
 

  
 

 

May 15, 2023 

Honorable Michelle L. Phillips 

Secretary to the Commission  

New York State Public Service Commission 

Three Empire State Plaza  

Albany, NY 12223-1350 

 

Via email: secretary@dps.ny.gov  

 

Subject: Case No. 18-E-0138, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission Regarding Electric 

Vehicle Supply Equipment and Infrastructure 

Dear Secretary Phillips: 

 

 Enclosed for filing please find Comments of the Alliance for Transportation 

Electrification in response to the Department of Public Service Staff Electric Vehicle Make-

Ready Program Midpoint Review and Recommendations Whitepaper in the above-captioned 

proceeding, dated March 1, 2023. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

       

Michael I. Krauthamer 
______________________________ 

Michael I. Krauthamer 

Senior Advisor 

Alliance for Transportation Electrification 
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NEW YORK STATE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission 

Regarding Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment 

Case 18-E-0138 

 

COMMENTS OF 

THE ALLIANCE FOR TRANSPORTATION ELECTRIFICATION 

 

The Alliance for Transportation Electrification (ATE) hereby submits these comments in 

response to the Department of Public Service’s Midpoint review of the Make-Ready programs 

run by the large investor-owned electric utilities. 

ATE is a 501(c)(6) non-profit corporation; the organization engages with regulators and 

policymakers at the State and local government levels to remove barriers to EV adoption and to 

encourage the acceleration of EV infrastructure deployment with a particular emphasis on open 

standards and interoperability. We consist of nearly 60 industry members that include electric 

utilities, auto and bus manufacturers, EV charging infrastructure providers, and related trade 

associations and other non-governmental organizations. We  have been actively engaged in each 

of the Commission’s various EV charging proceedings since their inception. Our comments on 

the Whitepaper issued by the Staff of Department of Public Service follow. 

ATE commends Staff for its thorough review of progress to date in the Make-Ready 

program, including constructive outreach to numerous stakeholders. In particular, ATE supports 

the increased budget both in terms of dollars and plug-count; the increased budget is necessary as 

a result of inflation over the past few years, and the higher plug-count is necessitated by faster 

EV adoption. New York is the third leading state in the country for light duty EV adoption, with 

about 160,000 registered today, and the sales growth is increasing rapidly by month. Yet the 

public infrastructure is struggling to keep pace with this rapid growth; more needs to be done 

quickly in our view.  

We also support extending the deadline for the Make-Ready program if plug targets are 

not met. Applicants and the utilities are moving quickly, but deploying infrastructure is a time-

consuming endeavor and should not be constrained by an arbitrary sunset date. 

Additional comments on individual issues follow. 
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Baseline Costs 

Staff Recommendation: Increase the budget from $701 million to $1.108 billion and update the 

plug targets to a total of 43,122 L2 plugs and 6,302 DCFC plugs. (Page 7) Based on information 

gathered by utilities from the Make-Ready Program, the average per plug cost for L2 chargers is, 

and should be adjusted to $6,396 upstate and $15,473 downstate. Staff also recommends that the 

per-plug average cost for fast charging should be updated to reflect a cost per kW range based on 

reported costs by utility, with costs ranging from $724 to $1,350 per kW. (Page 21) 

Comment: In general, ATE supports the increased budget based on the need for more EVSE as 

demonstrated by the NREL study, and also based on construction prices today being 

considerably higher than anticipated in the Make-Ready Order, as evidenced by the reporting of 

actual costs by the utilities. 

Based on a reading of the Whitepaper, in conjunction with material presented during the 

Technical Conference held on March 22, 2023, it is difficult to discern the split Staff proposes 

between public and private installations. We have no objection to the use of the EV 

Infrastructure Projection Tool (called Pro-Lite) developed by NREL for USDOE. Many utilities 

and public authorities use this tool, and the Alliance believes it is credible and sound. But it is 

indisputable that this tool is quite sensitive to certain assumptions, such as the division between 

full BEVs (battery electric) and PHEVs (plug-in hybrid EVs), as well as the split between the 

multiple use cases such as public EVSE and other types (e.g., residential, corridor, workplace). 

