

NEC

NEMA

NFPA

NREL

NYSERDA 

OUC

INL

PEV 

PHEV

POS

RFID

SAE

TOU

UL

WCEH

WSDOT

AC Level 1 EVSE, 
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AC Level 2 EVSE, 

DCFC (Direct Cur rent Fast Charger ) 

. 

Charger*

Cord –  

Cordset

Connector*

Coupler*

EVSE (electr ic vehicle supply equipment)

Handshake

Vehicle inlet/receptacle*

Photo from NYSERDA.
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Conduit - 

Meter /Sub-Meter

Panel – 

Step-down Transformer – 

CHAdeMO

SAE J1772

SAE J1772 Combined Charging System (CCS)

Photo from NYSERDA.

Photo from Don Karner.

  Photo from Margaret Smith.
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Tesla SuperChargers 

Photo from Margaret Smith..
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Appendix B: Codes and Standards 
Check with your local fire marshal or authority having jurisdiction to ensure that you are aware of the local 
codes and standards for installing EVSE and selling electricity. The technical bulletin located at 
htq>://www.afdc.enetgy.gov/bulletins/technology-bulletin-2015-08.html reviews the role that zoning, 
permitting and codes, and parking ordinances can play within a comprehensive PEV and EVSE deployment 
strategy, and it includes a variety of state and local examples. 

A U.S. National Work Group (USNWG) is developing proposed requirements for devices used to measure and 
sell electricity dispensed at EVSE. The group seeks to ensure that the methodologies and standards facilitate 
measurements that are traceable to the International System of Units. For more information including the NIST 
Handbook 130 "Method of Sale for Electrical Energy as Vehicle Fuel" and the NITS Handbook 44 "Device 
Code Requirements for Electric Vehicle Fueling," visit http://www.nist.gov/pml/wmdlusnwg-evfs.c:fm. 

It should be noted that safety standards for standard residential and commercial outlets were not developed 
with repeated operations for charging plug-in electric vehicles in mind. The current safety standard that covers 
120 volt/20 amp electrical outlets is UL 498. the Standard for Safety for Attachment Plugs and Rece_ptacles. 
The protocol recommends that these electrical outlets (which are the type typically used for AC Levell 
charging) complete a number of tests to pass safety standards. These include tests wherein the receptacle has a 
plug inserted and removed 250 times in various conditions without sustained flaming of the material in excess 
of five seconds duration. Ideally, PEV s will charge more than 250 times per year and thus would plug in many 
times the UL 498 standard in their operational lifetime. 

The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) addresses the safe interface between PEVs and EVSE in 
the NEC Article 625, "Electric Vehicle Charging System." The NEC also provides minimum requirements 
for performing site assessments. Specifically, NEC Articles 210, 215, and 220 contain rules that relate to 
calculations and loading of services, feeders, and branch circuits in all occupancies. 
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*The installation cost amortized over 10yrs/ kWh provides the cost per kWh that would need to be added to the electricity consumption 
rate in order to recoup the installation costs. This calculation assumes a 10 year lifespan for the EVSE and does not account for potential 
borrowing costs. 

RS69



 

Appendix D: State and Utility EVSE Incentives 
These incentives were compiled from the Alternative Fuel Data on July 22, 2015 by Stacy Davis, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory. This information accompanies Figure 10, the State EVSE Incentive map. For current 
incentive information, visit the Laws and Incentives database at http://www.afdc.eneti)'.~ovllaws. 

State EVSE Incentives as of July 22, 2015 

State Description $Value 

AZ Tax credit for individuals for the installation of EVSE in a house or up to $75 
housing unit that they have built. 

CA Loans to property owners for purchasing and installing EVSE. not stated 

CA Small business loans up to $500,000 on the installation of EVSE; up to $250,000 
rebate of 50% of loan under certain conditions. 

Grants from the Charge Ahead Colorado Program provide 80% 
up to 

of the cost of an EVSE to local governments, school districts; 
single port Level 2 $3,260; 

co state/federal agencies; public universities; public transit agencies; 
multiple ports Level 2 $6,260; private non-profit or for-profit corporations; landlords of multi-
single port DC $13,000; 

family apartment buildings; and owners associations of common 
multiple port DC $16,000 

interest communities. 

CT 
Funding up to 100% of EVSE installation cost dependent on up to $10,000 
certain conditions. 

Income tax credit of 50% of equipment and labor costs for the Commercial up to $10,000; 
DC purchase and installation of EVSE (publicly available commercial 

Residential up to $1,000 
or residential). 

DE 
Rebate available for purchase of EVSE (commercial or 

$500 residential). 

