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PROPOSED FINAL DECISION

l. INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMARY

In this Decision, the Authority establishes a five-year medium- and heavy-duty
(MHD) electric vehicle (EV) Program (MHD EV Program), which shall be available to
applicable customers within the service territories of The Connecticut Light and Power
Company d/b/a Eversource Energy (Eversource) and The United llluminating Company
(UI; collectively, the Companies or EDCs). The key program elements consist of (1) fleet
advisory services (FAS), (2) MHD EV specific rates available for all MHD EV fleets with
four or more networked Level 2 or 3 chargers, and (3) charging infrastructure incentives
for a limited number of school bus fleet demonstration projects. To facilitate the
implementation of the MHD EV Program, the Authority will select a Program Administrator
through a competitive process in accordance with General Statutes § 16-244dd.

B. BACKGROUND OF THE PROCEEDING

The Public Utilities Regulatory Authority (Authority) conducted this proceeding to
investigate strategies to optimize the integration of MHD EVs onto the grid, including, but
not limited to, examining FAS, rate design, and infrastructure solutions. This proceeding
is intended to complement the Light Duty (LD) EV Charging Program, which offers
infrastructure incentives, rate designs, and managed charging programs to support LD
EV charging. Decision, July 14, 2021, Docket No. 17-12-03RE04, PURA Investigation
into Distribution System Planning of the Electric Distribution Companies — Zero Emission
Vehicles (LD EV Decision).

On July 14, 2020, Connecticut joined the bipartisan Multi-State MHD Zero
Emission Vehicles (ZEV) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The 17 signatory MOU
States, the District of Columbia, and the Canadian province of Québec established a goal
to reach 30% of MHD EV sales by 2030, and 100% of such vehicle sales by 2050 in their
respective jurisdictions, and to lead by example in the procurement of MHD ZEVs for
public fleets.!

In addition to Connecticut’s participation in the MHD ZEV MOU, this proceeding is
guided by existing state statutes and policies that support the deployment of both LD and
MHD EVs. Public Act 08-98, An Act Concerning Global Warming Solutions Act, set forth
the initial requirement that Connecticut reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
economy-wide by at least 10% below 1990 levels by January 2020, and at least 80%
below 2001 levels by January 2050. See General Statutes § 22a-200a(a). Subsequently,
the Connecticut General Assembly established a mandatory economy-wide GHG
emissions reduction target of 45% below 2001 levels by 2030. See General Statutes §
22a-200a(a)(2). Decarbonization of the transportation sector through vehicle

1 See Multi-State Medium- And Heavy-Duty Zero-Emission Vehicle Memorandum of Understanding,
updated March 29, 2022, available at: hitps://www.nescaum.org/documents/mhdv-zev-mou-

20220329.pdf.
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electrification is critical to meet Connecticut's 2030 and 2050 economy-wide GHG
reductions as required by statute. Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s
(DEEP) Electric Vehicle Roadmap for Connecticut: A Policy Framework to Accelerate
Electric Vehicle Adoption, Apr. 21, 2020 (DEEP EV Roadmap), p. 2; LD EV Decision.

With respect to MHD vehicle adoption specifically, at least 30% of transit buses
purchased or leased by the state are required to be ZEVs by January 1, 2030. General
Statutes § 4a-67d(d)(1). The State is also prohibited from procuring, purchasing, or
leasing any diesel-fueled transit buses after January 1, 2024. General Statutes § 4a-
67d(d)(2). As part of Executive Order No. 21-3 issued on December 16, 2021, the
Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) is prohibited from purchasing or
providing State funds to third parties for the purchase of diesel buses by the end of 2023,
and is required to develop an implementation plan to achieve 100% bus fleet
electrification by 2035. CTDOT Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, Appendix A, p. 1. In addition,
all school buses in environmental justice communities (EJCs), as defined in General
Statutes § 22a-20a(a)(1), must transition to ZEVs by 2030 and all school buses statewide
must transition to ZEVs by 2040. General Statutes § 22a-201d(b)—(c).

As a result, the Authority investigated methods for incorporating MHD vehicle
charging into the electric grid, including developing effective rate design and identifying
strategies to minimize distribution system impacts while balancing ratepayer costs.

C. CONDUCT OF THE PROCEEDING

The Authority initiated this proceeding on October 4, 2021, to investigate strategies
to optimize the integration of MHD EVs, and school and transit buses in particular, into
the grid, including, but not limited to, FAS, rate design, and infrastructure solutions. The
Authority issued a Procedural Order and Request for Associated Draft Tariffs on October
11, 2023 (Procedural Order) that summarized docket Participant feedback and provided
further direction in developing a MHD EV fleet charging program. In response, on January
10, 2024, the EDCs filed proposed MHD EV fleet charging offerings (MHD EV Program
Proposals). On March 19, 2024, the Authority issued an Updated MHD EV Program
Proposal that built off the Participant and Stakeholder feedback received up to that point.

The Authority held a technical meeting on April 21, 2022 (First Technical Meeting)
to discuss the goals and objectives of this proceeding and to receive presentations on the
status of public and private MHD fleet electrification. A second technical meeting was
held on June 7, 2022 (Second Technical Meeting) to finalize objectives and to discuss
potential MHD vehicle rate design approaches, as well as other utility best practices and
models for consideration. On August 11, 2022, the Authority held a third technical meeting
(Third Technical Meeting) to explore make-ready and other infrastructure incentives, the
potential role of utility-administered fleet advisory services, and other outreach and
education efforts, among other topics. On April 3, 2024, the Authority held a fourth
technical meeting (Fourth Technical Meeting) to discuss the responses to the Authority’s
Updated MHD EV Program Proposal.2 The fifth technical meeting (Fifth Technical

2 Notice of Request for Written Comments and Notice of Technical Meeting, March 19, 2024, Att. 1.
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Meeting) addressed the responses to the Authority’s Request for Written Comments
issued on October 22, 2024. The final technical meeting occurred on February 4, 2025
(Sixth Technical Meeting) and covered the responses to the ninth set of Interrogatories.

In addition to hosting technical meetings, the Authority sought five rounds of written
comments from Participants and interested stakeholders.3 The Authority also issued 14
sets of interrogatories.

On April 2, 2025, the EDCs submitted a motion (Motion No. 15) to the Authority
requesting a stay of the Connecticut Green Bank (CGB)-requested six directives to
support implementation of FAS for school bus electrification (EDC Directives), established
in the Authority’s January 17, 2025 ruling on Motion No. 12, and for additional process
relative to the EDC Directives. Motion No. 15, p. 1. The Authority granted the Companies’
request for additional process and declined to rule on the request to stay pending further
discovery. Motion Ruling No. 15, Apr. 11, 2025, pp. 1-2. On June 4, 2025, the Authority
issued an Interim Decision, declining to stay the Authority’s requirement to comply with
EDC Directives and directing the EDCs to coordinate with CGB and to submit a joint
proposal to identify the specific tasks required to ensure effective administration of the
FAS Program and timely deployment of federal funding resources.

D. PARTICIPANTS

The Authority designated all of the Participants in Docket No. 17-12-03RE04,
PURA Investigation into Distribution System Planning of the Electric Distribution
Companies —Zero Emission Vehicles, as Participants to this proceeding, including, but
not limited to Eversource, 107 Selden Street Berlin, CT 06037; Ul, 180 Marsh Hill Road
Orange, CT 06477; CGB, 75 Charter Oak Avenue Hartford, CT 06106; the Connecticut
Department of Transportation (DOT), 2800 Berlin Turnpike Newington, CT 06111; the
Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC), Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051; the
Authority’s Office of Education, Outreach, and Enforcement (EOE), Ten Franklin Square,
New Britain, CT 06051; and the Commissioner of the Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (DEEP), 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106. Additionally,
Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) and Daisy Solutions, LLC were granted Participant
status.4

E. PuBLIC COMMENT

The Authority received two public comments. On February 7, 2024, Hartford
Distributers Inc., a local beverage distributor located in Manchester, explained the
challenges it faces in electrifying its fleet of approximately 60 diesel trucks. Ross
Hollander Corresp., Feb. 7, 2024, p. 1. Hartford Distributers described infrastructure

3 Written Comments Set 1: Issued May 11, 2022, responses May 27, 2022; Written Comments Set 2: June
14, 2022, responses due July 12, 2022; Written Comments Set 3: issued October 11, 2023, responses
due February 7, 2024; Written Comments Set 4: issued March 19, 2024, responses due April 12, 2024;
Written Comments Set 5: issued August 12, 2024, responses due September 27, 2024; Supplement to
Written Comment Set 5: responses due November 5, 2024.

4 See Motion Ruling No. 2, Nov. 16, 2021; Motion Ruling No. 3, Apr. 22, 2022.
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challenges due to the lack of capacity on the grid to supply the necessary power required
for its potential charging demands, and the upfront costs associated with EVs as
compared to diesel vehicles. Id. While cognizant of the long-term benefits and potential
cost savings of electrification, as well as the need to reduce emissions and improve air
quality, Hartford Distributors Inc. finds the expense to buy EVs and pay for the necessary
electric infrastructure upgrades prohibitive. 1d., pp. 1-2.

The Ridgefield Energy Task Force also provided comments demonstrating the
financial challenges for school bus operators in transitioning from diesel to electric
vehicles and specifically mentioned the cost of charging infrastructure as a limitation.
Vincent Giordano Corresp., Oct. 24, 2024, p. 1. Ridgefield has a CT environmental justice
zone and therefore must meet the 2030 requirement for ZEV in General Statutes § 22a-
201d. Id. However, without financial support, meeting the legislative requirements
exposes Ridgefield to a $450,000 funding gap after receiving a $1,000,000 US EPA
rebate for seven Type A EV school buses. Id.

Il LEGAL AUTHORITY

Electric distribution services are defined by statute as “the owning, leasing,
maintaining, operating, managing or controlling of poles, wires, conduits or other fixtures
along public highways or streets for the distribution of electricity, or electric distribution
related services[.]” General Statutes § 16-1(a)(22). Thus, the EDCs are primarily
engaged in the provision of distribution system infrastructure, and services collateral
thereto. By the very nature of the EDCs’ role in the electric grid, the EDCs are critical to
the successful deployment of zero emission vehicles (ZEV) and the associated
infrastructure of charging stations.

The Authority has broad statutory power and an obligation to order reasonable
improvements, repairs, or alterations to a public service company’s plant or equipment
(i.e., infrastructure), or such changes in the manner of operation, as may be reasonably
necessary in the public interest. General Statutes § 16-11. Further, pursuant to General
Statutes § 16-244i(a) and (b), the Authority regulates the EDCs in accordance with the
provisions of section 16-19 and subsection (a) of section 16-19¢e, and each EDC is obliged
to connect all customers to the company's distribution system, subject to the rates, terms,
and conditions as may be approved by the Authority in accordance with section 16-19
and the principles in subsection (a) of section 16-19e.

In providing electric distribution services, the EDCs are expected to provide safe,
reliable, affordable, and available electric service to all customers in a uniform and
equitable manner. General Statutes § 16-244. Further, the services must be provided
with economy, efficiency, and care for public safety and energy security; promote
economic development; consider the need for energy conservation, energy efficiency, the
prudent management of the environment; and provide protection for relevant foreseeable
public interests. General Statutes § 16-19e(a). The Authority, in exercising its full powers
under Title 16, examines and regulates the expansion of the plant and equipment of the
EDCs, the operations and internal workings of the EDCs, and the establishment of the
level and structure of rates consistent with those principals. Rates for those services must
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ultimately conform to the principles and guidelines set forth in section 16-19e, must not
be unreasonably discriminatory or more or less than just, reasonable, and adequate, and
the service furnished in exchange for a rate must not be inadequate to or in excess of
public necessity and convenience. General Statutes § 16-19(a).

Applying the foregoing principles and guidelines, the Authority exercises its broad
statutory powers and obligations under General Statutes §§ 16-11 and 16-244i to
establish the MHD EV Program. Moreover, the Authority finds that a proactive
programmatic approach to facilitating the deployment and integration of MHD EVs and
associated infrastructure is necessary and in the public interest, pursuant to its statutory
authority and the State’s overarching public policy objectives. See infra Section Ill, MHD
EV Program Objectives & Priority Use Cases; see also General Statutes §§ 16-2(m).°
The record in this proceeding, as further discussed herein, supports the Authority’s
determination that a long-term, statewide, comprehensive, and strategic program is
required to deploy and integrate MHD EVs and associated infrastructure in a way that
maximizes electric system, ratepayer, and environmental benefits, while ensuring
equitable access to MHD EVs and the benefits they provide.

Additionally, the Authority has statutory power to select the Connecticut Green
Bank, the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, the electric distribution
companies, a third party that the authority deems appropriate or any combination thereof
to implement a MHD EV program established by the authority in a proceeding. General
Statutes § 16-244dd.6

M. MHD EV PROGRAM OBJECTIVES & PRIORITY USE CASES

The Authority proposed program objectives at the First Technical Meeting and
sought stakeholder feedback through written comments. The Authority then modified the
program objectives at the Second Technical Meeting to adopt the following objectives:

1. Develop MHD ZEV electrification offerings that support the State’s statutory
requirements and the commitment to the MHD ZEV MOU, prioritizing use cases
where available funding and regulatory mandates aim to accelerate adoption;

2. Establish rate structure(s) and reporting metrics that facilitate the integration of
existing, evolving, and emerging MHD ZEV-related technologies that encourage
efficient grid utilization and flexibility, and balance ratepayer costs;

3. Establish a framework for deploying MHD ZEVs into Connecticut’s electric grid that
supports the integration of distributed energy resources (DERs), including potential
storage solutions and the development of charging corridors, which are key
components of meeting the objectives of the Authority’s Framework for an
Equitable Modern Grid; and

5 “Notwithstanding any provision of the general statutes, the decisions of the Public Utilities Regulatory
Authority, including, but not limited to, decisions relating to rate amendments arising from the
Comprehensive Energy Strategy, the Integrated Resources Plan, the Conservation and Load
Management Plan and policies established by the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection,
shall be guided by said strategy and plans and such policies.” General Statutes §§ 16-2(m).

6 P.A. 24-38 Sec. 8, effective July 1, 2024.
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4. Enable an equitable transition to MHD deployment that prioritizes electrification in
communities disproportionately impacted by pollution from fossil fuel emitting MHD
vehicles and other disadvantaged communities.

Procedural Order, p. 4.

The Authority proposed the following priority use cases for MHD fleet electrification
in Connecticut, which align with existing state and/or federal funding opportunities: (1)
transit bus electrification; (2) school bus electrification; and (3) last mile delivery fleets.
PURA Corresp., June 7, 2022, p. 3. Given the wide range of available MHD vehicle
classes and applications, these priority use cases enable the Authority, and all
stakeholders, to focus the scope of the proceeding on MHD vehicle classes that are most
likely to leverage external funding opportunities and therefore be deployed sooner.
Procedural Order, pp. 5-6.

IV.  STATE OF MHD MARKET AND FLEET ELECTRIFICATION OBSTACLES

Docket Participants and Stakeholders submitted extensive comments providing
context for the state of the MHD market and the obstacles that fleets face to electrify.
These comments also provide background on the benefits of MHD fleet electrification.

A. SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

In 2022, First Student reported that there were approximately 2,000 school buses
operating in Connecticut, and that replacing one diesel school bus with an electric one
can reduce GHG emissions by 54,000 pounds each year. First Student Comments, May
27,2022, p. 1. Additionally, ESBs require less maintenance, produce zero noise pollution,
and provide a better ride experience for students. |d. EV.ENERGY CORP (ev.energy)
highlights that Connecticut is at risk of not meeting the statutory mandate to reduce
statewide GHG emissions to 45% below 2001 levels by 2030, and 80% below 2001 levels
by 2050, and that transportation emissions are a key factor, constituting 40% of statewide
emissions. Ev.energy Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 2 (citing Connecticut GHG
Emissions Inventory, DEEP, Apr. 2024 update, pp. 3—47); General Statutes § 22a-200a.
Transportation emissions alone make up 54% of the 2030 emissions reduction target.
Ev.energy Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 2 (citing Connecticut GHG Emissions Inventory,
DEEP, Apr. 2024 update, p. 4). The Connecticut GHG Emissions Inventory states that
“[tIransportation emissions remain the state’s biggest challenge in reaching its climate
goals.” Ev.energy Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 2; Connecticut GHG Emissions
Inventory, DEEP, Apr. 2024 update, p. 14.

It is anticipated that by 2035, heavy-duty vehicles will contribute 61[%] of all
on-road [nitrogen oxide (NOx)] emissions due to decreasing light-duty
vehicle emissions as a result of more stringent new LDV emission standards
and greater penetration of EVs. . . . Given that many [MHD] vehicles travel

7 Available at: https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/climatechange/1990-2021-ghg-
inventory/deep ghg report 90-21 pre-22.pdf.
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at slow speeds and make frequent stops, especially those primarily
operating in densely populated urban areas that abut heavily traveled
interstate corridors and where freight distribution routes generally end,
electrification in this market segment could yield significant air quality
benefits in communities most impacted by criteria pollutants and
demonstrate greater operational cost savings for municipal and business
fleets.

Electric Vehicle Roadmap for Connecticut, DEEP, 2020, p. 31;8 see Ev.energy
Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 3. Further, MHD vehicles contribute to 53% of NOx, 45%
of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and 25% of GHG emissions from on-road vehicles in
the State despite accounting for only 6% of all on-road vehicles. ACEEE Comments,
Sept. 27, 2024, p. 1 (citing Exposure to Diesel Particulate Pollution in Connecticut, Union
of Concerned Scientists, Mar. 14, 20229).

ACEEE points out that in their 2023 Transportation Electrification Scorecard, which
measures state progress to scale-up light- and heavy-duty EVs, Connecticut ranked #46
for heavy duty vehicles registered per 100,000 people in 2022, lagging behind most other
states in the country. ACEEE Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 1; 2023 Transportation
Electrification Scorecard, ACEEE, June 2023, pp. 274-277 (Table F2. Heavy-duty EV
registrations).10

The DEEP Air Bureau notes that there is no power plant that emits as much air
pollution as the combined sector of both MHD and LD vehicles, making a MHD EV
Program imperative from multiple perspectives including public health, GHG targets, and
federal health-based air quality standards. Tech Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 136:1-19. Sierra
Club clarified that these air pollution issues are disproportionately borne by EJCs, and a
MHD EV Program has the potential to provide huge benefits, especially to those
overburdened communities. Tr., 136:20-137:7. CTDOT adds that bus transit mostly
serves riders who are transit-dependent, minority, and/or low-income. CTDOT
Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, Appendix A, p. 1.

In terms of economic development, investment in ESB adoption and EVSE
deployment creates direct, indirect, and induced jobs, as well as sales, property,
individual, and corporate tax revenues for the State of Connecticut. CGB Comments,
July 12, 2022, p. 9; CGB Comments, July 12, 2022, Att. A (slides 35—41).

B. ADOPTION OF EVS AND IMPACT ON ELECTRICAL GRID

Connecticut is currently experiencing a rapid increase in total EV adoption (across
all vehicle weight classes), more than doubling EV registrations in two years, from 30,186
registered EVs at the end of 2022, to 60,489 registered EVs as of December 31, 2024.

8 Available at: https://portal.ct.gov/~/media/deep/air/mobile/evconnecticut/2020-04-22---ev-roadmap-for-
connecticut---final.pdf.

9 Available at: https://www.ucs.org/resources/diesel-pollution-ct#read-online-content.
10 Available at: https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/T2301.pdf.



https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/air/mobile/evconnecticut/2020-04-22---ev-roadmap-for-connecticut---final.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/air/mobile/evconnecticut/2020-04-22---ev-roadmap-for-connecticut---final.pdf
https://www.ucs.org/resources/diesel-pollution-ct#read-online-content
https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/T2301.pdf

Docket No. 21-09-17
Page 8

EV Registration Factsheet, DEEP, updated Feb. 25, 2025, p. 2; see Ev.energy
Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 2 (citing to DEEP’s factsheet).