This distinction is important because private installations receive a lower incentive payment than 

public installations. The proposed budgets appear, at least in some cases, to assume too many 

low-incentive private charging plugs, which will make achieving the state’s public charging 

goals more difficult. Given the higher value of publicly accessible EVSE, it would be useful to 

have greater transparency into the specific formulas and inputs that Staff used to arrive at 

individual budget items. For example, the split between public and private plugs, not just 

statewide utility-by-utility, would enable a fulsome discussion of how best the incentives should 

be allocated. 
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ATE also recommends that Staff reconsider the process by which new upstate incentives for 

Level 2 EVSE are calculated. We understand that the new incentives for both upstate and 

downstate are based on actual invoices reported to date. With sufficient volume and diversity of 

installation complexity, this is a reasonable approach. But for the upstate utilities, at least, the 

number of completed installations may be too low to be representative of actual prices going 

forward. Instead of basing future incentive levels on what may be an unrepresentative sample, 

another option is to develop unit pricing based on an industry-recognized index such as 

RSMeans. An index approach has the added benefit of keeping current with pricing changes over 

time, as well as providing adjustments for both labor and materials based on actual differences 

between geographic regions. 

With regard to DCFC incentives, Staff recommends (at 21) that the per-plug average cost be 

updated to reflect a per kW range based on reported costs by utility. As with our 

recommendation for using an index approach rather than reported costs, we further recommend 

that the incentive level, however determined, be consistent across all upstate utilities. One reason 

is that the sample size is too small. Another reason is that the economics of construction do not 

relate to utility service territories; while prices certainly vary between downstate and upstate, the 

record does not support the proposition that the utility service territory in which a site is located 

has any bearing on a contractor’s quote, all else being equal. Either our recommended index 

approach, or a uniform upstate price based on a sufficient sample, are better solutions. 

Updated Plug Projections 

Staff Recommendation: Based on the revised forecast, an additional 4,802 DCFC plugs and up 

to an additional 9,872 L2 plugs will be needed statewide. The increase in L2 plugs is driven by 

MUD charging access, which was not explicitly accounted for in the initial Make-Ready Order 

analysis. 

Staff recommends adding a MUD L2 plug goal of 23,830 that is included in the total Midpoint 

Review L2 plug target of 43,122. (Page 23) In the NREL forecast, the incremental increase in 

DCFC plugs is 4,802 statewide, with the revised DCFC plug target of 6,302 statewide. (Page 23) 



 

 4 

Comment: ATE supports incentives for charging in multi-unit dwellings, but we are concerned 

about the reduction in Public Level 2 charging as shown in Figure 3 on the last page of the Staff 

White Paper (p. 90) in both the Incremental DA and Incremental Total columns. The evidence is 

clear that demand already exceeds the new projection, as demonstrated by the fact that Con 

Edison has committed funding to nearly 3,000 Level 2 plugs while the updated model shows a 

need for only 2,700 plugs. To the extent Staff desires to support charging in multi-unit dwellings, 

ATE proposes that such incentives not be at the expense of make-ready programs or budgets for 

either DCFC or public Level 2 chargers.   

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that public DCFC currently eligible for the public 

tier receive a reduced incentive tier of up to 75 percent of eligible costs for the downstate utilities 

(Con Edison and O&R) and 90% for upstate. (Page 24) 

Comment: ATE opposes reducing the downstate incentive to 75%, and we support maintaining 

the 90% level statewide. With regard to the downstate market in particular, it is logical to 

conclude that developers initially prioritized sites that are “service adequate” (meaning there is 

little utility work involved) and otherwise relatively uncomplicated (keeping in mind that even 

“easy” sites in New York City in particular are exceptionally complicated by most standards). As 

these sites are used up, the next wave of sites will be more complicated, expensive (requiring 

more work on both the customer and utility side of the meter), and time-consuming. All of these 

factors support maintaining the momentum achieved to date by keeping the incentive high. EVs 

are finally beginning to approach the hockey-stick type growth in market transformation in New 

York as predicted. Slowing down the rate of charging infrastructure deployment even by a little 

is the wrong signal to send. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that authorization to continue the Make-Ready 

Program expenditures remain in place either (1) through December 31st 2025 if a utility has met 

its plug goals, or (2) until the authorized program budgets are fully depleted if the utility’s plug 

goals have not been met. (Page 24) 

