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SUBJECT

Approving a three-year electric vehicle charging station demonstration program and establishing county policies for implementing this program. 

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0631 approves a partially grant-funded demonstration program for electric vehicle charging stations at County facilities such as park-and-ride lots and Fleet Administration facilities.  The proposed ordinance establishes the program, sets criteria for deciding where to locate the charging stations, and defines policies for the operation of the program.

The purpose of today’s discussion item is to provide an overview of the demonstration program and to seek guidance from councilmembers on key aspects of the demonstration program:
(1) Are the policies for operating the program at the various types of facilities acceptable?
(2) To what extent should County resources, chiefly the transit budget, subsidize the people who use the charging stations during the term of the demonstration program?
(3) What constraints should apply to the demonstration program capital and operating investments?

BACKGROUND

In September 2007, King County sponsored a national Clean Vehicles Now conference in Seattle, in association with the non-profit WestStart company.  The conference featured clean vehicle industry representatives, policymakers, and vehicle fleet users and was intended to help promote “real actions today that will combat climate instability and fossil fuel dependence.” 

In May 2008, the Council adopted Motion 12744, which built on the success of the conference, acknowledged a role for innovation and technology in the County’s efforts to address climate change through battery and plug in hybrid electric vehicles (“BEVs” and “PHEVs”).  Motion 12744 further called for a report addressing the public’s use of BEVs and PHEVs, government’s role, utility provider integration, and the work of a newly formed stakeholder advisory group.  On February 9, 2009, the Council adopted Motion 12921, approving this Council’s requested electric vehicle report.

In August 2009, the Council adopted Motion 13061 requesting the Executive propose policies to guide the development and operation of electric vehicle charging stations located on property owned or leased by King County, including the County’s need to recover development and operating costs.  

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0631

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0631 implements a three-year electric vehicle charging demonstration program that will install up to 200 charging stations at County owned, leased or partnering organizations’ facilities.  According to the transmittal letter, more $1 million in grant funds from various sources are expected to be available.  These grant funds for installation of charging station infrastructure will complement the one or more charging stations that the County will receive at no charge with each Nissan electric vehicle the County purchases. 

To meet criteria of eligibility, the installations must promote the use of County programs or facilities including public transit service, vanpool and vanshare programs, and the County fleet motor pool program.

The proposed ordinance establishes time-based criteria for direct County benefit as a basis for locating the charging facilities:

· Park and Ride sites – majority of charging before 10 a.m. (overnight charging);
· Vanpool sites – majority of charging for peak-period commuters (mid-day); and
· Vanshare sites – overnight and weekend or mid-day charging depending on the parking location relative to the commute trip.

The proposed ordinance establishes time-based criteria for access to the charging stations by the general public:

· Park and Ride sites – regular hours of operation;
· Vanpool sites – Monday through Friday overnight and weekends;
· Vanshare sites – relative to the use of the space, overnight and weekend or mid-day; and
· County fleet sites – mid-day, as county vehicles vacate spaces.

The proposed ordinance allows these time restrictions to be modified as needed.

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0631 establishes County policies for electric vehicle charging infrastructure for the demonstration project that accomplish the following:

1. Grant funding for installation is a priority during the demonstration period.
2. Cost recovery target of at least 50% during demonstration and 100% after the demonstration period.
3. User fees shall be assessed based on the costs of planning and administration, vehicle charging, facility enforcement, and capital (excluding any grant funded costs).
4. County’s coordination of its program with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (“PSRC”) regional efforts related to electric vehicle charging infrastructure.
5. Use of third party entities to install and operate the charging stations.

How the System Would Work 

At each of the various parking sites, the Executive, as part of this demonstration project, is proposing to install up to electric vehicle 20 recharging stations.  These spaces would be intended to be used by multiple users at different times of the day based on a reservation system.  

· Example 1: The Park and Ride - An electric vanpool is charged overnight in one of the spaces.  In the morning each of the vanpool participants meet at the park and ride, load up and vacate the space for the day.  During the day, a mid-day user can come to the park and ride, use the vanpool’s space and ride transit to their mid-day destination and return before the vanpool comes back at the end of the day.

· Example 2: King County Fleet - An electric fleet vehicle is charged in a County facility when not in regular daily use.  While the vehicle is out for mid-day use, a general public, short-term user could use the space and recharging station.