Although the market overall is in the early stages of development, the state is
seeing MHD adoption pick up, especially due to the statutory mandates for school buses
and transportation sectors. For example, CGB highlighted that the Connecticut Technical
Educational and Career System, a quasi-public that operates technical high schools
throughout the state, is one of the first to add a large number of EVs to their fleets, and
are receiving a grant for another 25 buses. Tech Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 51:11-52:13.
Additionally, CGB and DEEP recently ran a solicitation for ESB projects and received
applications for a total of 192 buses. Tr., 55:11-24. After CGB and DEEP make awards
and determinations about the bids received, they expect the fleets to be deployed by April
of 2026 at the latest. Id.

As for transit fleets, CTDOT reports that they have already begun introducing
battery operated buses (BEBs) into its fleet, but that much remains to be done to achieve
30% electrification by 2030 and 100% electrification by 2035. CTDOT Comments, Feb.
7, 2024, p. 2. Over the next ten years, CTDOT will modernize three major CTtransit bus
facilities in Hartford, New Haven, and Stamford to handle 100% BEBs, while
simultaneously procuring, testing, and accepting approximately 600 new BEBSs to replace
the existing diesel fleet as they age out of service. Id., pp. 2-3.

The EDCs note that the scale of the potential capacity increase from the
electrification of MHD vehicles (especially for the transit bus segment) dwarfs the system
impact of the LD Connecticut EV Charging Program. EDC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024,
p. 3. In the LD program, the existing Level 2 charging sites combine for approximately
12.5 MW of potential incremental peak load, and the direct-current fast chargers (DCFCs)
14.2 MW. Id. For example, the Hamden CTDOT transit bus depot plans alone
contemplate over 15MW by 2029. Id. The EDCs add that for the last mile delivery
segment, a handful of depots are in the planning and execution stage of electrification
with very large load profiles. 1d. This reality highlights the importance of encouraging
efficient grid utilization and flexibility as contemplated by Program Objective # 2. See
supra Section Ill, MHD EV Program Objectives & Priority Use Cases.

C. OBSTACLES TO MHD FLEET ELECTRIFICATION

Electrification of the MHD vehicle sector faces many challenges, particularly as
each priority use case has its own obstacles to electrification. For school buses, one
factor is that the Connecticut market is uniquely dependent on third-party transportation
providers (TPOs), as over 90% of school buses are managed under a TPO model versus
a school district-operated model.'* CGB Comments, Aug. 12, 2024, pp. 11-12. “Most
notably, the nature of the school district and TPO relationship results in a narrow planning
band for school administration leaders to generate requests for proposals, review bids,

11 See CTC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 6-7 (explaining logistical issues that school districts face,
especially those that do not own/operate their own buses and instead are under agreements with school
bus contractors).
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agree contract provisions, and receive contract approval from school boards.” Id., p. 12.
Additionally, bus depots are often leased by the school district or contractor, which can
complicate EVSE installation. CGB Comments, Aug. 12, 2024, Att. A, pp. 9-10. Many
school districts consistently note that they face a lack of technical expertise, trained
transportation staff, and trained maintenance staff required for fleet electrification. 1d., pp.
6, 10; see CTC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 6—7 (explaining that school districts are
understaffed and may be unable to take on this additional workload).

ESBs are capable of performance across a range of metrics that matches
or beats diesel school buses. However, districts and operators have very
little experience with the technology, generally have poor access to quality
information on the subject and face significant challenges when it comes to
finding extra time to devote to understanding and implementing this
technology.

CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. E (Highland Comments).12

Federal assistance only barely covers the bus costs; the programs do not support
technical assistance, and therefore consultants are needed to bridge this gap. Id., p. 10.
Careful coordination of timing between EVSE installation and bus procurement is
necessary, complicating the task for facilities and transportation teams. Id., p. 10.
Additionally, school districts, who already face financial barriers, can be surprised by
demand charges. Id., p. 9. The high cost of electricity due to demand charges on
commercial meters threatens the long-term viability of ESB deployments. Interrog. Resp.
CAE-90, Att. Dattco Written Testimony, p. 1.

CGB states that the market for MHD vehicle electrification, particularly ESBs, is in
a holding pattern as stakeholders await final determinations on rate structures and make-
ready incentives in Connecticut. CGB Comments, Aug. 12, 2024, p. 13. CGB finds that
there is interest in transitioning to electric fleets, but an understandable reluctance to
proceed without clarity on potential support. Id. Decisions regarding FAS, rate design,
and infrastructure incentives will be instrumental in driving widespread adoption of and
investment in electrification across this crucial sector. Id.

12 Additional barriers beyond cost for ESB electrification include: (1) Technical Knowledge Gap: School
districts have a limited understanding of EV Technology, charging infrastructure, maintenance
requirements, vehicle range, and performance in various weather conditions; (2) Operational Challenges:
concerns about range limitations affecting route planning and scheduling, uncertainty about charging time
and its impact on fleet availability, and potential need for route modifications to accommodate charging
needs or gradient impact on vehicle range; (3) Infrastructure Constraints: uncertainty about grid capacity
to support charging needs, and complexity of installing and managing charging stations; (4) Workforce
Adaptation: need for drivers and maintenance staff training on new technology, and potential resistance
to change from existing workforce; (5) Procurement Complexity: unfamiliarity with EV purchasing
processes and available models, and uncertainty about vehicle lifespan and residual value; and (6) Risk
Perception: concerns about the reliability of new technology. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. F
(Zum Comments).
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For CTDOT and its transit fleets, the challenges are not just logistical, but also
financial. CTDOT Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 3. Not only do BEBs presently have a
higher up-front cost than the equivalent diesel bus (about 50% or $1.2 million for CTDOT’s
latest 40-foot BEB compared to about $800,000 for a diesel bus), but CTDOT also faces
the cost of modernizing its three largest transit facilities, which is estimated to be $1 billion
dollars on the CTDOT side of the meter. Id. CTDOT notes that it can apply for federal
grants and access other federal funds to ease the financial burden of making capital
improvements to modernize its facilities and procure BEBs, but such funds are not
available for its BEB operating costs. Id.

First and last mile delivery vehicles face many of the same challenges. EVSE is a
challenge for all fleets due to the disruptive nature of installation, and the data and
software necessary to manage after installation. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. A,
p. 19. It may be easier for larger fleets to electrify because they are already monitoring
and actively managing fleet performance maintenance and using telematics. 1d. Vehicles
in these fleets also face range challenges for longer routes and winter range loss, making
access to public charging essential. 1d., p. 20.

CTC states that misinformation is also a challenge for all MHD electrification. CTC
Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 6. CTC has spoken with stakeholders who were very
concerned about EV fires, but, citing a research article from the Electric Power Research
Institute, CTC states that based on a review of more than 10 years of data, gasoline and
diesel-fueled vehicles are far more likely to catch fire than electric vehicles. |d. (citing to
Technology Innovation Spotlight: Lithium lon Battery Fires in the News, EPRI, Oct. 27,
202313). While EV fires are more rare than internal combustion engine (ICE) vehicle fires,
EV fires require different suppression approaches, so EV fleet managers need to ensure
their facilities are prepared and work closely with local first responders to make sure they
understand general and brand-specific practices to put out EV fires. CTC Comments,
Sept. 27, 2024, p. 6. Additionally, while EV batteries do lose some of their range in the
cold, CTC notes that there has also been media coverage claiming that cold weather is
devastating for EV fleets. I1d. However, CTC states that First Student chose Quebec as
an initial location to test ESB functionality, expressly for this reason, and First Student as
well as other communities in cold climates have reported positive performance. Id.

V. PROGRAM DESIGN

A. MHD EV PROGRAM SUMMARY AND PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS

Connecticut’'s commitment to the ZEV MOU, the State’s 2030 and 2050 GHG
emission reduction targets, the State’s statutory MHD vehicle adoption targets, and the
social and environmental impacts associated with MHD EV electrification necessitate a
long-term, comprehensive approach to providing fleet electrification support and building
out MHD EV charging infrastructure to support wide-scale EV deployment over the next
half decade. As such, the Authority establishes the MHD EV Program described herein.

13 Available at: https://www.epri.com/research/products/000000003002028411.
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The key program elements consist of FAS, MHD rate design, and charging
infrastructure incentives. Taken together, these program areas represent a portfolio
approach to enable MHD EV deployment, which can, if later justified, be scaled upwards
in the future to support achievement of the State’s statutory MHD vehicle adoption targets
and GHG reduction targets while working to achieve the MHD EV Program Objectives
described in Section I, MHD EV Program Objectives & Priority Use Cases.

Accordingly, the Authority establishes a five-year program to support EV charging
infrastructure in Connecticut, starting on January 1, 2026, and continuing through at least
December 31, 2030. The MHD EV Program is designed to be adaptable to the evolving
MHD EV charging needs and technological advancements over the next five years. The
Authority will open a proceeding in 2026 to review progress of the key program elements
in order to further refine the program design (2026 MHD EV Program Review Docket).
Further, the Authority will review the demonstration projects for development of a future
scaled up program.

B. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The Authority may select CGB, DEEP, the EDCs, a third party that the authority
deems appropriate, or any combination thereof to implement the MHD EV Program.
General Statutes § 16-244dd. The Authority recently granted CGB’s request that it be
designated as the program administrator of a FAS program focused on school bus
electrification planning. Motion No. 12 Ruling, p. 1. The Authority intends to conduct a
competitive process to select the MHD EV Program’s administrator(s) to implement other
aspects of the MHD EV Program, but the Authority is also cognizant that such process
must not inadvertently delay the availability of the MHD EV Program offerings.'* To
minimize delays in program availability inherent to a competitive process, the Authority
issued a draft Request for Proposals (RFP) to seek stakeholder feedback and input.
Notice of Request for Written Comments, June 16, 2025, Att. 1 (Draft RFP). The Authority
intends to issue a formal RFP concurrently with this Decision.

Each selected Program Administrator shall invoice the EDCs monthly for their
prudently incurred costs associated with the administration of the MHD EV Program. The
EDCs shall pay the invoiced amounts within 45 days. The EDCs shall seek recovery of
all program costs, including Program Administrator costs, for a given calendar year in the
subsequent year’s annual review of the Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (RAM) (e.g.,
costs incurred in 2025 by Ul shall be submitted into the 2026 RAM proceeding).
Prudently-incurred costs shall be recovered through the Non-bypassable Federally
Mandated Congestion Charge (NBFMCC). As the actual collections from customers will

14 Projects are already underway as a result of a recent joint solicitation for electric school bus projects run
by CGB and DEEP. Tech. Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 55, 11-13. The projects are expected to be deployed by
April 2026 at the latest, highlighting the urgency for the program offerings to be made available. Tech. Mt'g
Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 55, 18-19.
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fluctuate, any over- or under-collection from the program costs will be addressed in the
following year’s RAM proceeding.

C. FLEET ADVISORY SERVICES

FAS includes a broad range of offerings intended to assist fleet electrification. FAS
can include, but are not limited to, vehicle and charging infrastructure analysis, site
assessments, preliminary designs, vehicle and infrastructure procurement planning, total
cost of ownership (TCO) analysis, navigation of incentive and funding opportunities, and
workforce training site assessments. CGB Corresp., June 3, 2022, p. 11. Most barriers
that lead to a project’s withdrawal from grant programs are not financial, but rather
common project management challenges including understanding infrastructure
requirements, workplace training for drivers, determining best fit EV replacement
vehicles, logistics, or site selection. DEEP Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 6. Further, the
provision of FAS has led to more successful projects in states such as Massachusetts
and California. Id., p. 7.

1. CGB as Administrator of Fleet Electrification Accelerator

On December 23, 2024, CGB filed a motion requesting that the Authority designate
CGB to implement a FAS program focused on school bus electrification planning. Motion
No. 12, Dec. 23, 2024, p. 1. Specifically, CGB requested that the Authority formally
designate it as the program administrator of a FAS program in advance of the Authority’s
final decision as it would “enable [CGB] to effectively coordinate with the EDCs on critical
project planning elements, generate program interest among school districts and school
bus operators, and develop the market expertise to spur investment in school bus
electrification projects in support of [General Statutes § 22a-201d].” Motion No. 12, p. 1.
The Authority granted the motion. Motion No. 12 Ruling, Jan. 17, 2025, p. 1. CGB’s FAS
program is named the Fleet Electrification Accelerator. CGB Corresp., May 21, 2025, p.
1.

In that same motion, CGB requested that the Authority direct the EDCs to support
the successful implementation of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator by working with CGB
to achieve six directives (EDC Directives).’> Motion No. 12, Dec. 23, 2024, p. 2-3. The
Authority granted this request when it directed the EDCs to coordinate with CGB and its
contractor partners to ensure that the FAS offered by CGB are effective. Id., p. 3.

15 The six directives are as follows: “1. Evaluate additional and maximum load demands at FAS program
participants’ respective school bus depots to illuminate both short-term fleet electrification opportunities
and long-term infrastructure upgrade requirements. 2. Estimate approximate costs and upgrade timelines
associated with school bus fleet electrification scenarios (partial versus full, for example) that FAS
program participants are considering. 3. Create streamlined processes on a standardized timeline to
communicate load constraints that may impede electric school bus projects due to either time or cost-
based factors. 4. Assess distribution system-level capacity constraints that, absent intervention or
investment, may impede electric school bus deployment opportunities within Distressed Municipalities.
5. Proactively communicate and seek to address delays associated with interconnection queue timelines
and processes to electric school bus project proponents. 6. Maintain designated points-of-contact to
coordinate FAS program and ESB planning questions.” Motion No. 12, pp. 2-3.
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Subsequently, the EDCs argued that the Authority should stay the EDC Directives
and provide additional process to allow the EDCs and other docket participants to submit
record evidence on the EDC Directives. Motion No. 15, p. 2. Specifically, the EDCs
opined that the EDC Directives should be stayed until the Proposed Final Decision is
issued in this proceeding whereby the EDCs will have an opportunity to state their ability
to implement these directives, their potential impacts, and the estimated costs. 1d., pp.
1-3. The Authority granted the EDCs’ request for additional process and provided an
opportunity for the EDCs to report potential impacts and costs associated with
implementing the EDC Directives. See Motion Ruling No. 15, Apr. 11, 2025, p. 2. The
Authority conducted discovery regarding the EDC Directives, and on April 25, 2025, the
EDCs and CGB provided interrogatory responses. See Eversource and Ul Interrog.
Resps. CAE-101-103; CGB Interrog. Resps. CAE-104-105.

Based upon the additional discovery, the Authority declined to stay the Authority’s
requirement to comply with EDC Directives, which are activities consistent with the EDCs’
current system planning and interconnection functions. Interim Decision, June 4, 2025,
Docket No. 21-09-17, PURA Investigation into Medium and Heavy-Duty Electric Vehicle
Charqing, p. 1. To provide clarity on specific grid planning activities required for school
bus electrification or FAS, the Authority directed the EDCs to coordinate with CGB and to
submit a joint proposal to identify the specific tasks required to ensure effective
administration of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator and timely deployment of federal
funding resources. Id.

2. Scope of Fleet Electrification Accelerator

As the administrator of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator, CGB uses its Clean
Energy Fund (CEF) and National Clean Investment Fund (NCIF) resources to cover the
costs of FAS support for school districts and/or school bus operators in “distressed
municipalities,” as defined by the Department of Economic and Community Development
(DECD). CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 2-3, 6-7; Interrog. Resp. CAE-113. CGB
confirmed that it is committed to covering the cost of front-end planning FAS for school
districts and school bus operators in distressed municipalities at no cost to ratepayers.
Motion No. 12, p. 2.

CGB has committed to deploying its awarded NCIF resources in both federal Low-
Income and Disadvantaged Communities (LIDACs)'¢ and Connecticut EJCs.'” Interrog.

16 “The NCIF program defines LIDACs as one or more of the following four categories: (a) communities
identified as disadvantaged by the CEJST mapping tool; (b) a limited number of additional communities
identified as disadvantaged by the EJScreen mapping tool; (c) geographically dispersed low-income
households; and (d) properties providing affordable housing. EPA GHG Reduction Fund: Frequent
Questions about the National Clean Investment Fund. https://www.epa.gov/greenhouse-gas-reduction-
fund/frequent-questions-about-national-clean-investment-fund#low-income.” CGB Comments, Sept. 27,
2024, p. 2,n. 3.

17 ““Environmental justice community” means (A) a United States census block group, as determined in
accordance with the most recent United States census, for which thirty per cent or more of the population
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Resp. CAE-113. CGB has a specific target that 60% of the communities served by its
NCIF resources should be LIDACs. Id. With this target, CGB has flexibility to invest NCIF
resources in communities that are defined by Connecticut as EJCs, but not federal
LIDACs. Id.

CGB is using a 8-12-week “cohort-based approach” to its initial FAS program to
organize and encourage FAS planning program enroliment starting with two cohorts
reserved for participants in EJCs. Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, p. 2; CGB Corresp., May 21,
2025, p. 1. CGB states that this phased rollout will allow them to learn from early
participants and to refine the program. Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, p. 2.

As previously discussed in Section IV.C, Obstacles to MHD Fleet Electrification,
each priority use case has its own obstacles to electrification. Notably, many school
districts consistently state that they face a lack of technical expertise, trained
transportation staff, and trained maintenance staff required for fleet electrification.
Federal assistance typically only covers the cost of ESBs, not technical assistance
support, and therefore consultants are needed to bridge this gap. Additionally, all school
districts containing EJCs, as defined in General Statutes § 22a-20a(a)(1), must transition
to ZEV school buses by 2030, and distressed municipalities meet the definition of an EJC.
General Statutes § 22a-201d(c). Therefore, the Authority agrees with CGB’s decision to
focus its initial FAS program on school districts and/or school bus operators in distressed
municipalities and LIDACs, as these are the fleets that need the most urgent assistance.
Focusing initial efforts on these communities will also work to alleviate air pollution issues,
which are disproportionately borne by those overburdened communities.

CGB points out that there are school districts that are not located in distressed
municipalities, but are identified by the 2030 target contained in General Statutes § 22a-
201d(c) to achieve 100% zero emission school buses for school districts containing EJCs.
CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 7. Originally, CGB anticipated that school districts
that are not located in distressed municipalities but are identified by the General Statutes
§ 22a-201d(c) 2030 statutory requirement would also be eligible to participate in a FAS
program with a cost structure that would be informed by feedback from a Request for
Information (RFI) it issued to its vendor network. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 3,
7; CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. B. Additionally, for non-EJC communities, CGB
anticipated that FAS would be covered through a cost share between CGB CEF and
school district/fleet operator funds, rather than ratepayer funds, and that this cost share
structure could be a model for future FAS expansion into other sectors such as last mile
delivery fleets.’®8 CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 7. However, CGB ultimately
recommended that it “gain experience from the initial FAS planning cohorts and
understand the demand for fleet deployment support before developing a more
comprehensive statewide plan, which may include other MHD segments.” CGB Corresp.,

consists of low income persons who are not institutionalized and have an income below two hundred per
cent of the federal poverty level; or (B) a distressed municipality, as defined in subsection (b) of section
32-9p.” General Statutes § 22a-20a(a)(1).

18 The Authority notes that CGB believes that the last mile delivery fleet market has a clear opportunity for
FAS planning program. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. A, pp. 4, 20-21.
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May 16, 2025, p. 1. CGB stated that following these initial cohorts, CGB would be able
to provide additional input regarding FAS offerings for non-EJC school districts and other
MHD vehicle types for the Authority to consider as a second stage of an FAS program.
Id.