Comment: ATE supports Staff’s recommendation. Additional funds will require time to 

distribute. Also, there is no reason for an arbitrary end-date, especially given long lead-time and 

varying paces of infrastructure development among the utilities. 
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Administration Budget 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends keeping the administration budget at 15 percent of 

the program incentive budget, as defined in the 2020 Make-Ready Order. (Page 25) 

Comment: ATE supports maintaining the existing 15 percent administration budget as an 

appropriate level given the scale and complexity of the programs, but we encourage the 

Commission to base the percentage on the total value of all programs (e.g., MHD and 

micromobility), and not be limited solely to the make-ready budget. Requiring utilities to use 

their administrative budget from one program to pay for other programs results in a shortfall, and 

this should be rectified.  

Waitlisted Applications / Application Process 

Staff Recommendation: Staff supports a Stakeholder process to identify project rules, 

milestones, flexibility, and transparency. Staff recommends the utilities improve the transparency 

of the interconnection process and is soliciting feedback on a process and rules that can address 

and eliminate the project backlog. Staff also recommends that the data that is on the service 

application portal be transparent to users and be updated on a monthly basis. (Page 26) 

Comment: ATE applauds the substantial progress the utilities have achieved to date. 

Recognizing the benefits of striving for continuous improvement as the programs grow and new 

best practices are learned, the planned Stakeholder Process will present an efficient opportunity 

for mutual engagement. 

While queue management by definition entails complex processes and wait time, we encourage 

the Commission to be cognizant of the fact that EV charging installations, particularly DCFC, 

are subject to a wide array of permitting and siting requirements from local government agencies 

whose lead times are long and unpredictable. Given this, along with the inherent complexity of 

assembling an EV charging installation including ongoing supply chain constraints, we 

encourage a careful balancing between applicants who are making legitimate efforts to advance 

their projects with those which are speculative and taking up space in the queue. 
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With regard to transparency, we encourage the Commission to balance this with the need to 

protect commercially sensitive information. 

We also invite the Commission to review ATE’s recently published Interconnection Issues 

Brief,1 which discusses topics including pre-planning, site selection, permits, construction, and 

inspections. 

Disadvantaged Communities 

Staff Recommendation: So that the incentives more directly generate benefits for the intended 

communities, Staff proposes to modify the DAC tier for L2 plugs to (1) require MUD applicants 

meet premise-specific criteria modeled on those used by the statewide Affordable Multifamily 

Energy Efficiency Program; (2) allow for on-street L2 eligibility; and (3) reduce the L2 charger 

eligibility radius to zero miles (DAC + 0). (Page 29) 

Comment: ATE supports on-street charging for the reasons Staff articulates in the Whitepaper: 

“Many MUDs in DACs do not have designated off-street parking and therefore would not be 

able to participate in the Make-Ready Program under current rules. Residents of these buildings 

who own a car often rely on on-street parking. However, only DCFC on-street chargers are 

currently eligible for DAC tier incentives.” (Page 29) 

Micromobility 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends creating a $25,000,000 make-ready program for 

charging infrastructure that supports micromobility. Staff proposes a $20,000,000 allocation for 

downstate utilities and $5,000,000 for upstate utilities due to the higher demand for 

micromobility and higher costs in denser areas of the State. Staff recommends that the utilities 

work with Staff on the appropriate allocation of funding based on projected demand. 

Comment: ATE supports, including an appropriate budget for administration. This program 

presents an opportunity for the Commission to think broadly about micromobilty and to provide 

 
1 Available at https://evtransportationalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/FINAL-ATE-

Interconnection-Brief-1.pdf. 
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funding for uses other than make-ready. We appreciate the market survey that Staff conducted, 

but would note that micromobility within transportation systems planning, and charging 

infrastructure, is a rapidly developing area with public agencies and utilities across the country.  

The issues of siting and providing such infrastructure including electrical panel upgrades within 

existing structure or new ones implicates many issues, including the safety and fire suppression 

issues cited in the Staff Whitepaper. One approach we recommend is for the Commission to 

authorize utilities, at the utilities’ option, to engage a third-party expert in identifying specific 

opportunities to maximize this budget. 

