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The Problem Policy Design Optio

. . . . . * The question “What is the utility role in the EV transition?” is An adequate network of EV charging is required to be installed
* The adoption of Electric Vehicles in America largely derived from the broader question: “Who is going to pay before consumers are willing to adopt EVs.

places the transportation sector and the electricity for the EV transition?” It is advantageous, even necessary, to wait until after an area

sector on a collision course « Taxpayers, utility ratepayers, the government, and investors all ??rs hrigh EV pter(;etra'ttiont_to de[ra]loy (zjharg'frs. fial
. Policymakers now need to confront realities of the provide funding streams with their own unique considerations Is has created a situation where despite exponentia

L : . * The three main policy design options all must determine the increases in the total number of chargers installed, the
electricity sector that were previously irrelevant to importance of these actors correlation between population density and charger dispersion is
transportation. non-significant.

« One such issue is the role of electric utilities in Ut”ity_Led Deve|0pment This trend has been largely biased against low—income, Black-

the EV t iti ificall th late to th identifying, and disinvested neighborhoods.
€ ransition, specinically as they relate 1o the This option applies a guaranteed rate of return to utilities on EV Equity provisions need to be baked into any determined utility

deployment of EV charging infrastructure. This charging investment, with the goal of incentivizing a proactive buildout. role.
question that remains open in the state of

Pennsylvania. reats Potential policy advancements include:

» Optimal Siting + Technology risk « Incentivize  Private industry
of EVSE on the for ratepayers ublic EVSE opponents . ™ . .
o pay Build-out in PP Requiring a specific % of program funding be dedicated to

« Potential unfair underserved « No guarantee of equitable distribution

« Labor force advantage over communities utility buy-in . . .
P | Q t. already er:(ists the private " . Designing priority development corridors
1t t . . . . P o
olicy Luestions (R secter Charging/V2G o W iz af Collaboration with community leaders to optimize public charger

« Environmental « Potential Labor applications locations
advocates likely Constraints streamlined « Potentially will

* Many states have set EV adoption goals, but are e raise rates
unprepared to answer the challenging set of

policy questions regarding EV charging Market-Led Development Conclusion

infrastructure that follow: This option deems private EV charging companies to be the most
capable actor, and leaves utilities in a more traditional reactive role.

+ Of the three policy design options that were presented, the

“Techolog 1k “Litle pcentve or Sandardaton o < Oppanents fom shared responsibility offers the approach most tailored to the
remains witl equitable charge networks environmental . . apige
“Should the state commission encourage investors deployment hraugh bsiness advocacyand strenglths of not only the private EVSE market but electric utilities
A A . . . groups as well.
electric utilities to compete with gas R e o timasiing infoe i - N )
i ne? the EVSE market absence of utlity +No guarantee of Utilities would be allowed to capitalize on their existing skills of
stations? collaboration efforts utility-industry . . s Lo .
 Innovation from collaboration is building out and maintaining necessary backbone distribution

private companies «DCFC demand needed for optimal . . . . . .
Would ratepayers be required to pay for loaking o gain an charge issues deployment infrastructure while allowing for private EV charging companies
edge . . .
such activities? o ratsed rates from D sharing isues to continue to innovate and own/operate the chargers itself

EVSE itself Explicit, equity-centered provisions must be written into any

, ; : future EV policy in Pennsylvania.
Shoulantine private sector handle 1
Shared Responsibility T —

Or the public sector? This option applies utility cost recovery to backbone infrastructure,
while leaving charger units themselves to the free market.
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