While the transit bus market is comparatively more mature, CGB has also offered
to separately collaborate with CTDOT to assess opportunities for select transit bus depots
to potentially reduce the grid impacts of fleet electrification by combining solar, battery
storage, and other clean energy technologies. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 4.
CTDOT has already conducted significant transit fleet planning work since the passage
of P.A. 19-117, and has indicated that it will likely have a minimal need for FAS support to
enable transit bus electrification. 1d. Nonetheless, CGB may be able to support CTDOT
by helping to coordinate effective site assessment with the EDCs. Id.

CGB stated that once the MHD EV Program is established, they anticipate
expanding FAS to include school districts and operators from non-distressed
municipalities. Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, p. 2. CGB indicated that it would be open to
reporting to the Authority on the results of the cohorts as they conclude, including
identification of challenges in providing FAS such as school district recruitment or
interconnection uncertainty. Id. The Authority appreciates CGB’s offer and will direct
CGB to submit, as compliance, a report on the initial cohorts no later than two months
after they conclude. The Authority will also direct CGB to file as correspondence a
description of when the initial FAS cohorts were selected, who was selected, when they
will conclude, and CGB’s plan after that initial cohort concludes, no later than October 1,
2025.

Additionally, the Authority will direct CGB to submit a motion for review and
approval proposing a second stage of an FAS program, which may include non-distressed
municipality school districts and other MHD vehicle types, no later than September 1,
2026.

Until CGB submits its proposal for a second stage of a FAS program, the Program
Administrator, when selected, will provide the Fleet Electrification Accelerator offerings,
described below in Section V.C.3, FAS Offerings, to school districts not covered by CGB’s
program, and to other MHD vehicle types such as transit and last mile delivery fleets. The
Authority will then reevaluate whether the program administrator should offer those
services or CGB should expand its offerings based on the lessons learned from the initial
cohorts. The Program Administrator shall coordinate with CGB to ensure that it covers
the school districts not covered by CGB’s program.

3. FAS Offerings

CGB proposed a two-stage program structure for the Fleet Electrification
Accelerator. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. B, p. 1; CGB Corresp., May 21, 2025,
p. 1. The first stage is a fleet electrification planning track. CGB Comments, Sept. 27,
2024, Att. B, p. 1. The fleet electrification planning offering would assist participants in
understanding the capital costs and technical needs of electrification; developing an
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investment strategy (combination of grants, loans, utility incentives, etc.); applying for
grant funding; and developing RFPs and transportation service contracts that include
electrification milestones. Id. A customer-specific “Fleet Electrification Roadmap” would
provide targeted actions that participants can undertake independently to pursue
electrification. Id., p. 2. Additionally, this roadmap would form a body of evidence to
strengthen the pursuit of grant funding opportunities. Id. Based on responses to CGB'’s
FAS RFP, cost estimates for fleet electrification planning range from $20,000 to $70,000
per school district. CGB Corresp., May 16, 2025, p. 1.

The second stage envisioned by CGB is a fleet deployment track that would assist
school districts and/or school bus operators in implementing the steps identified in the
Fleet Electrification Roadmap. Id. Activities for this stage include supervising contractors,
developing “a braided financial strategy blending grants and financing offerings for pre-
identified and as-needed project needs,” facilitating communication between contractors
and the EDCs, supporting vehicle and charging station hardware procurement,
assistance in evaluating RFP responses, and facilitating training for vehicle maintenance
staff and drivers. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. B. CGB reports that this type of
support generally costs around $150 to $200 per hour of consultant labor. CGB Corresp.,
May 16, 2025.

As stated previously, CGB’s learnings from the initial FAS cohorts will help provide
information for the Authority to consider while designing the scope of a future FAS
program. CGB Corresp, May 16, 2025. The Authority will direct CGB to file, as part of its
motion for review and approval due September 1, 2026, concerning its proposal for a
second stage of an FAS program, any recommended changes to either the fleet
electrification planning track or the fleet deployment program.

In addition to CGB’s FAS programs described above, more general offerings can
assist all customers in electrifying. Reports and educational tools can be key factors in a
fleet operator’s decision-making process. Eversource Comments, June 1, 2022, p. 7.
Eversource currently provides fleet customers with an online TCO self-service tool® that
includes information on all classes of EVs and is funded through the LD EV Charging
Program. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-106. Ul has been quoted $10,000 by a vendor
to develop a “Commercial Toolkit” similar to Eversource’s offering. Ul Interrog. Resp.
CAE-106. Ul’s toolkit will be funded through the LD EV Charging Program. Id. CGB is
also working to develop cost calculators that incorporate each EDC’s Scenario 1 rate
design and on- and off-peak schedules to provide operating cost projections and charging
schedules to fleet customers. CGB Corresp., May 21, 2025, p. 1. Once selected, the
program administrator of FAS for fleets not covered by CGB’s Fleet Accelerator Program
shall provide the same cost calculator incorporating the EDC’s Scenario 1 rate design.

19 Eversource’s TCO Calculator is available at: https://eversource.chooseev.com/commercial/fleet-
calculator/.
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The Authority will direct CGB, as part of its motion for review and approval due
September 1, 2026, concerning its proposal for a second stage of an FAS program, to
include any recommended additional general offerings that can assist all customers in
electrifying.

4. FAS Requirements

In this section, the Authority establishes the requirements to participate in a FAS
program and to receive MHD EV Program incentives.

a. Participation in FAS

Participation in a FAS program, whether through the Fleet Electrification
Accelerator or through the program administrator’s FAS program, is not an eligibility
requirement to receive make-ready and EVSE incentives, as it could hinder the ability of
well-informed entities to pursue fleet electrification. See CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024,
p. 5; DEEP Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 7. However, if a fleet is not participating in a FAS
program, the fleet must demonstrate to the relevant FAS program administrator that it has
an electrification plan or has the capacity in-house for a fleet assessment in order to
receive make-ready and EVSE incentives. See EDC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 5—
7; OCC Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 4.

b. Customer Commitment to Receive Fleet Advisory Services

CGB is considering requiring one or more of the following elements of commitment
from school districts or bus operators to participate in the Fleet Electrification Accelerator:
a formal agreement or letter of intent from the school district; stakeholder participation;
and an action plan commitment. CGB Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, pp. 2-3. CGB planned
to seek input from other successful FAS programs about what commitments are required
to ensure engaged participants. Id., p. 2. CGB anticipates that implementing such
requirements will help it design a program that balances participant accountability,
accessibility, and impact. |d.

CGB previously stated that its recommendation for the final set of commitments
would be determined once it secures a FAS consultant. |d. CGB has since engaged
CALSTART as its FAS consultant. CGB Corresp., May 21, 2025, p. 2. Therefore, the
Authority will direct CGB to file, as a motion for review and approval, its proposal detailing
a final set of customer commitments by October 1, 2025.

c. Vehicle and Fleet Data sharing and Fleet Inventory

To electrify MHD fleets, the state must accurately anticipate fleet electric load
requirements with as much lead time as possible, however there is uncertainty regarding
the potential, timing, location, and charging requirements of future EV fleets. Ul
Comments, July 12, 2022, pp. 7-8. A “fleet inventory” of MHD vehicle fleets could help
assess the potential grid impacts of MHD vehicle fleet electrification by allowing the EDCs
to conduct an electrification potential assessment. Id. This system impact assessment
can identify where there may be system constraints. Id., p. 8. This information would be
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helpful to enable future electrification planning for both fleet customers and for the electric
transmission and distribution system. EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, p. 5.

On December 13, 2023, the EDCs convened the docket participants and
stakeholders in the above captioned proceeding in a working group meeting to discuss a
statewide MHD fleet inventory. EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, p. 5. The working group
agreed that a comprehensive approach to a statewide MHD fleet database had numerous
challenges in the absence of a clear path for legislation similar to the California Advanced
Clean Truck Rule that establishes fleet reporting requirements.20 |d. The EDCs stated
that it is unclear who could own and manage a fleet database, but stakeholder input from
this working group indicated that a lack of an inventory should not preclude a fleet
incentive program from being established. EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, pp. 5-6.

Even if legislation similar to the California Advanced Clean Truck Rule were to pass
with a one-time reporting requirement, any resulting data would be of limited value in later
years. DEEP Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 8. Therefore, stakeholders recommended that
Connecticut would benefit from implementing a dynamic database that could be updated
with some frequency. Id., p. 6. The working group also discussed that without a statutory
requirement, data collected from fleets would be limited to fleets that voluntarily shared
data or engaged in FAS. Id. Therefore, data could be collected through FAS to capture
a small sub-set of fleet customers. Id.

The EDCs acknowledged that other state agencies are better positioned to identify
fleet location, vehicle numbers, and ownership in the State. EDC Comments, Nov. 5,
2024, p. 6. Namely, the Connecticut Department of Motor Vehicles has access to vehicle
registration data, which could form the foundation for a fleet inventory database,
supplemented by data collected through any MHD FAS program.2!' EDC Comments, Nov.
5, 2024, p. 6.

Therefore, the MHD EV Program will aid the development of a fleet inventory by
collecting fleet data through the FAS Program in order to create an inventory for a small
sub-set of fleet customers that are electrifying. The Authority agrees that other agencies

20 pyblic Act 22-25, An Act Concerning the Connecticut Clean Air Act, which, among other actions,
authorizes DEEP to adopt regulations to implement California’s MHD vehicle standards. See General
Statutes § 22a-174g(c). In July 2022, DEEP indicated it would develop regulations to adopt California’s
MHD standards, including the fleet reporting standard. DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 20. However,
no legislation establishing fleet reporting requirements has since been adopted.

21 Additionally, Greater New Haven Clean Cities (GNHCC) suggests that the EDCs could match their
internal records with proprietary fleet databases available for purchase from RIGDIG (formerly FleetSeek),
Polk Data, or other sources used by companies seeking to market to fleet owners and managers. GNHCC
Comments, Feb. 6, 2024, p. 2. GNHCC, in partnership with Havill Consultants, has been reaching out to
fleets on their own to identify fleet makeup inventory. Id. Further, Clean Transportation Communities of
Southern Connecticut (CTC) states that they have compiled an assessment containing significant technical
and personnel data on school districts’ and transportation providers’ school bus fleets. CTC Comments,
Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 4-5. The Authority points out these potential collaborators.
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are better suited to create a fleet inventory of all MHD vehicle fleets in the State; however,
this data collection can help to start the process and provide an example of a dynamic
database for MHD fleet inventory that would inform EDC system upgrades.

The May 21, 2025 Joint Correspondence included the specific data that the EDCs,
CGB, and CALSTART agreed to collect through the Fleet Electrification Accelerator. CGB
Corresp., May 21, 2025, p. 2. It is a requirement of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator
and the program administrator’s FAS program that customers share the following vehicle
and fleet data with the relevant program administrator:

e Fleet size (both electric and non-electric);

e Vehicle battery size;

e Vehicle duty cycle (e.g., mileage, time in use, time of use, battery state of charge,
etc.);

Charging window (specific time period when vehicles are available to be charged);
Flexibility of charging load operations;

Seasonal or daily variations in operation; and

Future electrification plans (e.g. staging of integrating electric vehicles into fleet).

Customers receiving MHD EV Program incentives, but who do not participate in a
FAS program, are required to share the data listed above with the Program Administrator.
Additionally, regardless of whether an electrification plan is obtained through a FAS
program or verified through other means, customers receiving MHD EV Program
incentives are also required to share the results and data of their electrification plan,
including electric load information, such as location, time, size and shape of the load, and
plans for growth or changes over time, with the relevant FAS program administrator. See
EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, p. 3. The Authority will direct CGB and/or the Program
Administrator to share this information with the EDCs.

d. Applying for Other Funding

Applying for all available federal and state funding opportunities, as applicable,
is required prior to receiving incentives through the MHD EV Program. CGB and the
Program Administrator shall coordinate with fleet customers on available incentives and
project timing considerations through the Fleet Electrification Accelerator. Participants
that receive funding from another entity are required to notify the Program Administrator
to ensure that the incentive provided through the MHD EV Program is appropriate. For
example, program participants would not be able to combine their incentives received
from the MHD EV Program and other entities such that the incentives received exceed
the total project cost. Relatedly, both CGB and the FAS Program Administrator will be
required to provide information regarding other EDC-administered clean energy funding
offerings, including the Non-Residential Renewable Energy Solutions (NRES) and the
Energy Storage Solutions (ESS) Programs.
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D. RATE DESIGN

The Authority will direct the EDCs to make their respective Scenario 1 rate design,
proposed in response to the Authority’s Procedural Order, available for all MHD EV fleets
with four or more networked Level 2 or 3 chargers, with modifications as described below.

1. Non-Residential General Service Rates

This section addresses the rate design needs of MHD EV fleets by first examining
the EDCs’ general service rates as applicable to such MHD EV fleets. As discussed
herein, the EDCs’ existing general service rates are incompatible with the charging needs
of MHD EV fleets.

a. Eversource Existing General Service Rates

Eversource currently offers four general service rates most likely to be applicable
for MHD EV fleets; three of which include time-of-day volumetric energy usage rates. In
its Procedural Order, the Authority examined two Eversource non-residential general
service rates: Rate 37 — Intermediate Time-of-Day General Electric Service (Rate 37);
and, Rate 56 — Intermediate Time-of-Day Electric Service Non-Manufacturers (Rate 56).
Procedural Order, pp. 11-12. The Authority determined it was necessary to also examine
Rate 27 — Small Time of Day General Electric Service, as well as Rate 30 — Small General
Electric Service, because Dattco, who has deployed ESBs in both Middletown and New
Britain, currently charges its ESBs on commercial meters assigned to Rate 30, and
Eversource offered Rate 27 to Dattco when advising them on how to address their issues
with demand charges. See, infra, Section D.1.c., Inapplicability of Existing General
Service Rate Offerings to MHD Fleets; see also Tech Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 41:23-43:24.

The demand-based rate components vary based on a customer’s maximum
demand threshold. Rates 27 and 30 utilize a block rate structure, meaning that customers
do not incur demand charges for any of the rate components for the first 2 kW of demand
used. Decision, June 23, 2021, Docket No. 17-12-03RE11, PURA Investigation into
Distribution System Planning of the Electric Distribution Companies — New Rate Designs
and Rates Review, p. 4. The first 2 kW of demand exemption originated from the
impracticality and cost-prohibitive reality of installing demand meters for small business
customers with less than 2 kW of monthly demand. Id. The metering technologies
available at the time influenced rate design, and Eversource has not modified the 2 kW
demand threshold since it was first established. |d. The Rate 27 tariff establishes a time
differentiated, on/off peak volumetric kWh rate and a lower kW demand charge to the
Transmission Service Rate compared to Rate 30. Rate 27 also applies an on/off peak
volumetric kWh rate to the federally mandated congestion charge component.
Eversource Rate 27 Compliance, p. 2. Customers with a maximum demand equal to or
greater than 200 kW, but less than 350 kW, must take service under either Rate 27 or
Rate 37, and may not return to Rate 30 or Rate 35 if the customer’s maximum demand
drops below 200 kW. Id., p. 1.

Table 1, below, provides a comparison of Eversource’s four general service rates
most likely to be applicable to MHD EV fleets.
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Table 1: Comparison of Demand-Based Charges in Eversource Existing General
Service Rates Relevant to MHD EV Fleets

Small Intermediate Large, Non-
Customer Type All Customers . i Manufacturer
Commercial Commercial .
Commercial
On-Peak Period n/a (Weekdays 12:00pm-8:00pm _EST; 1:00pm-9:00pm Daylight
Savings)
Demand <200 kW <350 kW 200-350kW 350kW-1000kW
Threshold
Monthly
Distribution $44.00 $44.00 $270.00 $350.00
Charge
e . $14.22/kW for | $14.22/kW for
Distribution demand >2kW | demand >2kW $8.69/kW $7.91/kVa
Electric System
$3.66/kW for | $3.66/kW for
;ré\glr)ovement dermand >2kW | demand >2kW $2.15/kW $1.80/kVa
Transmission $8.65/kW for $4.33/kW for
Service Rate demand >2kW | demand >2kW $4.91/kW $10.05/kva
Competitive
o $0.11/kW for $0.11/kW for
Transition demand >2kW | demand >2kW $0.13/kW $0.14/kVa
Assessment

b. Ul Existing General Service Rates

Ul currently offers three general service rates most likely to be applicable for MHD
EV fleets. In its Procedural Order, the Authority examined two Ul non-residential general
service rates: General Service (GS); and, General Service Time-of-Day (GST).

22Eyersource Compliance, Dec. 11, 2024, Att. Rate 30, Docket No. 25-01-01, Administrative Proceeding
to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy’s Standard Service and
Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement Results and Rates (Eversource Rate 30 Compliance),
p. 1.

23Eversource Compliance, Dec. 11, 2024, Att. Rate 27, Docket No. 25-01-01, Administrative Proceeding
to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy’s Standard Service and
Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement Results and Rates (Eversource Rate 27 Compliance),
p. 1.

24Eversource Compliance, Dec. 11, 2024, Att. Rate 27, Docket No. 25-01-01, Administrative Proceeding
to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy’s Standard Service and
Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement Results and Rates (Eversource Rate 27 Compliance),
p. 1.

25Eversource Compliance, Dec. 11, 2024, Att. Rate 37, Docket No. 25-01-01, Administrative Proceeding
to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy’s Standard Service and
Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement Results and Rates (Eversource Rate 37 Compliance),

p. 1.
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Procedural Order, p. 12. Additionally, the Authority examined UI's Large Power Time-of-
Day (LPT) rate. Id., p. 13. For rate GS, when customer consumption exceeds 1,560 kWh
per month, a demand meter is installed to include demand charges. Ul Final Tariffs 2025,
p. 63. Demand charges for customers that exceed usage of 1,560 kWh per month include
the Non-Bypassable Federally Mandated Congestion Charge (NBFMCC), Transmission,
and Distribution components. Id., pp. 61-63.

Ul's GST rate also includes service for kWh consumption below and exceeding
1,560 kWh per monthly billing cycle. See id., p. 66. Similar to the GS rate, when
consumption exceeds 1,560 kWh in a billing cycle, demand charges are established. Id.
This rate tracks on- and off-peak kW demand and charges for excess kW demand, which
is the amount of kW that the off-peak demand exceeds the on-peak demand. Ul Final
Tariffs 2025, pp. 64—65. Off-peak hours are after 6:00 p.m. and before 10:00 a.m. on
weekdays and all weekend hours. Id., p. 66. For the NBFMCC, Transmission, and
Distribution components, demand charges are also established for customers under the
GST when the monthly kilowatt hour usage exceeds the 1,560 kWh monthly threshold.
Id., pp. 64-65. GST also includes basic service charges for usage below and in excess
of 1,560 kWh totaling $30.95 per month and $83.53 per month, respectively. Id., p. 65.

Ul also offers an LPT rate, which includes three different time slots where rates
vary, including: (1) on-peak between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. weekdays; (2) shoulder
period from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. weekdays; and (3) off-
peak from 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. weekdays, and all weekend hours. Ul Final Tariffs
2025, p. 77. Ul's LPT rate includes demand charges across all components, except for
the Generation and Public Benefits Charges, which are recovered volumetrically. Id., pp.
77-80. Ul's LPT rate also includes a basic service charge, which is $345.49 monthly. Id.,
p. 78. Furthermore, there are additional demand charges based on the amount by which
the shoulder and off-peak demand exceed the peak demand. Id. The LPT rate includes
a special provision when the capacity requirements are greater than 3,000 kVA that can
provide a $0.198 per kilowatt of demand credit to customers. Id.