Multi-unit Dwellings and Workplaces 

Staff Recommendation: Staff continues to support the current approach to MUD and workplace 

chargers (50% incentive). Staff has not seen sufficient evidence from commenters that 

redirecting funds or redefining the accessibility criteria would improve program outcomes. (Page 

33) 

Comment: ATE agrees with Staff and recommends against redirecting unused funding from the 

existing make-ready program to multi-unit dwellings and workplaces because the need for public 

charging remains high. Lack of public charging infrastructure is a major impediment to drivers 

purchasing and fully utilizing their EVs; put another way, increased public fast charging is a 

necessary component to spur increased EV sales. If the programs are designed well and 

implemented properly, the public EV infrastructure model, and especially the DCFC, may prove 

to be the most effective means of reducing “range anxiety” and providing many EV owners with 

electric fuel conveniently. While there is a need for incentives for multi-unit dwellings, which we 

discuss below in response to the question about residential charging, such incentives should not 

detract from the existing make-ready incentive program. 

Pay-to-Park Lots 

Staff Recommendation: Staff remains in agreement with the Make-Ready Order, where the 

Commission determined municipal pay-to-park lots are eligible for the full tier and privately-

owned pay-to-park locations are eligible for the partial tier (50%). (Page 34) 
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Comment: It is our view that there should be no correlation between eligibility for EV charging 

incentives and whether a parking lot charges a fee, and that New York’s goals are hindered by 

limiting the number of eligible sites to those which are free, particularly in dense areas where 

public charging is most urgently needed. ATE therefore urges the Commission to include pay-to-

park lots as eligible for the same funding levels as parking that does not require the driver to pay. 

In our members’ experience, finding a willing site host is the single most challenging aspect of 

EVSE site development; removing obstacles (such as pay to park limitations) will broaden the 

pool of eligible sites, and broadening the pool of eligible sites will result in deployments that can 

be built faster and at lower-cost. 

Private and Proprietary Plug Technology Types 

Staff Recommendation: Staff maintains the importance of standardization. Staff proposes that 

the existing eligibility requirements encourage this standardization and collaboration while 

maintaining some level of support for all plug types. (Page 35) 

Comment: ATE recommends maintaining the current 90% and 100% levels for non-proprietary 

plugs and 50% for proprietary plugs. Modifying (e.g., reducing support levels) at this stage of 

early market development would create regulatory uncertainty and send the wrong signals. 

Communication Standards 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that EVSE hardware used in the Make-Ready 

Program should be tested by an independent third-party facility for compliance with OCPP 

version 1.6 (at a minimum) or later version, with no proprietary extensions. Regarding ISO 

15118, Staff supports FHWA’s position and recommends that installed chargers conform to the 

ISO 15118 standard and, therefore, be able to reciprocate communication with CCS-compliant 

EVs that have implemented this protocol. (Page 36) 

Comment: As Staff states at Page 36: “Establishing open and interoperable communication 

standards will simplify the charging experience for customers and reduce the risk of stranded 

assets.” ATE , since its inception in 2017, has strongly advocated for the mandatory use of OCPP 

in utility incentive programs on the basis that this open protocol is a threshold capability that 
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EVSE require to be capable of operating on more than one network, which is essential to 

mitigating the risk of stranded assets. This is also an important consumer protection measure and 

the Commission, by requiring OCPP, will both advance technology innovation (e.g., new market 

entrants) while protecting consumers. 

ATE points out that requiring OCPP is a necessary but not sufficient requirement. The 

Commission should also require that any EVSE used in the Make-Ready Program be capable of 

being switched to a different OCPP provider unhindered by hardware and requiring the consent 

of the incumbent provider. A useful analogy is locked vs unlocked cellphones. A locked 

cellphone may be technically capable of operating on more than one network (akin to possessing 

OCPP), but if the phone is locked and cannot actually be ported to a competing network where 

the user can take advantage of its full functionality due to a technical or hardware limitation, then 

the technical ability to be ported is meaningless. This is the case with multiple well-known 

EVSE today; the hardware may technically use OCPP but there are hardware and firmware 

limitations which prevent the EVSE from being utilized on other networks. ATE therefore urges 

the Commission to further require that: “EVSE must not be contractually or functionally locked 

to the network services of a vendor.” Avoiding vendor lock-in should be of paramount 

consideration in awarding incentives. 