FL 
Assistance with financing EVSE installation from local 

not stated 
governments. 

GA Income tax credit of 10% for purchase or lease of EVSE. up to $2,500 

IL Rebates available to offset cost of EVSE for governments, up to $50,000 
businesses, educational institutions, non-profits, and individuals. 

Corporate or income tax credit for 10% to 25% of the project costs 
LA of state-certified green projects, such as capital infrastructure for up to $1 million 

advanced drivetrain vehicles. 

LA 
Income tax credit up to 50% of the cost of alternative fueling 

not stated equipment. 

MA Grants from the Massachusetts Electric Vehicle Incentive Program up to $25,000 
for 50% of the cost of Levell or 2 workplace EVSE. 

Grants from the Massachusetts Electric Vehicle Incentive Program 
MA provide for the purchase or lease of Level 2 EVSE by local up to $13,500 

governments, universities, driving schools, and state agencies. 

MA 
Grants from the Department of Energy Resources' Clean Vehicle 
Project for public and private fleets to purchase alternative fuel not stated 

infrastructure. 
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State Description $Value 

Rebates available for governments, businesses, and individuals 
up to: Individual $900; 

MD 
for the cost of acquiring and installing EVSE. 

Gov. or Bus. $5,000; 
Service Station $7,500 

MD Income tax credit of 20% for cost of EVSE. up to $400 

MS 
Zero-interest loans for public school districts and municipalities to 

up to $500,000 
install fueling stations for alternative fuels. 

NC 
Grant funding from the Clean Fuel Advanced Technology Project 

not stated 
for fueling infrastructure related to emissions reduction. 

Low-cost loans through the Dollar and Energy Saving Loan 
NE Program for the construction or purchase of fueling station or not stated 

equipment, up to $750,000. 

NY Income tax credit for 50% of EVSE. up to $5,000 

OH 
Loans up to 80% of the cost for purchase and installation of 

not stated 
fueling facilities for alternative fuels. 

OK 
Tax credit available for up to 75% of the cost of installing 

not stated 
alternative fuel infrastructure. 

Tax credit of 25% of alternative fuel infrastructure purchase costs. 
OR A company that constructs the dwelling or a resident may claim up to $750 

the credit. 

OR 
Tax credit for business owners of 35% of cost for alternative fuel 

not stated 
infrastructure project. 

OR Low-interest loans for alternative fuel infrastructure projects. not stated 

TX 
Grants from the Alternative Fueling Facilities Program provide for 

up to $600,000 
50% of the cost of alternative fuel facilities. 

TX 
Grants from the Emissions Reduction Incentive Grants Program 

not stated 
provide for alternative fuel dispensing infrastructure. 

Grants from the Utah Clean Fuels and Vehicle Technology Grant 
UT and Loan Program provide for the cost of fueling equipment for not stated 

public/private sector business and government vehicles. 

WA 
Leasehold excise tax exemption for public lands used for 

not stated 
installing, maintaining, and operating PEV infrastructure. 

State sales and use taxes do not apply to labor and services 

WA 
installing, repairing, altering, or improving PEV infrastructure; 

not stated 
those taxes do not apply to the sale of property used for PEV 
infrastructure. 

WA 
An additional2% rate of return for a utility installing an EVSE for 

not stated 
the benefit of ratepayers. 

us The Zero Emissions Airport Vehicle and Infrastructure Pilot 

Airports Program provides funding for public airports to install or modify not stated 

fueling infrastructure to support zero emission vehicles. 
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Utility/Private Incentives as of July 22, 2015 

State Description $Value 

Alabama Power -
$500 

AL Rebate for commercial customers installing EVSE. 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power -
Commercial up to $15,000; 

CA Rebates for Level2 or DC fast charge EVSE (commercial or residents 
Residential up to $750 

owning PEVs). 

Glendale Water and Power-
CA Rebate to first 100 single-family residential PEV owners to install a $200 

level 2 EVSE. 

FL 
Orlando Utilities Commission -

up to $750 
Rebate for the purchase and installation of commercial EVSE. 

Georgia Water and Power-
Residential $250; 

GA 
Rebate to business and residential customers installing a level 2 EVSE; 

Business $500; 
Rebate for new home construction builders installing a dedicated 

New home construct $100 
circuit. 

IN 
NIPSCO-

up to $1,650 
Credit to purchase and install residential EVSE. 

IN 
NIPSCO-

up to $3,000 
up to 50% of cost to install public EVSE. 

Indiana-Michigan Power -
Ml Rebate to first 250 residential PEV owners/leasers installing level 2 $2,500 

EVSE with separate meter. 