Table 2, below, provides a comparison of Ul's two general service rates most likely to be
applicable to MHD EV fleets.
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Table 2: Comparison of Demand-Based Charges in Ul Existing General Service
Rates Relevant to MHD EV Fleets

Customer Type All Customers All Customers All Customers
On-Peak Period n/a Weekda_ys 10:00am- Weekda_ys 10:00am-
6:00pm 6:00pm
Demand n/a
Threshold <100 kW n/a
$13.81 (Unmetered)
Monthly $16.91 (Non-Demand $30.95 (Non-Demand $345.49
Distribution Metered) Metered) '
Charge $52.30 (Demand $83.53 (Demand Metered)
Metered)
Distribution $11.78/kW (Demand $4.77/kW (Demand $11.49/kW
Demand Charge Metered) Metered)
Public Benefits $5.71/kW $5.82/kW On-Peak $6.58/kW On-Peak
Demand Charges ’ $0.00/kW Off-Peak $0.00/kW Off-Peak
Transmission $11.05/kW On-Peak
Service Rate $9.20/kW (Demand (Demand Metered) $15.42/kW On-Peak
D Metered) $0.00/kW Off-Peak $0.00/kW Off-Peak
emand Charge
(Demand Metered)

c. Existing General Service Rate Offerings: Case Example

Despite these existing offerings, rate reform for MHD EV fleets is nonetheless
necessary to achieve program objectives and to further the State’s MHD EV policy goals.
The Authority here discusses the testimony of DATTCO, Inc. (Dattco), a school bus
operator in Connecticut, who provided two utility bills for its operating ESB fleet in
Middletown to illustrate this need. Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, Supplemental, Att. Dattco
Eversource Bill 1 & 2 Redacted.

Dattco has deployed ESBs in both Middletown and New Britain, as part of their
efforts to advance fleet electrification. Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, Att. Dattco Written
Testimony, p. 1. However, Dattco states that the high cost of electricity due to demand
charges on commercial meters threatens the long-term viability of those deployments. |d.

Dattco’s ESBs are charged on commercial meters in Eversource service territory
assigned to Rate 30. 1d. Although Dattco anticipated electricity costs would be
competitive with diesel fuel, with an expected aggregate rate of approximately $0.24 per

26 Ul Compliance, Dec. 20, 2024, Att. Ul Tariffs (clean) with Rates Effective January 1, 2025, Docket No.
25-01-02, Administrative Proceeding to Review The United llluminating Company’s Standard Service and
Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement Results and Rates (Ul Final Tariffs 2025), pp. 61-63.

27 1d., pp. 64-67.

28 |d., pp. 77-80.
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kWh, instead they are billed at nearly $0.45 per kWh. Id. This discrepancy is primarily
driven by demand charges. Id. In Rate 30, the demand charge is calculated using the
highest average 30-minute kilowatt demand recorded during the billing month, but not
less than 2 kilowatts, regardless of the time of day that electricity is consumed. See
Eversource Compliance, Dec. 11, 2024, Att. Rate 30, Docket No. 25-01-01, Administrative
Proceeding to Review The Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource
Energy’s Standard Service and Supplier of Last Resort Service 2025 Procurement
Results and Rates; Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, Att. Dattco Written Testimony, p. 1.

Dattco describes the following impact of being on this rate:

Despite our best efforts to mitigate demand charges through off-peak
charging schedules, our demand peaks when multiple buses return from
their morning routes and require charging immediately and simultaneously.
This results in a significant financial burden. For example, in Middletown,
our 60 kW chargers for six buses have peaked at 218.8 kW, contributing
approximately $6,000 in demand charges per billing period. As we scale up
to larger fleets with 20 or more buses, this cost burden will only grow
exponentially.

This cost structure is not sustainable for school districts that bear the
financial responsibility for electricity under our operating agreements. With
diesel fuel currently priced lower than anticipated, districts are experiencing
sticker shock when comparing daily fueling costs: for example, in
Middletown at current prices, fuel costs approximately $34 per day per
diesel bus versus $95 per day per electric bus. If left unaddressed, this
pricing disparity could discourage further investment in electric school
buses, hindering Connecticut’s goals for emissions reductions and clean
transportation.

Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, Att. Dattco Written Testimony, p. 1.

Eversource stated that it spoke with Dattco about its Middletown operation,
advising Dattco to charge within the off-peak periods and move to a time-of-use rate,
either Rate 27 or Rate 37, to lower their bills by mitigating the demand charges. Tech
Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 41:23-43:24. However, Eversource noted that it does not
automatically move a customer to a rate; instead, the Company can give advice about
which rate is most applicable, but the customer decides which rate to take service on. Id.,
43:6-14.

Further, Chargepoint explained that municipal service vehicles, school buses, and
public transit buses seeking to electrify may not be able to avoid charging several high
draw vehicles simultaneously, triggering large demand charges, highlighting that the
demand charge issue would affect transit fleets as well. See Chargepoint Comments,
July 12, 2022, pp. 1-2.
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2. Light Duty EV Rates Made Available to MHD Fleets on an Interim Basis

In the LD EV Decision, the Authority recognized that separately metered charging
stations under the EDCs’ existing commercial tariffs include demand charges that can
significantly impact the economics of DCFC installations, particularly in the early years of
usage as DCFCs typically have lower utilization rates overall but periods of high demand.
LD EV Decision, p. 29. Therefore, the Authority directed the EDCs to develop new tariffs
for separately metered DCFCs and Level 2 EVSEs serving light-duty fleets to address the
challenge of demand charges for such chargers that do not yet have high utilization rates
but experience periods of high demand. LD EV Decision, p. 30. The Authority directed
the EDCs to develop LD EVSE Tariffs to mitigate the impact of demand charges for
DCFCs and Level 2 fleets by scaling the demand charge component based on load factor.
Id., p. 30. The EDCs’ LD EVSE Tariffs were approved in Docket No. 22-08-06. See
Decision, July 14, 2021, Docket No. 22-08-06, PURA Investigation into Distribution
System Planning of the Electric Distribution Companies —Zero Emission Vehicles, pp. 49—
50.

During the October 22, 2024 Technical Meeting in the above-captioned docket,
CGB suggested that the Authority make the LD EVSE Tariffs available for MHD vehicles
in the interim before a long-term rate solution specific to MHD vehicles is approved in this
proceeding to help control demand charge costs. Tech Mt'g Tr, Oct. 22, 2024, 112:7—
113:14; see CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 10.

Eversource and Ul stated that each Company’s LD EVSE Tariffs could be made
available to MHD fleets on an interim basis until a specific MHD tariff is approved and
available for billing. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-94; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-94.
Eversource explained that the cost to implement MHD fleet billing for its LD EVSE Tariffs
would require no additional IT cost to the billing system and minimal back-office costs to
set up the MHD fleet accounts for billing. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-94(c). Ul
stated that there are no incremental costs required to place MHD fleet customers on its
LD EVSE Tariffs at any time. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-94(c). The LD EVSE Tariffs meet
the rate design objectives of the Authority’s October 11, 2023 Procedural Order; however,
higher load factor MHD fleet customers may benefit from a specific MHD tariff with a
higher sliding demand scale endpoint as found in the EDCs’ Scenario 1 rate design
proposals. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-94(d).

The Light-Duty EV Rates could be made available to MHD fleets at minimal to no
cost, could be done before the issuance of a final decision, and could provide an interim
rate meeting the objectives for rate design highlighted on page 10 of the Procedural Order
before a specific MHD tariff was approved and available for billing to help control demand
charge costs. Therefore, the Authority approved the LD EVSE Tariffs for use by MHD
fleets on an interim basis, and the EDCs confirmed that the tariffs were made available
to MHD fleets. Motion Ruling No. 16, Apr. 11, 2025, pp. 2-3.; Motion No. 16, Atts. 1a-5b
(modified LD EVSE Tariffs with the appropriate MHD availability); Eversource
Compliance, Apr. 21, 2025; CGB Corresp., May 21, 2025, p. 1.
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3. EDCs Proposed MHD Rate Design Scenarios

In its Procedural Order, the Authority reviewed potential rate designs in an effort to
determine which combination of rate design(s) and incentive(s) best achieves the
following goals related to program objectives #1 and #2: (1) enable practical (e.g.,
sufficient charging flexibility is allowed) and economic viability of priority use cases
(related to program Objective #1); (2) send price signals that encourage MHD EV fleet
operation that optimally utilizes the distribution grid and bulk power system (related to
program Objective #2); and (3) reduce electric rates as a result of the incremental revenue
created by increased load from new MHD EV fleets (i.e., any rate designs and incentives
offered plus costs socialized still result in net benefits to existing customers) (related to
program Objective #2). Procedural Order, p. 10. The Authority then directed the EDCs
to develop the following MHD EV rate design proposals: (1) Proposed modifications, as
necessary, to the EDCs’ LD EVSE Tariffs to serve MHD EV fleets, including consideration
of a load factor threshold above 35%;2° (2) Proposed modifications to Pacific Gas &
Electric’s (PG&E) Business EV Rate Plans to be adopted in Connecticut; and (3)
Proposed modifications to LPT for MHD EV fleets to consist of a blended volumetric TOU
component and a tiered demand charge structure. 1d., p. 21.

The EDCs responded with their own individually developed rate design proposals.
EDC Proposal, pp. 7-16.30

a. Rate Design Scenario 1

Rate design Scenario 1 modifies Eversource’s Light Duty Rate EV-L tariff and Ul's
Rate GST-EVSE for MHD fleets. EDC Proposal, pp. 8-9.

Because a newly installed public DCFC is likely to have a lower load factor than a
DCFC utilized for MHD EV fleet charging, which is likely to have a more predictable and
consistent charging profile, the Authority directed the EDCs to each develop Scenario 1
using the LD EVSE Tariffs with any changes necessary to address the difference in load
factors. Procedural Order, pp. 19-20. Specifically, the Authority directed the EDCs to
examine whether to modify the EDCs’ LD EVSE Tariffs to increase the load factor
threshold above 35% and to modify the respective tranches, and to evaluate whether
TOU rates should be required. Id., p. 20.

29 The EDCs’ LD EVSE Tariffs were approved in Docket No. 22-08-06. The Authority ultimately approved
the EDCs’ LD EVSE Tariffs in its February 23, 2023 ruling on Motion Nos. 20 and 22 in Docket No. 22-
08-06, Annual Review of the Electric Vehicle Charging Program — Year 2 (Motion Nos. 20 and 22 Ruling),
which began being offered to customers on January 1, 2024. Motion Nos. 20 and 22 Ruling, pp. 2-3.

30 The EDCs included the proposed tariffs for the three rate design scenarios in their filings for the EDC
Proposal. See Eversource Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att. 2.1 Eversource Tariff (Scenario 1) & Att. 2.1
Eversource Rate Design, pp. 1-2, 7; Ul Compliance Filing, Jan. 10, 2024, Att. 2.1 Ul Tariff (Scenario 1)
& Att. 2.1 Ul Rate Design (Scenario 1); Eversource Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att. 2.1 Eversource Tariff
(Scenario 2) & Att. 2.1 Eversource Rate Design, pp. 3—4, 7; Ul Compliance Filing, Jan. 10, 2024, Att. 2.1
Ul Tariff (Scenario 2) & Att. 2.1 Ul Rate Design (Scenario 2); Eversource Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att.
2.1 Eversource Tariff (Scenario 3) & Att. 2.1 Eversource Rate Design, pp. 5-7; Ul Compliance Filing,
Jan. 10, 2024, Att. 2.1 Ul Tariff (Scenario 3) & Att. 2.1 Ul Rate Design (Scenario 3).
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The Scenario 1 tariff is designed to mitigate the demand effects for customers with
lower-than-average monthly load factors through a sliding scale of demand and per kWh
charges. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-60. Rate design Scenario 1 implements a
sliding scale for demand charges with eight separate pricing tiers based on the customer’s
monthly load factors averaged over the year. EDC Proposal, pp. 8-9; Eversource
Interrog. Resp. CAE-61. Pricing per demand level is the same for each tier regardless of
the amount of demand. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-60. As is the case for the LD
EVSE Tariffs, under Scenario 1, at low load factors, customers would face relatively high
volumetric charges and reduced or eliminated demand charges, but as load factors
increase, volumetric charges would gradually decrease while demand charges would
gradually be reimposed. EDC Proposal, pp. 8-9. The LD EVSE Tariffs were modified in
Scenario 1 to increase the monthly load factor increments between tiers from 5% to 7%,
resulting in an upper bound of the Rate-MHD load factor sliding scale of 49% instead of
35%. Id. Demand charges are eliminated at load factors under 7% (which is Tier 1), and
full demand charges are not imposed until a load factor greater than 49% is reached. See
Eversource Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att. 2.1 Eversource Tariff (Scenario 1) & Att. 2.1
Eversource Rate Design, pp. 1-2, 7; Ul Compliance Filing, Jan. 10, 2024, Att. 2.1 Ul Tariff
(Scenario 1) & Att. 2.1 Ul Rate Design (Scenario 1). Moreover, this rate design would
achieve parity with the otherwise applicable general service rate once a load factor of
49% is reached, minimizing the potential for cost shifting between other rate classes. Id.
Many fleets will not be able to reach annual load factors above 50% in actual operation
because that would require extensive off-peak charging throughout the year.3' Ul
Interrog. Resp. CAE-85. The Scenario 1 rate design for Eversource and Ul have the
same general rate structure; however, because the pricing by billing component for each
EDC’s proposed Scenario 1 tariff is based on the underlying costs for each Company,
there are differences that will have some impact on customer bills. Eversource Interrog.
Resp. CAE-95.

In terms of how these demand levels are applied, the distribution and ESI demand
bill components are based on the maximum demand over the current month or the
preceding (11) months, and the transmission and CTA demand bill components are based
on monthly on-peak maximum demands. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-60.

In the first year of charging, during what the EDCs called the “slow start” period,
customers would start on Tier 1, meaning it would be a purely volumetric (i.e., per kWh)
charge, with no demand charges associated with it. Tech Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 47:10—
15. The slow start period would take place until the customer is on Scenario 1 for a full
calendar year, therefore providing a full year of monthly load factors to determine what
load factor tier the customer would be on for the following year. Id., 47:15-48:06. For
example, if Scenario 1 rate design was implemented by April 2026, a customer would be
on Tier 1 billing for the remainder of 2026 and then the remainder of 2027. Id., 47:16-21.

31 Ul explained that “[i]f a fleet were to charge at a constant rate (constant kW) during all off-peak hours
over a year, the annual load factor would equal 76% (128 off-peak hour/week) / (168 total hours/week).
This is the maximum annual load factor possible for a fleet charging exclusively during the off-peak
period.” Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-85.
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The tier the customer would be on for 2028 would be based on the full 2027 data from
that customer. Id., 47:22-48:06. In other words, as Eversource puts it, “‘the assignment
of a ‘tier’ and the corresponding rates to be applied in billing for a MHD customer is
determined annually, and depends on their most recent, average monthly load factors,
determined initially and once per year thereafter.” Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-85.
Eversource stated that in order to make that transition from the slow start period to a load
factor tier after there is a whole year of data, there are many inputs and parameters to the
decision-making in establishing that load factor tier, and that process can be further
refined as we have more real world examples. Tr., 48:14—49:22.

Because a customer could presumably be on Tier 1 for almost two years (e.g.,
during the slow start period) in order for the Companies to collect a full calendar year of
data prior to determining the customer’s appropriate load factor tier for the following year,
the Authority investigated the possibility of shortening the slow start period. Tech Mtg Tr.,
Feb. 4, 2025, 47:10-15. However, the EDCs responded that a change in process would
cause the administrative requirements and associated cost to increase. Eversource
Interrog. Resp. CAE-107; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-107. Ul explained that another tier
selection could be done when 12 months of billing data becomes available, instead of
waiting for the completion of the first full calendar year of service, but that would have to
be a manual process until automation can be built into the billing routine, which the
Company has not investigated doing. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-107. Eversource
suggested that if the Authority wanted to speed up the annual initial load factor review
without increasing the administrative burden and cost, the criteria for the calculations
could be changed from one year of annual data to a minimum of six months of annual
data. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-107. However, it is important to use 12 months of
data to take into account seasonal changes in charging behavior.

Eversource estimates it will take approximately twelve weeks and approximately
$30,000 to develop a new Medium to Heavy Duty EV tariff (RATE EV-MHD) based on the
Scenario 1 proposed tariff. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-93, p. 1. Ul estimates that
it will take approximately 6 to 9 months and between $77,840 and $97,300 to implement
new Scenario 1-based MHD-EV tariffs. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-93, p. 1.

i. Time of Use Component

Time-of-use (TOU) periods can be utilized to provide cost reflective rates and price
signals that can help control peak and minimize grid impacts. See Eversource Interrog.
Resp. CAE-25. This helps to satisfy rate design Objective # 2: “send price signals that
encourage MHD EV fleet operation that optimally utilizes the distribution grid and bulk
power system.” Procedural Order, p. 10. MHD fleet operators can rely on Scenario 1’s
TOU rates and periods when scheduling and managing charging. Eversource Interrog.
Resp. CAE-25. Eversource explained that “a customer who can charge exclusively in the
off-peak hours would have a dramatic decrease in the Transmission and CTA charges as
these components’ demand charges are billed based on the monthly maximum on-peak
demand.” Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-85.
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There is a difference in the On-Peak periods among the EDCs. Eversource’s On-
Peak period is weekdays 12 Noon - 8 p.m. Eastern Standard Time, while Ul's On-Peak
period is weekdays 10 a.m. — 6 p.m. Eastern Prevailing Time. Eversource Interrog. Resp.
CAE-95. These on peak periods are the same as the EDCs’ respective LD EVSE Tariffs
that are currently available to MHD fleets. See Motion No. 16, Atts. 1a—5b.

The TOU period in Ul's rate design Scenario 1 does not capture all likely peak
hours, as shown in the response to Interrogatory CAE-51 which provided Ul and
Independent System Operator New England (ISO-NE) system peaks. See Ul
Compliance, Jan. 10, 2024, Att. 2.1; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-51, Att. 1. Specifically, ISO-
NE system peak hours generally occur between 3-9 p.m.; however, Ul’'s TOU on-peak
period occurs between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. Id.

Ul explained that the TOU periods in its Scenario 1 rate design cannot be modified
without making significant modifications to its billing system. Interrog. Resp. CAE-97, p.
1. Modification of Ul's billing system to implement different TOU periods is currently under
consideration in the Company’s rate case, Docket No. 24-10-04, Application of the United
llluminating Company to Amend lts Rate Schedule. Id. Therefore, Ul's Scenario 1 rate
design itself cannot be used to encourage MHD EV customers to avoid charging during
the 3-9 p.m. system peak period because Scenario 1 requires the use of Ul's billing
system, which cannot accommodate application of a 3-9 p.m. TOU period. Id.

In order to meet rate design Objective # 2, the Authority explored alternative means
to send price signals that encourage MHD EV charging off system peak. Initially, the
Authority pointed to the light-duty EV Residential Single Family Managed Charging
Program, as established in the Authority’s December 14, 2022 Decision in Docket No. 22-
08-06, Annual Review of the Electric Vehicle Charging Program — Year 2, to determine
how Ul was able to modify the TOU period to 3-9 p.m. Interrog. CAE-97(d). Ul clarified
that it does not provide the incentive in the light-duty EV Residential Single Family
Managed Charging Program for charging between 3-9 p.m. through the billing system;
rather, it uses telematics provided to Ul from the charging stations of participating
customers. Interrog. Resp. CAE-97, p. 2. Ul stated that it could investigate using
charging data obtained from MHD EV customer charging devices to manually produce a
pricing signal to discourage charging between 3-9 p.m., but noted that it would need to
build that capability, which would take time and resources. Id., p. 1.

The Authority attempted to investigate this manual solution by requesting a
proposal from Ul. Interrog. CAE-98. Ul responded that a manual solution would
effectively be a managed charging protocol and declined to provide a proposal because
the Company is not proposing to develop or implement a managed charging program for
MHD EV customers at this time, citing to the challenges associated with the development
and implementation. Interrog. Resp. CAE-98; see Ul Compliance Filing, Jan. 10, 2024,
pp. 28-31 (explaining Ul's position on the challenges associated with the development
and implementation of a managed charging program for MHD EV customers).