Future-Proofing Requirements and Budgets 

Staff Recommendation: Staff proposes that the overall future-proofing budget remains 

appropriate at 8 percent of the overall utility budgets. However, Staff agrees with the JU that the 

10 percent site-specific limit on future-proofing should be increased to encourage cost-efficient 

choices. Staff invites the JU and other Stakeholders to propose what a sufficient increase in the 

limit would be. (Page 36) 

Comment: With regard to the specific formula or percentage, there is no single “best” way of 

budgeting for future-proofing, but we believe Staff’s proposal strikes a reasonable minimum. 

Moreover, we urge the Commission to continue to apply flexibly the “used and useful” standard. 

In other words, if the Commission sets forth an overall plan with specific targets, budgets, 

incentives, and deadlines which are consistent with the statutes and Executive Orders of the state, 

the JU should be able to “build ahead of need” in future proofing certain sites especially for 
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public DCFC installations where it will prove to be more cost-effective for installing make-ready 

infrastructure (particularly underground work) at this stage of development. Parameters and 

guard rails can be established, in our view, that are consistent with the “regulatory toolbox” yet 

at the same time make future charging development at a specific site more streamlined and cost-

effective. More work through the Stakeholder process including further comments would be 

appropriate to develop a reasonable range above 10 percent taking into account a range of factors 

including technology, construction costs, local government permitting, and others. 

Vehicle-to-Grid Integration (VGI) 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Commission direct the Technical Standards 

Working Group (TSWG) to identify and propose solutions to barriers of VGI, including 

interconnection. The TSWG may also consider specific use cases that would benefit from a pilot 

program while considering any utility specific issues. Staff also recommends that the 

Commission direct the JU to update their VDER tariff to clearly define VGI as eligible for 

compensation under that tariff, using consistent language across the state. (Pages 38-39) 

Comment: Vehicle to Grid integration is a capability that offers great promise as EVs and other 

distributed energy resources as well as intermittent resources proliferate. The potential 

applications for EVs in particular are varied and perhaps as yet not even fully identified; 

accordingly, it will be important to align the technology with value to customers as well as value 

to the utility. The TSWG can be a useful forum for this, and we encourage Staff to engage 

stakeholders in defining a mission for the workgroup and then hold a series of collaborative 

working sessions to achieve the group’s goals. 

Data Reporting 

Staff Recommendation: Staff maintains that the information sought through the current 

reporting requirements is necessary to ensure that the goals of the Make-Ready Program are 

realized. Staff is looking for Stakeholder feedback on ways to streamline the data collection 

process, including details on aspects of the data requirements that may be too burdensome or do 

not provide actionable information. Staff therefore recommends convening a technical 



 

 11 

conference to further discuss the barriers in obtaining and providing this data, including but not 

limited to network and data fees as well as customer confidentiality issues. (Pages 39-40) 

Comment: ATE agrees with Staff that a technical conference will be beneficial to refining data 

reporting requirements. While data is important so that the Commission, utilities, and other 

stakeholders can measure program successes, the task of collecting and reporting data is also a 

financial and time burden on station owners as well as network operators, an increasing number 

of which are not the large incumbents and which may not possess the resources necessary for 

compliance. For this reason we urge the Commission to minimize the compliance burden by 

limiting data reporting to that which is consistent with information which is already widely 

collected and which is necessary to achieving specific and demonstrably important purposes. 

Reporting should also not be more frequent than annual. 

Driver Complaint Process and Procedures 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that all chargers be required to clearly display 

contact information for the following parties: EV service provider, site host, and utility customer 

service. (Page 40) 

Comment: ATE supports Staff’s position that contact information be provided, but we propose 

an outcome-oriented requirement rather than one which is prescriptive. The Commission should 

require that program participants to provide contact information to a person who can assist a 

customer complete a transaction, and allow the developer to decide who precisely this should be.  