TX Austin Energy -
up to $1,500 

Rebate of SO% of purchase cost for Level2 EVSE for PEV owners. 

WA 
Puget Sound Energy-

$500 
Rebate to first 5,000 PEV owners for Level2 EVSE. 
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Note: All reference web links accessed as of October 8, 2015. 

Energy Central (EnergyPulse).

The Economics of Non-Residential Level 2 EVSE Charging Infrastructure

Electric Vehicle Charging Station Guide 
Book: Planning for Installation and Operation.

Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Installed Cost 
Analysis

Plug-in 2013 - EV Project Charging Infrastructure Deployment Costs, Cost Drivers 
and Use.  

Plug-In Electric Vehicle (PEV) Roadmap for North 
Carolina
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The Energy Transfer Merchant aka ETM™ 

EV 4 Oregon LLC has developed the innovative, solar powered EV charging stations, trademarked as ETM™ 

(Energy Transfer Merchant) - a play on ATM. The ETM™ station is equipped with a battery storage system 
and is capable of AC (Level2) and DC (Level 3) charging ofYehicles with renewable energy, optionally 

accounting for the sources of clean energy used. The ETM™ battery system is grid-tied with a 3-wire single 

phase 120/240 V AC connection, not requiring the mostly used 3-phase 208/277/480 V AC connection, 

therefore no demand charges. Its battery storage system can provide power system back up , grid support, and 
load balancing services. Like an A TM storing and dispensing money the ETM™ captures, stores and dispenses 

energy. 

The ETMrM Station 

The station consists of 4, 6" steel pipes of Yz" wall thickness . It is a completely bolted system that covers two 

parking spaces, 17 ' x 17 ' at 11.5 ' in height. Its foundation is a concrete slab or an underground vault, 

depending upon the site. It will be delivered to the jobsite as a kit and can be assembled in a few days after the 

foundation is ready. 

On the canopy of the station a LED sign (size I ' x 15 ' ) can be installed for display of digital static and 

moving advertising. 

EV4 Oregon ETM™ Charging Station rev.3 

The standard station is equipped with 15 solar 
modules (capacity 4 kW), one DC fast charger 
and one level 2 charger. 

The ETM™ provides a visual iconic structure 
and protects the chargers from collisions with 
EV' s. It shelters the EV drivers from the 
elements when "plugging-in" and provides 
security with lighting and surveillance. 

It collects the rain water from the solar roof and 
filters it before delivery to landscaping. The 
structure can receive new technology should 
there be a breakthrough in the future . 

Page 1 of2 
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The system involves three components; renewable energy, energy storage and dispensing energy, DC2DC™ 
(patent pending) fast charging of electric vehicles. 

1. Renewable energy stored in the battery system lessens the impact on the grid of 50 kW DC fast 
charging (no need to upgrade micro-grid). Thanks to the ETM™ battery system the hook-up to the 
grid does not require a costly 3-phase 208/277/480 V AC but the commonly available single-phase 
120/240 VAC connection. 

2. Stored energy is available to host as an uninterruptable power supply (UPS), the grid for (load 
balancing and frequency modulation) and EV charging. 

3. DC2DC™ is a commercial DC fast charging that utilizes the CHAdeMO protocol and can be 
modified to handle other protocols including Tesla and future SAE standards . DC Fast charging 
requires approximately 25 minutes of charge time for a 24 kWh Battery Electric Vehicle (BEY) to 
charge to 80% capacity from empty. The installed level 2 (11772) chargers generally take 6-7 hours to 
charge the same vehicle from empty. 

Schematics 

Functionalities of the Solar ETM™ Charging Station 

DC to DC Interface/Charge r 

between Battery and EV 

~----------~---------. 
3-wire Single-Phase 120/240 VAC 

hook-up to Grid 

The ETM™ addresses some significant infrastructure issues for EV charging with one product. It also solves 

the issue of storage for intermittent mandated renewables. Distributed deployment of stored renewables 

maximizes benefits for the grid. The standard ETM™ battery configuration is 50kWh. 

Furthennore the ETM™ station can be equipped with a LED Display for advertising. In the absence of 
sufficient income from charging EV's in the first years , the advertising income will compensate this shortfall. 

The LED display (size 1 ft.xl5ft.) is mounted underneath the canopy for optimal exposure to the public. 

As an option EV4 offers the "Color of the Electron™" platform ofGridMobility™. This patented software 
platform enables consumers to quantify, validate, store and use renewable energy to charge their electric 

vehicle. This technology enables ETM™ owners to account for and generate revenue through participation in 

the carbon footprint offset (REC) markets . 

EV4 Oregon ETM™ Charging Station rev.3 Page 2 of2 
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