Although the TOU period in Eversource’s rate design Scenario 1 mostly captures
all ISO-NE system peak hours, the Authority then requested that both Eversource and Ul
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provide a proposed Scenario 1 rate design that modifies the on-peak time-of-use (TOU)
period to non-holiday weekdays of 3—-9 p.m. Eastern Standard Time. Interrogs. CAE-109
& CAE-110. Understanding that the TOU periods in Ul's Scenario 1 rate design cannot
be modified without making significant modifications to its billing system, the Authority
suggested a manual approach “work around” that would not qualify as a managed
charging program because it would not include load control. 1d. The Authority envisioned
a scenario where a fleet provider sends an Excel spreadsheet (or data in a similar format)
each month before the billing cycle ends with hourly consumption data for days within
that billing cycle, and the Company uses such data to calculate and assess an on-bill
penalty for charging during ISO-NE system peak hours where the EDC TOU period
misaligns (8—-9 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays for Eversource, 6-9 p.m. on non-holiday
weekdays for Ul) and an on-bill credit for charging off ISO-NE system peak hours where
the EDC TOU period misaligns 12—3 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays for Eversource, 10
a.m.—3 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays for Ul). Id.

Eversource stated that the structure and process suggested by the Authority’s
‘work around” example could require elaborate biling mechanisms and manual
processes that may be untenable and inefficient to deploy. Interrog. Resp. CAE-109.
Eversource therefore recommended continuing to deploy the approved Scenario 1
design, and to separately evaluate potential alternative designs. Id. Ul responded that it
could not develop the requested proposal in the amount of time allowed for interrogatory
responses. Interrog. Resp. CAE-110, p. 1. Additionally, Ul states that it could not
accomplish the structure and process suggested by the example provided in the
Authority’s interrogatory with its existing resources because it would require considerable
manual effort for each customer each month. Id., p. 2. Further, Ul argued that Ul billing
is required to be accurate, with meters compliant with ANSI C12.30 per Conn. Agencies
Regs. §16-11-120, Accuracy of watthour meters, and § 16-11-130, Periodic tests, and that
because the Company is unable to know the accuracy of any customer owned equipment
but would be responsible for the validity of such data, that Ul cannot accept this
responsibility. 1d., pp. 1-2.

b. Rate Design Scenario 2

Rate design Scenario 2 is a modified version of PG&E’s Business EV Rate Plans
applicable to each EDC.32 Procedural Order, p. 20. The Authority’s Notice of Request
for Written Comments issued on May 11, 2022, sought examples of MHD EV utility rate
designs in other jurisdictions, and multiple stakeholders raised PG&E’s Business EV Rate
Plans offered in California. 1d., p. 16. The Authority directed the EDCs to each develop
Scenario 2 to determine whether the magnitude of the demand penalty included in
PG&E'’s Business EV Rate Plans would send a sufficient price signal to MHD EV fleet
customers to mitigate peak demand in accordance with Objective #2. Procedural Order,
p. 20. “Each Company’s rates have their own designation for On-Peak and Off-Peak
periods and Ul includes a seasonal rate structure for certain components of service, while

32 See PG&E Business EV Rate Plans, available at: https://www.pge.com/en/account/rate-plans/find-your-
best-rate-plan/electric-vehicles.html; see also, PG&E’s Business EV tariffs, available at:
https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/tariffoook/ELEC SCHEDS BEV.pdf.
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Eversource’s rates (i.e., prices) change while maintaining the same time-of-day periods
through seasons.” Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-48.

Eversource explained that the development and implementation of Scenario 2
would require significant changes relative to existing structures. Interrog. Resp. CAE-27.
Eversource estimates Scenario 2 would take $25,000 to $30,000 and 12—-16 weeks to
implement. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-48. However, it appears that this estimate
is based on a preliminary version of a marginal cost analysis, and that a full marginal cost
analysis would change the estimate of time and cost required. When describing its
Scenario 2 rate design, Eversource stated that “to retain consistency with the referenced
PG&E BEV rate structure, the monthly distribution demand is priced on the basis of an
estimated Eversource distribution marginal cost, calculated on a proxy basis and applied
illustratively in the design herein.” EDC Proposal, pp. 11-12. When asked to provide a
detailed cost and timeline estimate for conducting a full marginal cost analysis for the
distribution system, Eversource explained that it would require roughly 12 months and
that it could not estimate the cost without first completing the definition of study scope,
parameters, and outputs. Interrog. Resp. CAE-58.

Ul explained that a difference between the EDCs’ Scenario 2 is that Eversource
used a marginal costs analysis to determine the distribution demand charge, while Ul
used the current distribution demand charge of its Rate GST rate schedule. Ul Interrog.
Resp. CAE-48. Ul did not provide a cost and timeline estimate because it did not engage
the information technology and SAP billing system contractors; however, if implemented
as Ul proposed, the Company predicted that the Scenario 2 cost would be relatively low
and the timeline relatively short. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-48. If Ul was required to use a
marginal cost analysis to determine the distribution demand charge as it believes
Eversource did, Ul estimated the cost would be much greater and the timeline much
longer to implement Scenario 2. Id. Ul estimated that conducting a marginal cost study
would take approximately six months and is likely to cost between $250,000 to $300,000.
Interrog. Resp. CAE-57.

c. Rate Design Scenario 3

Rate Design Scenario 3 is a modified version of Ul's Large Power Time-of-Day
(LPT) rate,33 but with a tiered demand charge structure (i.e., different levels of $/kW
charges based on the level of demand, e.g., one $/kW charge for 100- 350kW, but a
higher $/kW charge for 350kW) with at least two tiers. Procedural Order, p. 20. The LPT
rate includes three different time slots where rates vary, including: (1) on-peak between
10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. weekdays; (2) shoulder period from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. weekdays; and (3) off-peak from 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
weekdays, and all weekend hours. Ul Final Tariffs 2023, pp. 82—85. Ul rate LPT includes
demand charges across all components, except for the Generation Charge, which is
volumetric. Id. Ul's LPT rate also includes a basic service charge, which is $345.49

33 See Ul Compliance, Mar. 29, 2023, Att. 1, (Ul Final Tariffs 2023) pp. 82-85, Docket No. 23-01-02,
Administrative Proceeding to Review The United Illuminating Company’s Standard Service and Supplier
of Last Resort Service 2023 Procurement Results and Rates.
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monthly. 1d. Furthermore, there are additional demand charges where the shoulder max
demand and the off-peak max demand in excess of the on-peak max demand are added
as an additional charge. Id. The LPT rate includes a special provision when the capacity
requirements are greater than 3,000 kVA that can provide a $0.198 per kilowatt of demand
credit to customers. Ul Final Tariffs 2023, pp. 82—-85.

The intent of rate design Scenario 3 is for the demand component to provide a
degree of flexibility while, together with the TOU volumetric rates, still providing an
effective price signal to MHD EV fleet customers to charge during times that are optimal
for the grid. Procedural Order, p. 20. Thus, the EDCs were directed to: develop tariffs
such that costs are allocated more to volumetric charges than to demand charges as
compared with the currently applicable rates in a manner that promotes the economic
viability of the priority use cases; develop eligibility parameters that allow for smaller MHD
EV fleets and MHD EV fleets on feeders with low loading to be eligible for the lowest
demand charge tier; evaluate and propose TOU periods that ensure that the distribution
grid and bulk power system are optimally utilized; and provide analysis and commentary
on whether such rate design is most suitable for one or more of the priority use cases.
Id.

d. Rate Scenario Bill Analysis Comparison

Using CTDOT's fleet data,34 Eversource calculated that Scenarios 1 and 2 produce
similar average bill results for the CTtransit Fleet of approximately 21 cents per kWh,
while Scenario 3 produces average bills at approximately 27 cents per kWh.35
Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-72, p. 2; Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-72, Att. 1, p.
1. Eversource notes that the CTtransit facilities evaluated in that scenario analysis have
projected low average load factors in the 5% to 14% range. Eversource Interrog. Resp.
CAE-72. As an example, for CTtransit Hartford, the average cents per kWh would be
32.3 under Rate 56, 21.1 cents per kWh under Scenario 1, 20.4 cents per kWh under
Scenario 2, and 26.7 cents per kWh under Scenario 3. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-
72, Att. 1, p. 2. Eversource clarified that the estimated data provided by CTDOT for this
Scenario 1 bill analysis is at full implementation EV charging levels, and that it may take
several years for CTDOT to fully implement EV charging and the load factors for the initial
deployment may be significantly different than the load factors at full implementation.
Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-108.

Ul performed a similar analysis using CTDOT's fleet data, resulting in
approximately 26 cents per kWh for Scenario 1 (using the 50% load factor endpoint), 27
cents per kWh for Scenario 2, and 32 cents per kWh for Scenario 3. See Ul Interrog.
Resp. CAE-72, Att. 1.

34 Fleet data comes from CTtransit Hartford, CTtransit Stamford, CTtransit Waterbury, Housatonic Area
Transit, Norwalk Transit District, River Valley Transit District, SouthEast Area Transit, and Windham
Regional Transit District.

35 UlI's analysis using CTDOT fleet data results produced similar results. See Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-72,
Att. 1, p. 6.
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4. Participant and Stakeholder feedback

a. General Support for Scenario 1

The EDCs recommended that the Authority adopt rate design Scenario 1. EDC
Proposal, p. 16; EDC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, pp. 12-13. Eversource explained that
Scenario 1 should provide price signals that encourage off-peak charging and minimize
impacts to both the distribution grid and to customers in other rate classes sharing use of
that grid. EDC Proposal, p. 8.

Scenario 1 rate design addresses key issues in a balanced manner, for
each of the components of service — distribution, transmission and supply.
Each of these components are cost based and are designed relative to a
class-average load factor that can apply to any level of peak charging
demand. This design works across a range of load factors and TOU usage
profiles . . . . The proportion of demand vs. volumetric rates are evaluated
on an annual basis, so that a customer can retain the benefit of lower load
factor tiers over the course of a 12-month period. Furthermore, volumetric
rates are applied on a time-of-use basis throughout a given year.

EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, pp. 13—14.

Eversource explained that while Scenario 2 provides the largest discount as
compared to the otherwise applicable general service rate (Rate 56) for high load factor
customers, throughout the whole range of load factors, Scenario 1 “provides both the
benefit of flexible, lower demand charges and additional TOU volumetric rates, where
customers can further manage charging to achieve bill reductions and savings.”
Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-28. Eversource also explains that Scenario 1 “was not
predicated on producing a level of discount, but rather that the resulting bills produce
reasonable results.” Id. For Ul, Scenario 3 is the least expensive for customers with a
high load factor; however, Scenario 1 will result in lower monthly bills for MHD fleet
customers with load factors less than 49%. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-28. As noted above
in Section V.D.3.a, Rate Design Scenario 1, Ul stated that many fleets will not be able to
reach annual load factors above 50% in actual operation because that would require
extensive off-peak charging throughout the year.

CLF also expressed general support for rate design Scenario 1. CLF Comments,
Feb. 7, 2024, pp. 2-5. CLF explained that at low load factors, demand charges have an
especially negative impact on the economics of charging infrastructure, and therefore
high volumetric charges and reduced or eliminated demand charges at low load factors
can help reduce the barrier to charging station development caused by demand charges.
CLF Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, pp. 2-3. Additionally, CLF states the sliding scale design
can increase consistency and predictability for charging customers in the cost per mile
across different load factor levels. Id., p. 3. The eight different pricing tiers would ensure
that the reimposition of demand charges is gradual. Id. “Only reimposing full demand
charges once a load factor above 49[%] is reached would ensure that the site host has
sufficient usage such that the demand charge does not constitute an inordinate portion of
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the monthly bill.” Id. CLF believes that Scenario 1 rate design would be appropriate for
all of PURA's fleet priority use cases. CLF Comments, Sept. 13, 2024, p. 2. The EDCs
have also presented evidence that customers’ monthly bills would be less under the
Scenario 1 rate than under Rate 56 rate until a load factor of 50% is reached. Id.

CLF prefers Scenario 1 to Scenario 2 because Scenario 2 maintains a demand
charge at the lowest load factor levels, does not reach parity with the monthly bill under
the general service rate, and, therefore, there is a greater risk of cost shifting, and
because there is concern with its feasibility regarding metering/billing capabilities and the
time and cost. CLF Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 4. CLF notes that implementation should
be easier and less expensive for Scenario 1 given that the utilities have experience with
the LD EVSE Tariffs on which Scenario 1 is based. CLF Comments, Sept. 13, 2024, p.
3. CLF prefers Scenario 1 to Scenario 3 because Scenario 3 would maintain relatively
high demand charges at the lowest load factor levels. CLF Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p.
5.

Alliance for Transportation Electrification (ATE) also expressed support for
Scenario 1. ATE Comments, Apr. 12, 2024 (ATE Apr. Comments), pp. 2-3. ATE opined
that as the industry accelerates over the next several years, there will be more
understanding of MHD charging loads, including cost information, and when this happens
it may be appropriate to modify the rate or add additional rates. Id. However, at this time,
a single rate is less confusing for customers, will provide predictability, and is practical for
the EDCs to implement in their IT and billing systems. Id.

OCC voiced concern that the three rate scenarios proposed by the EDCs will
produce significantly lower revenues than the same load as priced via existing rate
offerings. OCC Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 2; OCC Brief, p. 2. Additionally, OCC
observed that there is the potential for shifting the EDC peak due to MHD EV charging,
and suggested defining the user peak as their usage at the time coincident with the EDC
peak (coincident peak demand) as opposed to the proposed methods of determining the
user peak for purposes of assessing $/kW and $/kVA charges. OCC Comments, Feb. 7,
2024, pp. 2-3. OCC states that this would provide “the proper pricing mechanism to
incentivize MHD EV customers to control usage at the time when the EDCs are incurring
their long-term marginal cost.” Id., p. 3.

b. Scenario 1 for Transit Fleets

In order to convert 30% of the state’s existing diesel-bus transit fleet to BEBs by
2030, CTDOT's rate design goal is to achieve a stable and predictable cost of electricity
roughly comparable to diesel bus operating costs (cost equivalent is currently about 30
cents per kWh), and to work with the Authority and the EDCs to make the three largest
CTtransit facilities across the State (Hartford, New Haven, Stamford) capable of charging
buses reliably and affordably over the next five years. CTDOT Comments, Feb. 7, 2024,
pp. 2-3. As noted above in Section V.D.3.a, Rate Design Scenario 1, using CTDOT’s
fleet data, Eversource calculated that Scenario 1 produced average bills for the CT Transit
Fleet of approximately 21 cents per kWh. Eversource Interrog. Resp., CAE-72, p. 2;
Eversource Interrog. Resp., CAE-72, Att. 1, p. 1.
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CTDOT voiced concern that Scenario 1 had a maximum ratchet demand of 670.5
kVA, which would only represent approximately five BEBs simultaneously charging, and
that the rate would always ratchet any MHD fleet charging, automatically defaulting to
Eversource's Rate 56 and Ul's GS/GTS tariffs.3¢ CTDOT Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 7,
CTDOT Comments, Apr. 12, 2024. Eversource clarified that when it filed the proposal for
Scenario 1, an average on-peak demand of 500 kVA and a 12-month maximum demand
of 670.5 kVA was chosen as representative demand levels for the analysis. Eversource
Interrog. Resp. CAE-60. Eversource explained that a maximum demand greater than
670.5 kVA would not default to Rate 56 pricing.3”

Ul confirmed that its Scenario 1 proposal does not have a demand ratchet. Ul
Interrog. Resp. CAE-60. However, while the customer would never revert to Eversource's
Rate 56 and UlI's GS/GTS tariffs, the principle of the sliding demand scale tariff requires
that the corresponding base tariff rates apply when the demand exceeds the sliding
demand scale demand end-point of 50% load factor. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-61.

Although the EDCs represent that there is no demand ratchet, CTDOT expressed
concern that as the fleet size in a given location grows, it is likely that CTDOT and the
other transit operators will need to charge a large percentage of their fleets during peak
periods as well in order to properly manage their transit services. CTDOT Comments,
Feb. 7, 2024, p. 7. Additionally, CTDOT originally anticipated that the load factors for the
largest CTtransit facilities could be over 40 to 50%. Id. Therefore, the Authority explored
the idea of modifying Scenario 1’s tiers by increasing the sliding demand scale demand
end-point of 50% load factor to 75% and 100%. See Interrog. CAE-50. However, by
increasing the demand scale demand end-point, monthly bills would be greater than
comparable bills on Eversource's Rate 56 and Ul's GS/GTS tariffs as the load factors
increase above the 50% level. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-50. Increasing load
factor design points to 75% or 100% distorts the intended design of Scenario 1 and
produces unintended outcomes regarding impacts to customer bills. 1d. This concern
was alleviated when it was later determined that CT Transit facilities38 have projected low
average load factors in the 5% to 14% range. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-72.
CTDOT confirmed that it agreed with the results of the EDCs’ simulations and that
Scenario 1 met its rate design goals and the rate design goals established in the
Authority’s Procedural Order. Interrog. Resp. CAE-71. Although CTDOT preferred that
Scenario 1’'s sliding demand scale demand end-point be 100%, it does not make a
significant difference whether it is 50 or 100%, and CTDOT is comfortable that Scenario

36 A demand ratchet is a billing mechanism where the customer's demand charge is determined not just by
the current month's usage, but also by the highest demand recorded within the previous 11 or 12 months.

37 The Authority notes that Eversource’s Scenario 1 rate design tariff states: “The distribution demand shall
be the highest average 30-minute kilovolt-ampere (kVA) demand in the current month or the preceding
eleven (11) months." Eversource Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att. 2.1 Eversource Tariff (Scenario 1), p. 3.
This appears to be a demand ratchet. With a demand ratchet, if a customer sets a high demand one
month, they have little reason to manage that demand for the next 11 months since they will be charged
based on the high demand mark.

38 CTtransit Hartford, CTtransit Stamford, CTtransit Waterbury, Housatonic Area Transit, Norwalk Transit
District, River Valley Transit District, SouthEast Area Transit, and Windham Regional Transit District.
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1 will allow their operations to be revenue neutral relative to diesel bus operation. Tech
Mt'g Tr, Oct. 22, 2024, 127:25-128:18.

c. Scenario 1 for ESB Fleets

Several participants and stakeholders expressed support for the program to offer
multiple rate structures to meet unique MHD fleet needs. See, e.q., DEEP Comments,
June 1, 2022, p. 18; Sierra Club Comments, June 1, 2022, p. 5; Chargepoint Comments,
July 12, 2022, pp. 1-2; Edison Electric Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 3; OCC Comments,
Feb. 2, 2024, p. 2. Chargepoint highlighted the MHD EV charging covers a wide range
of customers with vastly different consumption patterns. Chargepoint Comments, July
12, 2022, pp. 1-2. Chargepoint argued that “there is no ‘one-size-fits all’ rate design
structure for all MHD fleet operators given the many different MHD fleet use cases.” Id.,

pp. 1-2.

There was also support for a rate structure to be offered specifically designed to
address the unique needs of ESBs. See, e.qg., First Student Comments, May 27, 2022,
p. 1; CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 10; CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Atts. E &
F (Highland and Zum Comments). CGB’s internal TCO analyses “have emphasized the
importance of reasonable, predictable rates in ensuring that [ESBs] are significantly
cheaper to operate than diesel school bus alternatives.” CGB Comments, Feb. 7, 2024,
p. 4.