The site host should not be listed, as site hosts often are untrained in the EVSE and often have no 

relationship whatsoever other than being the landlord. The utility should not be listed because the 

utility will have no ability to assist the customer either. In the event of an emergency, a person 

should be directed to call the 911 system that is operated by the Public Service Answering Point 

(PSAP), a local government agency in New York, as is the usual practice to protect consumers 

during emergencies. 
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Performance Incentives 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends two modifications to the Make-Ready EAMs. First, 

the baseline cost assumptions shown in Appendix C of the November 3, 2020 Errata Notice 

should be updated based on the most recent baseline costs approved by the Commission as a 

result of this Midpoint Review process. Second, Staff recommends that the Commission 

establish minimum milestones that each utility must achieve in their Transit Authority Make-

Ready Program to be eligible to earn incentives under the Make-Ready EAMs. (Page 43) 

Comment: EAMs serve an important function, but due to the still early stages of EV charging 

infrastructure and the ambitious goals set by the Commission, an all-or-nothing approach is not 

the optimal structure. At this time, as the programs continue to grow and learnings are gained, 

achieving more plugs with lower cost is not feasible. Efficiencies will be best identified once 

processes are firmly in place, and it is too early to expect significant cost savings. Therefore we 

support a tiered approach (for example low, medium, high) to the EAMs paired with share the 

savings earnings. 

NYPA’s Role 

Staff Recommendation: Staff proposes that it is appropriate for NYPA to continue its 

participation in the Make-Ready Program as outlined in the July 2020 Order. Staff also 

recommends maintaining the current notification process that NYPA employs today. (Page 45) 

Comment: NYPA is a critical EV charging infrastructure developer in New York, and ATE 

strongly supports their continued involvement and eligibility for funding.  Its Evolve NY 

program has established itself as one of the leading models in the country. We are aware of the 

special measures NYPA takes in developing their sites, such as publishing a monthly list of each 

site that it has identified for commercial development to be eligible for make-ready incentives, 

together with a 30 day waiting period. We believe that both this public notification process and 

the requirements established in the Commission Order strike a reasonable balance of interests 

between NYPA and any other commercial EVSP. This has demonstrated to be a successful 

process, and we see no reason to change course. 
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Residential Make-Ready 

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend the advancement of a residential make-

ready program. (Page 46) 

Comment: ATE supports residential make-ready incentives for both single family homes and 

multifamily communities (the latter of which includes communities such as high-rises, garden 

apartments, and townhomes), although such funding should not come at the expense of the 

existing incentive programs. 

Single-family homes: ATE supports utility-funded make-ready incentives for EV charging at 

single family homes, including subsidized upgrades on the utility side of the meter when 

required. With regard specifically to customer-side of the meter upgrades, the cost typically 

ranges from $500 for the simplest installation where the panel is in the garage and contains 

sufficient capacity, to $3,000 or more for homes where the panel is on the opposite side of the 

house from where the vehicle parks and the panel requires replacement. In the northeast, homes 

falling into the latter category are common. It is well established that most charging takes place 

at home, and today’s EVs need Level 2 charging. A driver’s inability to install a Level 2 charger 

is a disincentive to purchasing an EV due to the concern that the vehicle may not be fully 

charged via Level 1 when needed. Utility and other incentives for upgrades on both sides of the 

meter are therefore helpful to increasing EV adoption. 

Multifamily communities experience different challenges. Therefore, in each of the states in 

which we work, we define this use case (MUDs, or multifamily communities) as one of the 

“challenging use cases” in addition to DAC areas, rural and underserved areas, and others where 

the utility can play a more robust role. The most basic challenge is that in shared parking 

scenarios the drivers are literally not allowed to install chargers because they do not own the 

ground between their parking space and an electrical panel. In these instances drivers require the 

consent of landlords or community associations who are often either disinterested, overwhelmed 

by complexity, or unwilling to make the necessary investment. A solution to all of these 

challenges is a model where the utility owns and operates the complete installation with the 

EVSE for the landlord, property owners, or HOA (usually on a turnkey basis with acommercial 
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vendors), which has been allowed by Commissions for authorized utility programs in states like 

California, Washington, Colorado, and Minnesota. 

Medium- and Heavy-Duty Make-Ready Pilot Program 

Staff Recommendation: A dedicated statewide proceeding is the most appropriate venue for 

policymaking concerning MHD transportation electrification, and in the interim Staff 

recommends increasing the MHD Pilot budget by $30,000,000 making the total MHD budget 

$54,000,000. (Pages 46-47) 

Comment: ATE supports increased incentives directed at this critically important sector. 

Electrifying medium and, especially, heavy duty vehicles deliver significant carbon reduction 

benefits which benefit the environment and health, particularly in disadvantaged communities. 