In each of these instances, all users would pay fees (vanpool, commuter, fleet vehicle and short-term user), whether a monthly rate or a short-term hourly rate.  Fees would be based on a final adopted fee structure, which is not part of this proposed ordinance.

ISSUE ANALYSIS

Cost Recovery Requirements

Motion 13061, which was drafted with collaboration from the Executive, requested the Executive to transmit policies guiding the development and deployment of this infrastructure, as the County has no established policies regarding this type of program.  Council deliberation related to Motion 13061 focused around the need for policy development based on a series of cost recovery questions:

1. What costs should be included in the recovery ratio?  
· To what extent should all or part of the capital costs be included?
· To what extent should all or part of the operating costs be included?
· To what extent can electricity costs be included?

2. From whom should the County recoup costs by charging to use the stations?
· Internal operations (fleet)
· Vanpool/vanshare fleets
· Transit riders
· General public

3. What policies should be developed to engage our regional partners in this venture?

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0631 addresses the original request for policies in Motion 13061 and also establishes a demonstration program.  This combination of policy and program provides for deliberation regarding a practical application, rather than solely consideration of abstract policies.  In this context, the proposed ordinance answers the policy questions as follows:

1. The proposed ordinance identifies that all capital, operating and electricity costs would be included in a cost recovery ratio of approximately 50%.  

2. The proposed ordinance assumes that all participants would contribute equally to the cost recovery for the program.  Each vehicle would pay equivalent costs whether it is owned by the County, a transit rider, or a member of the general public.

· The Executive, in supporting documentation, has used a planning figure of $40 per month per user of charging stations, estimating demonstration project cost recovery at approximately $144,000 for the three-year program.

3. The proposed ordinance identifies that King County would be a partner with the PSRC in establishing rules, ordinances and other related regional functions associated with electric vehicle charging station infrastructure.

Council staff analyzed the fiscal data associated with the demonstration program and found that at the $40/month rate, the cost recovery is estimated at less than 21% of total costs ($5,500 subsidy per user over 3 years), even after grant funded expenses are excluded.  As a result, the following questions are raised: 

1. Should the deployment of electric vehicle charging be subsidized by King County to benefit the County, public transportation users and the general public?

2. If yes, at what level?

Range of Options for Cost Recovery:

Cost Recovery Elements
Recover capital and operating costs 	($694,000)
Recover operating costs and subsidize capital deployment 	($195,000)
Recalibrate model to include electricity cost without 
 smart charging systems	(+$100k-$200k)

Cost Recovery Rate (at 100 users)
Including capital and operating Costs
No subsidy (0%)	$193/month
Executive proposed (21%)	$40/month
50% subsidy	$97/month

Including only operating Costs
No subsidy (0%)	$54/month
Executive proposed (74%)	$40/month
50% subsidy	$27/month

Note:	Inclusion of non-smart charging (based on $2/day 5/days per week) could add approximately $15/per month to all rates above.

Additional Factors Affecting Cost Recovery

· Cost to the Transit Division – As the majority of charging stations would be installed at transit properties, benefitting transit and rideshare operations programs, Council staff found that the public transportation funds would be responsible for the majority of subsidized program costs.

· Construction Cost Overruns – While construction costs are still preliminary estimates without any detailed site analysis, there is a realistic likelihood that costs will exceed planning estimates and any construction cost over-runs would be the responsibility of the County (and probably the public transportation fund).  It should also be noted that if cost issues are identified early, the number of installations may be reduced to fit within the existing budget, though this will also have an effect on cost recovery with reduced users.

· Electricity Costs – The Executive’s planning estimates for electricity costs assume deployment of smart charging, an emerging technology for managing the flow of electricity to non-peak situations.  Smart charging technology is estimated to hold electricity costs to $14 per month per full time user.  This cost is substantially lower than the original estimate of $2/per day for electricity per full time user.  There is a risk that additional operating costs could more than triple the Executive’s planning estimates for energy costs if the use of smart charging technology is limited or does not result in the projected savings.

· Depreciation of Capital Costs – The Executive has based their cost model for the demonstration on a 20-year depreciation cycle for the installation of the charging stations.  If adopted, this will create a 20-year funding requirement, albeit small ($25,000 per year), for the County even if the demonstration project does not continue beyond its initial three years.

3. Should the number of installations be limited by the grant revenue and the potential County subsidy identified with this proposed ordinance?

Executive Proposed
Grant funds	$1,260,000
County funds	$   500,000
Total Capital 	$1,760,000


ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2009-0631
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