School bus operators Highland and Zum submitted comments voicing concerns
regarding: (1) the tariffs’ sliding scale load factor creates a lack of predictable rates; (2)
seasonal variation in usage and charging of ESBs would result in seasonal variation in
load factors and resulting energy costs; and (3) the complexity of cost forecasting under
Scenario 1 for school districts and ESB operators. See CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024,
Att. E, pp. 2-3; CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. F, p. 1. Therefore, the school bus
operators suggested that Scenario 1 be modified to allow for: (1) seasonal rate
adjustment; (2) seasonal time-of-use periods; (3) increased price differential for on- and
off-peak usage; and (4) minimum load factor guarantee to ensure consistent rates for
ESB operators. See CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, Att. E, pp. 2-3; CGB Comments,
Sept. 27, 2024, Att. F, pp. 1-2.

The EDCs address the school bus operator’s concerns, explaining how Scenario
1 addresses key issues in a balanced manner, for each component of service —
distribution, transmission, and supply. See Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-84, pp. 1-2;
Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-84, p. 2; Tech Mt'g Tr, Oct. 22, 2024, 49:14-62:1; Tech Mt'g Tr.,
Feb. 4, 2025, 18:18-27:13, 36:13—41:14, 47:10-49:22. Concerning the perception that
Scenario 1’s sliding scale load factor would create a lack of predictable rates, Eversource
detailed the “slow start” period, explained above in Section V.D.3.a, Rate Design Scenario
1, which is designed so that the billing “tier” for the year will be known in January, and
therefore school districts and ESB operators can project billing costs for the year. Tech
Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025,47:10-48:13; Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-84, p. 1.
Additionally, responding to the concern about the seasonal variation in usage and
charging of ESBs, Eversource explained that the average monthly load factors used for
billing will be determined by the customer’s monthly load factors averaged over the year,
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so any seasonal variations are accounted for and built into the billing tier for the following
year. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-84, p. 1.

After hearing from the EDCs, CGB stated that based on the total cost of ownership
analyses they have previously run, Scenario 1 can be part of the solution to achieve
economical operation of ESBs. Tech Mt'g Tr., Feb. 4, 2025, 32:2-15. Therefore, CGB
stated that they are comfortable with the projections and data that have been provided
with Scenario 1. 1d., 32:15-20.

5. Authority Analysis

a. Approval of Scenario 1

After considering the EDCs’ rate design proposals, as well as comments from
stakeholders, the Authority will direct the EDCs to make their respective Scenario 1 rate
designs, with modifications as described below, available for all MHD EV fleets with four
or more networked Level 2 or 3 chargers.

A bill comparison showing Dattco’s bills under different Eversource tariffs
compared with Scenario 1 at different load factors, using the same peak demand, is in
Appendix 1 of this Decision. Infra, APPENDIX 1: Comparison of Dattco Bills Under
Eversource Tariffs and Scenario 1. The bill comparison breaks down individual charges
and provides total bill amounts and levelized cost per kWh for Rate 56, Rate 27, Rate 30,
Rate 37, and Scenario 1. Id. The bill analysis uses Dattco's demand from one of its bill
examples (218 kW) and then uses the assumed peak/off-peak percentages (28% on-
peak, 72% off-peak) from Eversource's bill comparison for Rate 56 versus Scenario 1.
See Interrog. Resp. CAE-90, Att. “Dattco Eversource Bill 1 Redacted”; Eversource
Corresp., Jan. 12, 2024, Att. 2.1 Eversource Rate Design. Per Eversource’s
representation that it advised Dattco to use Rate 27 or Rate 37 to lower its bills by
mitigating the demand charges, the Authority included Rates 27 and 37 in its analysis.
The Authority’s bill analysis demonstrates that if Dattco had switched to Rate 27 or Rate
37, Dattco’s bill savings would be insubstantial as compared to Scenario 1 at Dattco’s
existing load factor of 11%. Infra, Appendix A. Among all rates considered, only Scenario
1 approaches the levelized cost per kWh required for Dattco’s fleet to be cost-competitive
with diesel fuel. Furthermore, some ESBs may require mid-day charging to support
longer routes or evening activities. With an on-peak period of 12:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
during weekdays, Rate 27 and Rate 37 would have created other major issues for Dattco
because of the long on-peak period overlapping with charging schedules. Additionally,
while Rates 27 and 37 have a time-differentiated volumetric charge, there is no time
differentiation for the distribution demand charge components. Because the demand
charge is the main driver of Dattco’s high bills, Rates 27 and 37 would have provided
insufficient relief. This analysis further illustrates why the existing general service rates
are inapplicable to MHD fleet usage and do not meet the rate design goals set out in the
Authority’s Procedural Order.

OCC'’s stated concern regarding a potential revenue shortfall appears to be based
on the belief that fleets have the same load profile (and contribute equally to underlying
costs) as an average C&l customer. Broadly, however, that is not true because of their
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flexibility to shift charging to off-peak times. There is no evidence in the record that
indicates that MHD fleets under existing C&l rates would under collect revenue relative
to the cost to serve. Additionally, MHD rate design will generate more revenue as more
fleets electrify as a result of the rate, and rate design that shifts charging to off peak hours
will help avoid costly infrastructure upgrades. Additionally, although OCC’s proposal to
define the user peak as their usage at the time coincident with the EDC peak is
reasonable, it is not currently feasible because it would require AMI (which is not widely
deployed in Eversource service territory) and a major overhaul to billing cycles.

Among the near-term scenarios considered, Scenario 1 best achieves the rate
design goals set out in the Authority’s Procedural Order related to program objectives #1
and #2. See, supra, Section V.D.3, EDCs Proposed MHD Rate Design Scenarios. DOT
and CGB’s support of Scenario 1 demonstrates how Scenario 1 meets rate design
objective # 1 by enabling practical and economic viability of MHD transit vehicles and
ESBs. Scenario 1 also meets rate design objective # 3 because more fleets electrifying
will mean incremental revenue from the increased load. Scenario 1 generally provides
revenues equivalent to those recovered in General Service rates, and establishing a rate
that provides incentives to charge off peak will help avoid more costly infrastructure
upgrades in the future.

Rate Design Scenario 1 has received the most support from participants and
stakeholders and does the best job of meeting all three objectives. However, as currently
proposed by Ul, Scenario 1 does not satisfy rate design objective #2 because the TOU
period in the rate design is misaligned with the ISO-NE system peak period. The Authority
understands that it cannot direct Ul to implement a rate design that contains TOU periods
aligned with the ISO-NE system peak periods in this proceeding, as this issue is being
investigated in Ul's rate case. However, the Authority has exhausted its ability to find a
solution to the misalignment of the EDCs’ TOU periods and the ISO-NE system peak
periods, as described in Section V.D.3.a.i, Time of Use Component. There are significant
implications to MHD EV fleets charging during system peak periods, including the
potential for higher capacity, energy, and transmission costs for all Connecticut
ratepayers. As the TOU periods in the EDCs’ Scenario 1 rate designs stand, MHD EV
fleets would be penalized for charging off system peak in the middle of the day, and fleets
do not face penalties for the full system peak. As described in Section IV.C, Obstacles to
MHD Fleet Electrification, EV adoption is rapidly increasing, and the pace of adoption will
further increase as the State strives to meet its statutory goals, and therefore it is
imperative that a MHD rate design works to discourage on-peak charging.

Ul argued that its billing is required to be accurate, with meters compliant with ANSI
C12.30 per Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-11-120, Accuracy of watthour meters, and § 16-
11-130, Periodic tests, and that because the Company is unable to know the accuracy of
any customer-owned equipment but would be responsible for the validity of such data,
that Ul cannot accept this responsibility. Interrog. Resp. CAE-110, pp. 1-2. However,
these regulations are related to meter accuracy, and do not limit the use of data outside
of meters to assess penalties or credits that flow outside of the bill. Additionally, Conn.
Agencies Regs. § 16-11-118(a), Measurement, states that “[a]ll electricity sold to
customers shall be measured by commercially acceptable measuring devices owned and
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maintained by the electric company, except where it is impracticable to measure certain
loads.” Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-11-118(a). Itis currently impractical to measure when
EV charging occurs using non-AMI meters. While AMI has been widely deployed in Ul
territory, it has not in Eversource service territory. Relatedly, the Authority notes that the
EDCs use telematics data provided to the EDCs from the charging stations of participating
customers for the light-duty EV Residential Single Family Managed Charging Program.
Interrog. Resp. CAE-97, p. 2.

In order to satisfy rate design Objective #2, the Authority establishes the Optional
MHD Load Shifting Program, as described in Section V.F.4, Optional MHD Load Shifting
Program, which will be implemented by the Program Administrator. The Optional MHD
Load Shifting Program is meant to be a temporary solution. The EDCs shall investigate
an alternative solution, such as a mandatory managed charging program or manual
solution providing penalties and credits on bills (as described in Section V.F.4, Optional
MHD Load Shifting Program), to provide a solution to the misalignment of Scenario 1’s
TOU period with the ISO-NE system peak hours, and to submit a proposal, via motion for
review and approval, by March 1, 2026. The EDCs are exempt from this requirement to
investigate an alternative solution if they implement TOU rates that align with the ISO-NE
system peak hours before said date. Regarding the Authority’s investigation into the
possibility of shortening the slow start period, while it is important to use 12 months of
data to take into account seasonal changes in charging behavior, a customer who does
not belong on Tier 1 could remain on Tier 1 for almost two years in order for the
Companies to collect a full calendar year of data prior to determining the customer’s
appropriate load factor tier for the following year. Therefore, the Authority will direct the
EDCs to investigate billing system changes or a manual solution where tier selection is
done when 12 months of billing data becomes available, instead of waiting for the
completion of the first full calendar year of service. See, supra, Section V.D.3.a, Rate
Design Scenario 1. The EDCs shall submit a proposal, via motion for review and
approval, by March 1, 2026.

Further, Eversource shall remove the apparent demand ratchet for the distribution
and ESI charges from its MHD EV Rate Design offering, consistent with Ul, which will
incentivize MHD fleet operators to manage their demand in each billing month. See,
supra, Section V.D.4.b, Scenario 1 for Transit Fleets (footnote 40).

Therefore, the Authority will direct the EDCs to make their respective Scenario 1
rate design, with modifications as described above, available for all MHD EV fleets with
four or more networked Level 2 or 3 chargers, by January 1, 2026.

b. Future Evaluation of MHD Rate Design

CTDOT had expressed concern about Scenario 1’s ability to enable affordable bus
charging as fleet sizes increase and load factors rise. See, supra, Section V.D.4.b,
Scenario 1 for Transit Fleets. Eversource states that at this juncture, the Scenario 1 rate
design is the most flexible option, and effectively tracks across a full range of utilization,
including across different stages of fleet growth. Eversource Comments, Apr. 12, 2024,
p. 6. Learnings from applying Scenario 1 for various use cases may inform changes to,
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or expansion of, the rate offering. 1d. The Authority therefore will direct the EDCs to
gather and study usage, cost, and other characteristics of the Scenario 1 offering so that
the Authority can determine whether changes are necessary to this initial rate and
whether the development of an additional rate is necessary. This data shall include total
levelized cost ($/kWh) by month, total usage during ISO-NE system peak hours versus
off-peak hours, load factor by month, peak demand and the date/hour it occurs. The
EDCs shall evaluate the performance of their MHD rate offerings across growth stages,
as well as performance of that rate within different load factor tranches, focusing on
defining and evaluating the extent of optimization that occurs, and submit via motion for
review and approval no later than September 1, 2026, a proposal for any changes to or
expansion of the MHD rate offering. See id., p. 5.

E. CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE INCENTIVES

1. Summary

Based on the evidence in the record, the Authority hereby adopts the Companies’
charging infrastructure incentive proposals and establishes a make-ready incentive of
$1,300/kilowatt (kW) up to 3 megawatts (MW) of capacity per site and an electric vehicle
supply equipment (EVSE) incentive of up to 50% of the EVSE cost, and up to $400,000
per site, varying by EVSE kW capacity.

Further, the Authority hereby authorizes a MHD EV charging infrastructure
incentive pilot offering that provides such incentives for up to two projects per EDC service
territory for electrification of school buses in disadvantaged communities. The Program
Administrator will be responsible for developing and reviewing incentive applications,
selecting incentive awardees, filing such project awardees with the Authority, and
distributing make-ready and EVSE incentives to pilot participants.

2. Stakeholder Comments

Multiple docket Participants recommended and referred to other jurisdictions’
make-ready designs that contain an 80-100% incentive for utility- and customer-side
infrastructure improvements and a 50-100% incentive for EVSE.

a. Case Studies

The Sierra Club and CLF referenced Massachusetts’ MHD EV charging
infrastructure programs proposed by National Grid and Eversource. Sierra Club
Comments, June 1, 2022 (Sierra Club June Comments), p. 2; CLF Comments, May 27,
2022 (CLF May Comments), p. 4. National Grid proposed a program to support 850 MHD
EVs by providing 100% of utility- and customer-side make-ready infrastructure costs, 50%
of EVSE costs, and 100% for EVSE costs in EJCs. Sierra Club June Comments, p. 2.
Eversource’s proposal in Massachusetts included a $3 million allocation to support the
electrification of approximately 120 MHD EVs in EJCs. Sierra Club June Comments, p.
3; CLF May Comments, p. 4; Eversource Comments, May 27, 2022 (Eversource May
Comments), p. 8.
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Eversource, ChargePoint, and DEEP provided information regarding California
MHD EV charging infrastructure incentive programs. Eversource May Comments, pp. 8—
9; ChargePoint Comments, June 1, 2022 (ChargePoint June Comments), p. 9; DEEP
Comments, June 1, 2022 (DEEP June Comments), pp. 11-12. Eversource stated that
Southern California Edison (SCE) and PG&E each offer five-year make-ready incentive
programs that cover the full utility-side make-ready costs and up to 80% of the customer-
side make-ready costs. Eversource May Comments, p. 8; Save the Sound Comments,
June 1, 2022, p. 4. Further, both utilities’ programs require a minimum of two EVs per
site and 10 years of operation and have deployment targets for disadvantaged
communities. Id. SCE and PG&E have approved budgets of $356.4 million and $236
million, respectively, which will support the electrification of approximately 8,490 and
6,500 MHD fleet vehicles, respectively. Id.; ChargePoint June Comments, p. 9. San
Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) was approved for a $107 million MHD EV make-ready
incentive program that offers two EVSE installation incentive options: utility ownership or
customer ownership. ChargePoint June Comments, p. 9; DEEP June Comments, p. 12.
If a customer opts to own the EVSE, then SDG&E will cover the cost of all utility-side
make-ready infrastructure and offer up to 80% of customer-side make-ready costs. Id.,
pp. 12-13. SDG&E also offers EVSE incentives that range from $3,000 to $75,000
depending on the EVSE kW capacity, and provides an additional rebate of up to 50% of
the EVSE cost for transit agencies, school districts, and fleets in disadvantaged
communities. Id., p. 13.

Ul reported on its affiliates’ New York State Electric & Gas (NYSEG) and Rochester
Gas & Electric (RG&E) MHD EV incentive offerings in New York State. Ul Comments,
May 27, 2022 (Ul May Comments), pp. 4-5; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-8. Under the New
York Public Service Commission (PSC) $701 million MHD Pilot, Ul stated that NYSEG
and RG&E offer up to 90% of utility-side make-ready costs for MHD fleets. Ul May
Comments, p. 4; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-8; CLF May Comments, pp. 5—6. Subsequently,
the EDCs informed the Authority that the NY PSC, due to low program participation,
modified the program to include customer-side make-ready incentives. EDC Proposal,
p. 22. Ul also reported that the PSC directed RG&E to “partner with Rochester-Genesee
Regional Transit Authority and provide” $1.95 million to cover 100% of the customer- and
utility-side make-ready infrastructure costs. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-8, p. 2.

b. Stakeholder Recommendations

Many stakeholders identified make-ready and EVSE costs as major barriers to
MHD vehicle electrification as they are “one of the largest costs associated with installing
and hosting EV charging stations.” CLF Comments, July 12, 2022 (CLF July Comments),
pp. 3—4; CTDOT Comments, June 1, 2022 (CTDOT June Comments), p. 8; DEEP June
Comments, p. 15. As such, providing incentives to cover all or portions of make-ready
and EVSE costs will have a large impact on supporting MHD fleet electrification.

CTDOT initially opined that covering up to 100% of both utility- and customer-side
make-ready costs “is integral to achieving sufficient deployment to meet Connecticut’s
ambitious climate and transportation electrification goals.” CTDOT June Comments, p.
8. However, CTDOT emphasized the importance of incentivizing the utility-side make-
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ready costs, as there “is no reasonable private market substitute” that would suffer from
competition. Id., p. 10. Indeed, CTDOT estimated that the utility-side make-ready costs
for its Hartford and New Haven facilities may reach $75 million and $25 million,
respectively. CTDOT Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 10. As such, CTDOT modified their
incentive request to only focus on utility-side make-ready costs. 1d. In addition, CTDOT
argued that make-ready incentives should be prioritized for “public fleets that serve a
public benefit beyond just decarbonization,” such as public transit and school buses, as
well as focused on ready-to-deploy charging use cases like public transit, electric school
buses, and last-mile delivery. Id., pp. 3—4, 10, 13. CLF supported incentivizing up to
100% of make-ready costs for public sector fleets; moreover, CLF recommended covering
100% of EVSE costs for such fleets located in or majority operating in underserved
communities. CLF Comments, Feb. 7, 2024 (CLF Feb. Comments), p. 8.

Ul recommended as high as 100% of make-ready incentives may be necessary to
ensure public fleets, such as municipal, transit, and school bus fleets, can transition at
the same pace as private sector fleets. Ul Comments, July 12, 2022, pp. 3—4. Ul
suggested that because public fleets may drive fewer miles in comparison to private
fleets, public fleets will have a longer return on investment (ROI) and therefore struggle
with the higher upfront vehicle and infrastructure costs. Id.

The EDCs and CGB argued that school bus operators are particularly dependent
on external funding and charging infrastructure incentives in order to electrify their fleets.
EDC Proposal, p. 17; EDC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024 (EDC Sept. Comments), p. 4; CGB
Comments, July 12, 2022, pp. 1, 6. For example, school bus fleets have “lower overall
charging capacity needs” than other public and private fleets and thus may have a longer
ROI on the infrastructure and EVSE investments. EDC Sept. Comments, p. 4. Moreover,
given the statutory requirement to electrify 100% of school buses in EJCs by 2030, school
bus operators may need financial assistance in order to meet the deadline within five
years. CGB Sept. Comments, pp. 1-2; see General Statutes §22a-201d(c). Finally,
ESBs are uniquely suited to provide vehicle-to-grid services because of their long dwell
times during evenings and summer months; thus, incentivizing ESB charging
infrastructure can produce additional grid and ratepayer benefits through load
management. CGB Comments, June 1, 2022 (CGB June Comments), pp. 2, 9.

CLF recommended using the New York State MHD program as a model;
specifically, CLF highlighted that the NY PSC-established MHD EV charging
infrastructure program focuses on environmental justice and low- and moderate-income
(LMI) communities. CLF May Comments, pp. 5-6. CLF, DEEP, and Save the Sound
further argued that the Authority should establish a MHD charging incentive program that
prioritizes providing benefits to environmental justice and disadvantaged populations. Id.,
p. 6; DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022 (DEEP July Comments), pp. 11-13. Indeed, CLF
recommended that the Authority allocate at least 50% of the overall make-ready and
EVSE incentives to public transit and school bus electrification in environmental justice
communities. CLF July Comments, p. 4. The MHD Utility Stakeholder Group and CTDOT
also highlighted the importance of providing MHD fleet electrification incentives that
benefit LMI and disadvantaged communities, particularly to help improve air quality for
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communities “disproportionately burdened by poor air quality.” Eversource May
Comments, Ex. 1 (Utility Stakeholder Group Comments), p. 5; CTDOT June Comments,
p. 12.