MHD Customer-Side Costs 

Staff Recommendation: Staff acknowledges that there are significant customer-side costs that 

remain barriers to MHD electrification and that these would likely be alleviated, to some degree, 

by permitting such costs to be eligible under a revised MHD Pilot. Staff recommends allowing 

customer-side incentives up to the 50 percent level for projects in DACs only, with a $/kW limit 

similar to those established to measure EAM performance in the light-duty program. (Page 48) 

Comment: We are aware of the upcoming MHD program, and ATE will be actively engaged in 

that proceeding. In the interim, the increased budget for MHD in this proceeding is a good start. 

Accordingly, we support revising the program so that at least 50 percent of customer make-ready 

costs for sites located in DACs are eligible for the incentive. 

Transit Authority Make-Ready Program 

Staff Recommendation: Because more detailed Stakeholder input and analysis are needed 

before Staff can recommend any modifications or expansion of the extant transit electrification 

efforts authorized by the Make-Ready Order, Staff recommends that interested Stakeholders 

submit transit electrification proposals and supporting cost studies for review as part of the 

ongoing electric vehicle proceeding. 
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With regard to school bus electrification, Staff recommends that the Commission direct the 

utilities to identify existing load serving capacity at school bus depots, as well as identification of 

existing grid constraints, identification of school transportation operators that can electrify fleets 

with current power capacity, and greater coordination to allocate New York State Environmental 

Bond Act funding efficiently. (Page 51) 

Comment: ATE supports continued funding for MHD infrastructure, including a process to help 

customers identify locations which are economical for the scale of charging required to support 

vehicles as they transition to electric. With regard to the specific topic of school bus depots, we 

advise the Commission to consult with the utilities as well as all parties related to school bus 

depots to determine the best course of action. 

Fleet Assessment Services 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that Stakeholders collaborate to investigate 

modification or expansion of the existing utility Fleet Assessment Services to a standardized 

program specifically adapted to serve the needs of school transportation operators. Staff further 

recommends that the Commission require the JU to modernize the fleet assessment application 

into a single standardized web-based form to further streamline onboarding fleets into the 

program. (Page 52) 

Comment: ATE recently published an Issues Brief entitled “Fleet Advisory Services (FAS) for 

Fleet Electrification: Meet Customer Needs and Provide Grid Benefits,”2 which contains five 

case studies on utility offerings providing actionable information as the stakeholders conduct a 

review of existing programs and identify ways in which to improve the program going forward. 

Load-Service Capacity Maps 

Staff Recommendation: Staff is recommending that the utilities provide quarterly updates to the 

load-capacity maps tailored to support electric vehicle charging siting. (Page 53) 

 
2 Available at https://evtransportationalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/PRESS-ATE-EC-

White-Paper.pdf. 
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Comment: Load-service capacity maps should be required to be updated no more frequently 

than annually. One reason is that the load-service capacity maps are intended to be only 

indicative and not determinative; in other words, these maps are intended to provide only a 

tentative indication to private developers of whether capacity exists on a given feeder. No firm 

commitments should be made based on a load-service capacity map. Only a formal engineering 

study performed as part of a utility’s existing new construction process can provide a customer 

with the certainty required to advance a project. Moreover, the capability to provide such maps 

quarterly does not always exist, at least in some cases because peak loads for summer peaking 

systems such as New York are only calculated and filed once per year;  therefore, more frequent 

updates would incur a cost yet result in little to no change. 

Power Sharing 

Staff Recommendation: Staff is seeking Stakeholder feedback on whether to allow higher 

capacity on the customer side under certain circumstances, such as establishing a minimum 

utility-to-customer-side ratio or a minimum plug count, to enable larger charging sites to utilize 

power sharing. (Page 53) 

Comment: ATE supports exploring a variety of options on the customer side of the meter and 

encourages the Commission to be open to novel solutions that can increase factors such as 

charging efficiency and throughput. 
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Conclusion 

We appreciate the thoughtful questions and the chance to engage with the Commission 

and stakeholders on these vital issues and we look forward to continuing to be involved in this 

important proceeding. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Philip B. Jones
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Michael I. Krauthamer 
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Michael I. Krauthamer 

Senior Advisor 

Alliance for Transportation Electrification 
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