OCC emphasized that a MHD EV charging incentive offering should be cost
effective and balance the costs and benefits to all ratepayers. OCC Comments, June 1,
2022, pp. 1-2; OCC Comments, July 12, 2022 (OCC July Comments), p. 3. As such,
OCC strongly recommended that the Authority conduct a benefit cost analysis to ensure
that the incentives provided align with limiting ratepayer impact while providing benefits
to MHD fleets and ratepayers. Id. Further, OCC recommended that make-ready and
EVSE incentives be provided in portions, where one portion of the overall incentive is
distributed upfront and the remaining funds are distributed over time to ensure that the
infrastructure investments are used as intended. OCC July Comments, p. 3. Finally,
OCC argued for incentive caps as well as prioritizing incentives toward public fleets, which
will ultimately provide greater ratepayer benefits. OCC Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 4.

3. Companies’ Proposal

In response to the Authority’s Procedural Order, the EDCs proposed a MHD EV
infrastructure incentive program that provides utility- and customer-side make-ready
incentives as well as EVSE incentives. EDC Proposal, pp. 16—-26.

First, the EDCs clarified their understanding of make-ready costs and the types of
infrastructure that are included; see Figure 1 below for more detail. Id., pp. 18-19.
Specifically, the EDCs stated that the EV industry defines make-ready costs as “all the
equipment from the distribution service drop-up to (and sometimes including) the
charger.” Id., p. 18. This includes equipment on the utility side, such as the “primary
lateral service line, transformer, switchgear (where required), meter and meter socket,”
and on the customer side, such as the “cabinet/service panel, secondary conduit and
conductor, and sometimes the charger itself.” Id.
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Figure 1: EDCs' EV Charging Infrastructure Make-Ready Diagram
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EDC Proposal, p. 19. The EDCs opined that a MHD EV charging infrastructure incentive
program that only covers utility-side make-ready costs will not be successful; rather, such
a program must include all of the previously stated make-ready costs that are on both the
utility and customer side, as well as EVSE costs. Id. Finally, the EDCs noted that each
Company’s new business policies incorporate an incremental revenue calculation “to
offset the cost of distribution system upgrades,” which will further reduce the customer’s
utility-side make-ready costs. Id., pp. 20-21.

Similar to existing requirements in the LD EV Charging Program, the EDCs
recommended that incentive participants be required to “share charger utilization and load
data with the EDCs” in order to receive incentives. 1d., p. 24; see also Decision, July 14,
2021, Docket No. 17-12-03RE04, PURA Investigation into Distribution System Planning
of the Electric Distribution Companies — Zero Emission Vehicles, p. 39. Subsequently,
the EDCs proposed to include a site selection process with site requirements and a
prioritization matrix in order to select optimal incentive awardees. EDC Comments, Nov.
5, 2024, pp. 9-11. Specifically, the EDCs proposed that fleets must, at minimum: (1)
demonstrate a fleet electrification plan; (2) electrify at least two vehicles; and (3)
demonstrate that the fleet has “applied for all available and eligible federal and state
funding opportunities” in order to receive incentives. Id., pp. 9-10. Further, the EDCs
proposed adopting prioritization criteria that will rank fleets based on the following criteria:
public fleet; prioritized fleet use segment (school bus, transit, last-mile delivery); EJC or
distressed municipality; GHG emissions reductions; managed charging pilot enroliment;
bidirectional charging installed; and geography. Id., p. 10.

Regarding program costs, the EDCs opined that the MHD charging infrastructure
incentive structure should have an overall discrete budget. EDC Proposal, p. 25.
However, the EDCs declined to provide a budget with their proposal, nor did the EDCs
suggest the adoption of any example budgets from other jurisdictions. 1d.
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a. Make-Ready Incentive Structure

In developing an effective make-ready incentive proposal, the EDCs reviewed
MHD EV fleet programs in other jurisdictions, including California, New York State, and
National Grid’s and Eversource’s offerings in Massachusetts. Id., pp. 21-22.

The EDCs proposed a utility- and customer-side make-ready incentive of
$1,300/kW for up to 3 MW of capacity per site for Level 2 or DCFC infrastructure. EDC
Proposal, pp. 22-23. First, the EDCs opined that a $/kW make-ready incentive
accommodates for a wider variety of fleet use cases that have different needs regarding
charging capacity and use profiles. 1d., p. 23. Further, the EDCs used average program
costs and deployments from their experiences in other jurisdictions, as well as information
from California programs, to calculate the $1,300/kW incentive level and the 3 MW site
cap. Id. Through a survey of deployed Level 2 and DCFC chargers, with capacities
ranging from 7-10 kW and 50-63 kW, respectively, the EDCs calculated average
installation costs of $8,922 per Level 2 EVSE and $66,000 per DCFC. Id. Regarding the
site cap, the EDCs reported that the NY PSC modified its make-ready program’s site cap
from 2 MW to 3 MW to better support high-capacity EV charging sites. EDC Proposal, p.
23. As such, the EDCs proposed a 3 MW site cap for Connecticut's MHD EV charging
infrastructure program. Id. Finally, the EDCs proposed providing up to 50% of the make-
ready costs for private fleet operators and up to 100% of the make-ready costs for public
sector fleets. Id., pp. 23-24.

b. EVSE Incentive Structure

The EDCs also proposed an additional EVSE incentive for fleets located in or who
operate more than 50% in underserved communities. Id., p. 24. As proposed, the EDCs
would provide fleets with a tiered EVSE incentive based on the EVSE kW capacity that
covers up to 50% of the EVSE cost, up to $400,000 per site. Id. Table 3 describes the
EDCs’ proposed EVSE incentive levels.

Table 3: EDCs’ Proposed MHD EVSE Incentive

EVSE kW Capacity Eligible Incentive (per port)
Up to 19.2 $3,000
19.3 to 50 $15,000
50.1 to 150 $45,000
150.1 and above $75,000

EDC Proposal, p. 24. Notably, the EDCs would provide EVSE incentives up to 50% of
the EVSE or the maximum eligible incentive per capacity as outlined in Table 3, whichever
is lower. Id. Additionally, the EDCs state that the EVSE incentive levels were based on
California program rebate amounts. Id.

4. Authority Analysis

As stated in the Authority’s Procedural Order, the Authority aims to enable
deployment of MHD EVs in accordance with Objective #1 by establishing an infrastructure
incentive structure that ensures the economic viability of MHD priority use cases.
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Procedural Order, Att. 1, p. 21. Additionally, an effective infrastructure incentive structure
can benefit all ratepayers through increasing electric loads that optimize existing
distribution capacity and therefore lower rates for all utility customers. Further, the
Authority recognizes that charging infrastructure costs are a major barrier to fleet
electrification. As such, the Authority finds it appropriate to adopt charging infrastructure
incentives within the MHD EV Program to help support MHD fleet electrification while
balancing the benefits to all ratepayers.

a. Make-Ready & EVSE Incentives

The Authority finds it appropriate to adopt, with modifications, the EDCs’ proposal
regarding make-ready and EVSE incentives. Notably, many stakeholders supported the
EDCs’ proposed make-ready definition and incentive levels for both make-ready and
EVSE incentives. DEEP Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 3; CLF Feb. Comments, pp. 7-8;
CGB Comments, Feb. 7, 2024, p. 3; ATE Apr. Comments, pp. 4-5. Moreover, the
Authority notes that such incentive levels were developed based on project deployment
experiences from the EDCs’ affiliates’ programs in other jurisdictions, as well as examples
from California electric utilities. Thus, the Authority finds the EDCs’ proposed make-ready
and EVSE incentive levels to be appropriate. Accordingly, the Authority establishes a
MHD EV make-ready incentive of $1,300/kW for up to 3 MW per site that will cover both
utility- and customer-side make-ready costs, as proposed by the EDCs. Additionally, the
Authority adopts the EDCs’ proposed tiered MHD EVSE incentives provided in Table 3.

To ensure consistency for developers, site hosts, and other interested
stakeholders, the Authority hereby adopts the following Site and Site Host definitions used
in the LD EV Program for use in the MHD EV Program:

Site: prewiring of electrical infrastructure at a set of parking spaces to facilitate
cost-efficient installation of a bank of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE),
either Level 2 or DCFC, on a property within the Company’s electric service
territory owned or controlled by the Site Host. A site may include a service panel,
junction boxes, conduit, wiring and other components necessary to make a
particular location able to accommodate a bank of EVSE. The maximum
incentives shall apply to each site. A Site Host may have more than one Site at a
single property to the extent that each site meets the specific electrical
infrastructure criteria as defined.

Site Host: the fee owner of Site or has a long-term (10 years or longer remaining
term) lease or ground lease of the Site.

Decision, Dec. 15, 2021, Docket No. 21-08-06, Annual Review of the Electric Vehicle
Charging Program — Year 1, p. 17.

As discussed below in Section V.E.4.d, Program Administrator, the Authority
hereby limits incentive distribution to demonstration school bus electrification projects in
disadvantaged communities at this time. Accordingly, the Program Administrator’s
selected demonstration projects shall be eligible to receive incentives of up to 100% of
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their make-ready costs, up to the 3 MW site cap, and up to 50% of the EVSE costs, up to
the $400,000 site cap.

Additionally, the Authority adopts the EDCs’ proposed minimum requirements for
receipt of incentive funds; namely, that fleets shall be required to: (1) demonstrate a fleet
electrification plan; (2) electrify at least two vehicles; and (3) demonstrate that the fleet
has applied for all available and eligible federal and state funding opportunities, in order
to receive incentives. See EDC Comments, Nov. 5, 2024, pp. 9-10; see also supra
Section V.C.4, FAS Requirements. The Authority reiterates that, as stated in Section
V.C.4.c, Data sharing and Fleet Inventory, customers that receive MHD EV Program
incentives, but who do not participate in a FAS program, are required to share the listed
data items with the Program Administrator. The Authority further reiterates that program
participants shall not be able to combine their incentives received from the Program
Administrator and other entities such that the incentives received exceed the total make-
ready and EVSE installation project cost. See, supra, Section V.C.4.d, Applying for Other
Funding. Participants that receive funding from another entity are required to notify the
Program Administrator to ensure that the incentive provided through the MHD EV
Program is appropriate.

b. Charging Incentive Budget

The Authority investigated whether an incentive cap could be established based
on the project’s calculated incremental revenue. Procedural Order, Att. 1, p. 21; Updated
MHD EV Program Proposal, Att. 1, pp. 2, 3—4. Specifically, the Authority explored
providing combined make-ready and EVSE infrastructure incentives that would be
“‘capped at 100% of a project’s expected incremental revenue of the increased electric
load over 10 years for public sector fleets ... and up to 50% of the customer’s calculated
project cap for private fleets.” Updated MHD EV Program Proposal, Att. 1, p. 2. However,
the EDCs and many Participants cautioned against this approach, opining that such a
calculation is difficult to measure and may either limit fleet electrification or allow
unfettered incentive distribution that would balloon the program’s cost. Eversource
Comments, Apr. 12, 2024, pp. 10-20; OCC Comments, Apr. 12, 2024, pp. 4-5, 6-7; CLF
Comments, Apr. 12, 2024, pp. 4-5; ATE Apr. Comments, p. 4.

The Authority appreciates the comments from the EDCs and Participants
regarding capping incentives at a project’s incremental revenue over a ten-year period.
The Authority recognizes that such a cap is difficult to establish and calculate. Further,
the estimated incremental revenue may not be fully realized by the EDCs if fleets do not
fully electrify as planned, leading to an over-distribution of incentive funds. Therefore,
given the lack of record evidence and the nascent status of the MHD EV fleet market, the
Authority determines that there is insufficient information by which to establish an overall
charging infrastructure incentive budget at this time. Instead, the Authority finds it
appropriate, for purposes of cost containment, to approve a program offering limited to
two demonstration projects per EDC service territory, as discussed below in Section
V.E.4.c, Demonstration Projects.
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c. Demonstration Projects

The Authority appreciates the EDCs’ and Participants’ provision of example make-
ready and EVSE incentive programs and budgets that have been approved and deployed
in other jurisdictions. The Authority notes that many of the examples provided established
overall incentive budget caps that supported the electrification of a specific number of
vehicles, often as initial pilot offerings. Further, the EDCs and many stakeholders opined
that establishing a budget cap, while necessary, is difficult to calculate at this time given
the nascent MHD EV market and lack of data regarding fleet electrification plans and
charging behavior.

As such, the Authority finds it appropriate to establish a MHD EV charging
infrastructure incentive pilot that supports up to two demonstration projects per EDC
service territory. Demonstration projects will allow the Program Administrator, EDCs,
CGB, and other involved stakeholders to explore MHD fleet electrification and learn about
recruitment, deployment, and installation challenges. Further, demonstration projects will
allow such parties to collect lessons learned and apply them to future projects, as
appropriate. Finally, such a structure will allow all parties to streamline the offering and
program administration in order to further reduce costs and limit ratepayer impacts.

Additionally, the Authority recognizes the importance of providing charging
infrastructure incentives for school bus electrification. Of the three Authority-stated
priority use cases, electric school buses require significant upfront investment yet are
operated by disparate private companies and school districts that may lack the finances
and expertise to electrify. Further, ESBs provide unique benefits to communities through
reducing air pollution, vehicle-to-grid programs that manage load and benefit the electric
grid, and lower electric rates for all customers by increasing EDC revenue. Moreover, all
school buses in EJCs must transition to ZEVs by 2030 and all school buses statewide
must transition to ZEVs by 2040. General Statutes § 22a-201d(b)—(c). As such, the
Authority finds it appropriate to limit the MHD EV Program’s incentive distribution to only
ESBs. Further, given the upcoming 2030 statutory requirement, the Authority further limits
the incentive distribution to ESBs that are located in or operate more than 50% of their
overall mileage in disadvantaged communities.

Accordingly, the Authority hereby establishes a MHD EV charging infrastructure
incentive pilot that distributes incentives to up to two demonstration projects per EDC
service territory. Such demonstration projects shall be limited to the electrification of
school bus fleets that are located in or operate more than 50% of their mileage in
disadvantaged communities. The Authority reserves the ability to modify this structure
and scope in future proceedings, as appropriate.

d. Program Administrator

The Authority designates the Program Administrator, when selected, to be
responsible for developing and reviewing MHD EV charging incentive applications,
selecting incentive awardees, filing such project awardee information with the Authority,
and ultimately distributing make-ready and EVSE incentives to pilot participants.
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Specifically, the Authority will direct the Program Administrator to design a selection
process for up to two demonstration projects per EDC service territory. The Program
Administrator shall develop an implementation timeline, estimated cost of
implementation, and application selection process. The minimum requirements for such
projects must be: (1) school bus electrification; (2) fleets located in or operating more than
50% of overall mileage in disadvantaged communities; (3) a demonstrated fleet
electrification plan; (4) electrifying at least two vehicles; and (5) a demonstration that the
fleet has applied for all available and eligible federal and state funding opportunities. The
Program Administrator shall coordinate with CGB to develop a consistent MHD EV
Program definition for eligible “disadvantaged communities.” Further, the Program
Administrator shall develop a prioritization selection process that includes, but need not
be limited to, the following priority criteria: GHG emissions reductions; managed charging
enrollment; bidirectional charging installed; and geography. The Program Administrator
shall file with the Authority as compliance the final selection process, including the
implementation timeline and cost, as soon as completed, but no later than January 1,
2026.

Additionally, the Program Administrator shall review all MHD EV charging
infrastructure incentive applications, select up to two demonstration projects per EDC
service territory, and ultimately distribute appropriate make-ready and EVSE incentives
to the selected awardees in accordance with the incentive program adopted in this
Decision. Once the Program Administrator selects the demonstration projects, the
Authority will direct the Program Administrator to file via motion for review and approval
all relevant information regarding the selected projects. Such information shall include,
but not be limited to, the site location, number of EVSEs and EVSE types (e.g., Level 2,
DCFC, kW capacity, etc.), make-ready requirements, overall project costs broken down
by line item, and overall incentive levels broken down by line item (e.g., EVSE incentives,
utility-side make-ready incentives, customer-side make-ready incentives, etc.). The
Program Administrator shall file such compliance as soon as projects are selected, but
no later than October 1, 2026.

Additionally, the Program Administrator shall develop a proposed program manual
that incorporates the program design described herein, and any necessary materials or
information determined to be necessary throughout the implementation of the
demonstration projects. The Program Administrator shall file the proposed program
manual and any accompanying materials for the Authority’s review and approval in the
2026 MHD EV Program Review Docket by January 1, 2027.

F. MANAGED CHARGING AND LOAD SHIFTING PROGRAM

1. Stakeholder Comments

Multiple stakeholders have emphasized the importance of incorporating managed
charging into a MHD EV program. See e.g., DEEP Comments, June 1, 2022, p. 16;
DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022, pp. 5, 19; WeaveGrid Comments, June 1, 2022, pp. 2-
3. Under a scenario of widespread deployment of MHD electric vehicles, DEEP
highlighted the potential cost impacts to ratepayers from increasing grid capacity to serve
the additional demand. DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 19. DEEP further opined
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that managing MHD EV charging to occur during off-peak hours will be critical in order to
limit the need for new electrical grid infrastructure and therefore reduce ratepayer
impacts. Id. Other stakeholders posited that managed charging could in fact reduce
costs for MHD EV fleet operators and make such vehicles more competitive with ICE
MHD vehicles. WeaveGrid Comments, June 1, 2022, p. 3; Eversource Comments, June
1, 2022, Ex. 1, p. 3; Amply Power Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 3.

Specifically, Eversource and Ul, through a MHD utility stakeholder group, asserted
that providing incentives through managed charging programs could help “ease the
transition” and lower energy costs for electrifying MHD fleets. Eversource Comments,
June 1, 2022, Ex. 1, p. 3. Amply Power highlighted that since much of MHD EV charging
occurs at private depots, managed charging can assist fleet operators in minimizing their
charging infrastructure investment by requiring fewer chargers per electric vehicle. Amply
Power Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 3. Finally, WeaveGrid opined that managed charging
is indeed critical in the MHD EV context in order to keep electricity prices competitive with
diesel prices over time. WeaveGrid June Comments, p. 3.

WeaveGrid and DEEP encouraged the Authority to leverage lessons learned from
the LD EV managed charging program in establishing the MHD EV program. WeaveGrid
June Comments, p. 3; DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 19; Tech Mtg. Tr., Apr. 21,
2022, 50:8-12, 50:23-25. Further, DEEP opined that MHD fleets that receive any make-
ready incentives through the program should be required to participate in managed
charging, as required in the LD EV Charging Program. DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022,
p. 10; see also LD EV Decision, p. 15.

Nonetheless, Electrify America and Eversource cautioned that managed charging
may not be appropriate for all MHD EVs. Electrify America Comments, May 27, 2022
(Electrify America May Comments), p. 3; Tech. Mtg. Tr., June 7, 2022, 82:15-22; Tech
Mtg. Tr., Aug. 11, 2022, 52:22-53:17. Electrify America encouraged the Authority to
segment by MHD EV use type, since only MHD EVs with long dwell time charging
sessions would be appropriate for managed charging programs. Electrify America May
Comments, p. 3. Eversource emphasized the difference between managed charging for
LD EVs versus MHD EVs, stating that the use cases and therefore charging needs are
very different. Tech Mtg. Tr., Aug. 11, 2022, 52:22-53:17. Accordingly, Eversource opined
that it may be necessary to establish different managed charging programs for the
different MHD EV segments. Tech Mtg. Tr., June 7, 2022, 82:15-22.

Finally, some stakeholders provided suggestions as to how a MHD EV managed
charging program could be structured. WeaveGrid Comments, June 1, 2022, pp. 2-3;
CGB June Comments, pp. 9-10; DEEP July Comments, p. 6. WeaveGrid asserted that
the program should be technology agnostic and offer customers multiple participation
options, such as through both networked EVSEs and vehicle telematics, to maximize
customer participation. WeaveGrid Comments, June 1, 2022, pp. 2-3. CGB noted that
ESBs are ideal candidates for managed charging programs since their duty cycles are
highly predictable and their charging can be delayed until off-peak hours. CGB
Comments, June 1, 2022, p. 10. Further, CGB suggested that ESBs could be co-located
with distributed generation such as solar, and their charging could then be managed to
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occur during the day to consume local solar production. |d. Additionally, CGB suggested
that some MHD EV fleets could manage their own charging manually by capping kW
charging capacity to a certain amount. Id., pp. 9-10. Therefore, customers could mitigate
demand charges themselves, as well as participate in managed charging even if their
technology does not permit utility integration. Id. DEEP suggested that a managed
charging program could be partnered with a supportive rate design, such as a TOU rate
that could further reduce MHD fleet operating costs. DEEP Comments, July 12, 2022, p.
6.

The stakeholder comments emphasizing the potential grid benefits of incorporating
managed charging for MHD EV fleet deployments support Program Objective #2.
Nevertheless, the Authority recognizes that participating in managed charging may not
be possible in all cases, whether due to limitations of current technological capabilities,
or limitations for a given MHD EV fleet application to be able to adopt a flexible charging
schedule. However, certain MHD EV fleets, such as ESBs, may be primed to participate
in a managed charging program in part due to their long dwell times. Further, as ESB
fleets are being deployed in jurisdictions across the country, there is an opportunity to
obtain data on load profiles and charging patterns to further examine the mechanics of
establishing a managed charging program that is compatible with ESB fleets.

2. Proposed Pilots

The Authority directed the EDCs to develop a managed charging program proposal
for MHD EV fleets that included analysis and recommendations for a managed charging
program for ESB fleets and modifications to the LD EV fleet managed charging pilot.
Procedural Order, p. 24. In response to the Procedural Order, the EDCs proposed two
pilot programs intended to develop experience with integrating EV fleet load. EDC
Proposal, pp. 28-31.

a. Load Management Technology Incentive Pilot (LMTIP)

As proposed, the Load Management Technology Incentive Pilot (LMTIP) would
provide incentives to support hardware and software solutions that enable participants to
shift load through permanent and automatic load management practices. Id., p, 28. An
initial fleet assessment would determine the planned baseline load over the planned
electrification period; the ability of the fleet to shift load based on fleet operations; and the
fleet’s ability and/or plans to use technology to shift load to off-peak periods. Id., pp. 28—
29. LMITP is designed to provide incentives for a broad range of technologies, including
all demand management technologies capable of balancing, curtailing, or deferring a
customer’s net EV charging demand on the grid, such as on-site energy storage; energy
storage integrated directly into EVSE; advanced load management software that
dynamically manages load in real time; and energy management systems that monitor
whole building energy load. Id., p. 29.

The EDCs proposed that upfront incentives cover up to 50% of all costs of eligible
technologies in baseline communities, and up to 100% in underserved communities.
EDC Proposal, p. 29. During the initial fleet assessment, LMTIP participants would
receive an evaluation to determine the reduction in peak demand resulting from the
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deployment of load management technologies. Id., p. 30. The amount of load reduced
would determine the available capacity for incentives, which would be multiplied by each
EDC’s Marginal Cost of Service to compare to the final maximum available site incentive.
Id. During the pilot, the EDCs would establish guidance on cost eligibility for various
technology scenarios. Id. The proposed pilot was based on a similar offering by the Joint
Utilities in UI's New York affiliate territory. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-88, p. 1. The New York
LMTIP was approved by the NY PSC on August 19, 2024. Id.

At this time, the Authority does not approve the LMTIP. There is limited information
available to consider the impacts and benefits to ratepayers, as well as a lack of
information on the willingness of fleet operators to adopt such technologies. Additionally,
the first year of the MHD EV Program will be restricted to a total of four initial projects.
See, supra, Section V.E, Charging Infrastructure Incentives. Given these limitations, the
Authority will direct Ul to provide an update on the implementation of the New York Joint
Utilities’ LMTIP by November 1, 2025. The update shall include a review of customer
participation, a breakdown of the costs associated with anonymized projects, and any
modifications proposed in New York. Similarly, CGB shall include an overview of any
learnings related to the specific load management technologies that fleets in its cohort
adopt as well as related recommendations in its compliance report following the
conclusion of the initial cohorts. See, supra, Section V.C.2, Fleet Electrification
Accelerator (directing CGB to file report as compliance).

b. Innovative Energy Solutions Program EV Charging Pilots

The EDCs recommended a Vehicle Grid Integration (VGi)/Vehicle to Grid (V2G)
pilot program for ESB fleets to gain experience in supporting school districts with
appropriate offerings to reduce overall costs and evaluate ESB fleets’ ability to support
the distribution system. EDC Proposal, p. 31. Subsequently, Ul began working with
GridEdge Networks on its Innovative Energy Solutions (IES) Program Cycle 1 V2G pilot
project. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-87; see also, Interim Decision, Dec. 13, 2023, Docket
No. 22-08-07, Innovative Energy Solutions Program Cycle 01, pp. 19-20. Ul and
GridEdge Networks amended the initial project scope, and rather than exporting to the
distribution grid as originally planned, the V2G electricity export will be contained to site-
use only. Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-89. Additionally, both EDCs will work with Bidirectional
Energy to deploy 100 residential bidirectional EV chargers in Connecticut, also through
the IES Program. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-87; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-87; see
also, Interim Decision, December 11, 2024, Docket No. 23-08-07, Innovative Energy
Solutions Program Cycle 02, p. 16. At least 20% of the installations will be in low-income
and disadvantaged communities, and all pilot participants will be able to manage their EV
charging via the Bidirectional Energy app to benefit from TOU rates while the EDCs can
rely on participating EVs as grid support assets. Id.

The EDCs currently propose to learn from the existing pilots in progress in the IES
Program. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-87; Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-87. Additional
pilots that may be necessary to address remaining knowledge gaps will be proposed
through the then-current IES Program Cycle. Id. The Authority agrees with the EDCs
that IES continues to be an appropriate mechanism for piloting innovative technologies
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and programs. To inform the MHD EV Program’s future development, both EDCs shall
submit descriptions of the results and/or progress of any IES Program projects that relate
to MHD EVs as correspondence by September 1, 2026.

3. Program Requirements for Managed Charging

Though managed charging may not be appropriate in all cases, whether due to
limitations of current technological capabilities, or limitations for a given MHD EV fleet
application to be able to adopt a flexible charging schedule, the Authority concurs with
stakeholders that it is an important program feature for reducing ratepayer costs. As such,
the Authority will require MHD EV Program participants to enroll in a managed charging
program to receive applicable make-ready and EVSE incentives. However, because the
MHD EV Program is initially limited to ESB demonstration projects, this requirement will
apply only to those projects, which offer an opportunity to evaluate managed charging
techniques for MHD EV fleets.

Unmanaged charging can increase peak demand on the electric system, which
can cause distribution upgrades, and increase GHG emissions by increasing the reliance
on peaking power plants and misalign charging with renewable energy generation.
Ev.energy Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 3. While transportation electrification directly
reduces tailpipe emissions, the source of electric generation impacts emissions overall.
CGB Comments, July 12, 2022, p. 9. As more renewables come online this decade,
electric generation is expected to be zero-emissions over 25% of the time, especially
during midday, which allows ESBs whose charging is managed to be emissions free
sooner. |d.

CGB opined that a managed charging program could provide cost savings to
customers, and information on vehicle charging patterns, rate design, and distribution
system planning to the EDCs. CGB Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 5. OCC pointed out
that managed charging with TOU rates has been proven cost effective in other
jurisdictions and supports learning more about assessing the potential benefits and costs
of managed charging in program design. OCC Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 3. Highland
also indicated the importance of TOU rates and managed charging in supporting
successful electrification, strongly recommending, if not requiring, managed charging
capability for all projects. CGB Comments, Att. E Highland Comments, Sept. 27, 2024,
p. 1. Save the Sound noted that a one-size fits all program would not be appropriate for
all MHD EV fleets and recommended a customized approach in collaboration with fleet
operators to balance fleet and grid benefits. Save the Sound Comments, Sept. 27, 2024,
p. 1. Sierra Club supported requiring participation in managed charging for all incentive
recipients. Sierra Club Comments, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 1.

As discussed above in Section V.E, Charging Infrastructure Incentives, the MHD
Program is initially limited to two ESB demonstration projects in each EDC territory per
year. The selected Program Administrator will evaluate applications based on, inter alia,
their ability to implement managed charging solutions to reduce demand during on-peak
system hours. This will provide additional information and allow the Authority to design
an effective and actionable managed charging program requirement for future program
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modifications.  Additionally, managed charging supports Program Objective 2 in
encouraging grid flexibility.

Therefore, the Program Administrator will develop selection criteria for the
demonstration projects that includes a requirement for managing ESB charging to reduce
electric demand during on-peak system hours. Further, the Program Administrator will
report on the results of the projects.

4. Optional MHD Load Shifting Program

As discussed above in Section V.D.5.a, Approval of Scenario 1, while Scenario 1
is broadly supported by participants in the instant proceeding and achieves several key
objectives, EDCs’ existing TOU periods do not align with the likely ISO-NE system peak
hours. The Authority understands that the EDCs are unable to adjust the on-peak hours
without significant changes to their billing systems. In light of this issue, the Authority
establishes an Optional Load Shifting Program to supplement rates developed under
Scenario 1. The Optional Load Shifting Program will provide an off-bill payment, not less
frequent than annually, to participants for electricity consumption that falls outside ISO-
NE system peak hours but within the EDCs’ on-peak hours net of electricity consumption
that falls outside EDCs' on-peak hours but within ISO-NE system peak hours. Customers
enrolling on the rates developed under Scenario 1 are not required to participate but only
have the possibility of reducing their costs by enrolling. In other words, participants
cannot pay more than they would by opting out of the program.

The Program Administrator, when selected, will collect and review for accuracy
data used to compute the credit each month. To compute the credit, the Authority
proposes the following methodology:

1. Obtain hourly electricity consumption data from the EDC, EVSE provider, or
fleet telematics provider and perform anomaly and accuracy detection.

2. Compute consumption occurring during EDC on-peak hours and outside ISO-
NE system peak hours (Ccredit).

a. For Eversource, this is the period from 12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. on
weekdays.
b. For Ul, this is the period from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. on weekdays.

3. Compute consumption occurring during ISO-NE system peak hours and
outside EDC on-peak hours (Ccharge).

a. For Eversource, this is the period from 8:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. on
weekdays.
b. For Ul, this is the period from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. on weekdays.

4. Compute the value of the credit by multiplying ccredit by the difference between
the on-peak and off-peak volumetric rates, inclusive of all bill components
(Vcredit).

5. Compute the value of the charge by multiplying ccharge by the difference between
the on-peak and off-peak volumetric rates, inclusive of all bill components
(Vcharge).

6. Compute the net credit as: Vcredit - Vcharge.
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7. If the net credit is positive, issue a payment to the customer in the amount of
the credit. If the net credit is negative, no action is taken.

Tables 4 and 5 below show the calculation and ultimate monthly net credit value
for a hypothetical customer, using the charging data from Eversource and Ul responses
to Interrogatory CAE-095. To calculate the Ccredit and Ccharge Values, the Authority assumed
that the monthly billed peak and off-peak energy are spread evenly in the peak and off-
peak periods. While this assumption is unlikely to reflect reality, the data presented in
Tables and 5 is for illustrative purposes only. The actual credit will be calculated using

interval consumption data.

Table 4: Supporting Data for Calculation of Load Shifting Credit for Eversource
and Ul

Eversource and Ul Interrog.

Peak (Ccharge)

Monthly Billed Peak Energy (kWh) 6,242 Resp. CAE-95
. Eversource and Ul Interrog.
Monthly Billed Off-Peak Energy (kWh) 18,238 Resp. CAE-05
Eversource
Total Scenario 1 On-Peak Volumetric Rate 028909 Eversource Interrog. Resp.
(per kWh) ' CAE-95
Total Scenario 1 Off-Peak Volumetric Rate 15704 Eversource Interrog. Resp.
(per kWh) ' CAE-95
Scenario 1 Volumetric Rate Delta (kWh) 13205 Calculated
Consumptpn in EDC Peak Outside ISO-NE 2.341 Calculated
Peak (Ccredit)
Consumption in ISO-NE Peak Outside EDC 1,140 Calculated
Peak (Ccharge)
Ul
Total Scenario 1 On-Peak Volumetric Rate
(per kWh) .339128 Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-95
Total Scenario 1 Off-Peak Volumetric Rate 157143 Ul Interrog. Resp. CAE-95
(per kWh)
Scenario 1 Volumetric Rate Delta (kWh) .181985 Calculated
Consumptpn in EDC Peak Outside ISO-NE 3,901 Calculated
Peak (Ccredit)
Consumption in ISO-NE Peak Outside EDC 3,420 Calculated

Table 5: Calculation of Load Shifting Credit for Eversource and Ul

Billing Billing
Quantities Rate Total | Quantities Rate Total
I(-J?:gits niing 2,341 0.13205 | $309.12 3,901 0.181985 | $709.97
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Load Shifting 1,140 013205 | $150.52 | 3420 | 0.181985 | $622.32
Charge
Load Shifting
N $158.60 $87.65

The Authority anticipates that the most challenging part of implementing this
process will be obtaining hourly charging data. For Ul, the Authority expects this will be
simple as customers already have the ability to download their interval consumption data
from Ul's account portal. By contrast, AMI has not yet been deployed in Eversource
service territory. Until AMI is fully deployed, the Authority allows customers to submit
charging data from either the EVSE equipment or MHD EV fleet telematics. See, supra,
Section V.D.5.a, Approval of Scenario 1.3% This customer-submitted data will be verified
by the Program Administrator.

The Authority will direct the Program Administrator, when selected, to file a motion
for review and approval, no later than January 1, 2026, proposing any changes to the
Optional MHD Load Shifting Program described above.

G. EVALUATION, MEASUREMENT, & VERIFICATION

The EM&V Consultant for the LD EV Program has the capacity to also provide
EM&YV for the MHD EV Program. Eversource Interrog. Resp. CAE-36. The scope of work
for the LD EV EM&V Consultant shall be expanded to include analysis of the MHD EV
program.

The EM&V Consultant shall develop Program metrics, associated calculation
methodologies, and data requirements for verifying Program performance based on the
established metrics. All metrics and calculation methodologies shall be subject to review
and approval by the Authority. At a minimum, the EM&V Consultant shall work with the
EDCs to collect and report on the following metrics:

e Number of site agreements signed and ports installed overall, broken down by the
number of site agreements signed and ports installed in underserved communities;

e A breakdown of distribution system costs, make-ready infrastructure costs, and
incentive payments;

e Networked charger data from the site hosts:

39 Ul argued that its billing is required to be accurate, with meters compliant with ANSI C12.30 per Conn.
Agencies Regs. §16-11-120, Accuracy of watthour meters, and § 16-11-130, Periodic tests, and that the
Company is unable to know the accuracy of any customer owned equipment. Interrog. Resp. CAE-110,
pp. 1-2. However, these regulations are related to meter accuracy, and do not limit the use of data
outside of meters to assess penalties or credits that flow outside of the bill. Additionally, Conn. Agencies
Regs. § 16-11-118(a), Measurement, states that “[a]ll electricity sold to customers shall be measured by
commercially acceptable measuring devices owned and maintained by the electric company, except
where it is impracticable to measure certain loads.” Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-11-118(a). ltis currently
impractical to measure when EV charging occurs using non-AMI meters. The Authority notes that Ul
uses telematics data provided to Ul from the charging stations of participating customers for light-duty
EV Residential Single Family Managed Charging Program. Interrog. Resp. CAE-97, p. 2.
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o Charger utilization data by site;
o Charging load profile for the program;
e Incremental kilowatt-hour sales from EVSE installed through the Program and the
associated additional retail revenue;
Program revenues (where applicable);
Managed charging performance;
Outreach and education metrics;
A methodology for calculating estimated avoided GHG emissions due to the
Program; and
e A cost benefit analysis using the above required information.

The EDCs, in coordination with the EM&V Consultant and the selected Program
Administrator, shall develop and submit a motion for the Authority’s review and approval
Program metrics, associated calculation methodologies, and data requirements for
verifying Program performance based on the established metrics. The proposed Program
metrics, calculation methodologies, and data requirements shall be submitted for the
Authority’s review and approval on or before October 15, 2025.

The EDCs, in coordination with the EM&V Consultant and the selected Program
Administrator, shall develop and submit a motion for the Authority’s review and approval
a proposal for ongoing program reporting on the overall program and demonstration
projects that aligns with the existing LD scope of work no later than December 1, 2025.
The proposed schedule shall result in a first report submitted to the Authority no later than
three years from the issuance of the Decision.

H. CosT RECOVERY

In July 2021, the Authority established a statewide, nine-year light-duty EV
Charging Program. LD EV Decision. The Authority determined that EV deployment is a
core business function of the EDCs and, as such, directed the EDCs to recover the
revenue requirement associated with implementing the EV Charging Program through
electric distribution rates following a normal rate case proceeding. Id., p. 45.

Specifically, in the LD EV Decision, the Authority directed the EDCs to recover
Program costs in two manners: (1) deferred accounting; and (2) as capital costs. Id., pp.
45-46. The LD EV Decision specified that all EVSE program costs, including rebates,
program administration, and education and outreach, would be tracked by the EDCs
through deferred accounting and that the EDCs can subsequently seek recovery as part
of each company’s next rate case proceeding. Id., p. 45; Decision, Docket No. 23-08-06,
Annual EV Charging Program Review - Year 3 (Year 3 EV Decision), p. 60 (clarifying
“‘deferred accounting” and “regulatory asset”). Deferred accounting costs that are
approved in a company’s rate case proceeding would become a regulatory asset
amortized over a five-year period. LD EV Decision, p. 46; Year 3 EV Decision, p. 60. The
carrying charges assessed shall be no more than the company’s last approved WACC.
LD EV Decision, p. 45. By contrast, capital or fixed asset program costs are not subject
to deferred accounting; instead, capital costs associated with the EV Charging Program
“shall be treated as any other capital asset, i.e., included in rate base and depreciated
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over their useful lives.” LD EV Decision, p. 46; Year 3 EV Decision, p. 60. The LD EV
Decision directed the EDCs to assume a 15-year estimated useful life for capital assets.
Id.

In March and April of 2024, the EDCs each filed a motion (Motion Nos. 21 & 22) in
Docket No. 17-12-03RE04, PURA Investigation into Distribution System Planning of the
Electric Distribution Companies — Zero Emission Vehicles, requesting the Public Utilities
Regulatory Authority (Authority) modify the funding mechanism for the LD EV Charging
Program as well as the MHD EV program. The same motions were filed in the instant
proceeding, submitted as Motion Nos. 6 & 7. Specifically, the EDCs requested that all
EV-related costs be deferred for recovery on a contemporaneous basis through the
annual revenue adjustment mechanism (RAM), including carrying charges on all deferred
costs at the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) from the time of cost incurrence.
Motion No. 21, p. 1, Motion No. 22, p. 20. Meanwhile, in early 2024, the EDCs publicly
announced that they would suspend compliance with some or all of the LD EV Charging
Program orders, without Authority approval. See, e.g., Decision, Dec. 4, 2024, Docket
No. 24-08-06, Annual Review of the Electric Vehicle Charging Program — Year 4, p. 30.
In response to the EDCs’ posture regarding LD EV Charging Program, the Authority
allowed the EDCs to seek recovery for certain EVSE program costs, including rebates,
program administration, education and outreach, through the RAM proceeding beginning
in 2025.40 Motion Nos. 21 & 22 Ruling, May 17, 2024, Docket No. 17-12-03REO04, p. 4.
The Authority did not address the requests in Motion Nos. 21 & 22 regarding the MHD EV
Program. For Motion Nos. 6 & 7 filed in the instant proceeding, the Authority denied the
requests because the Authority had not issued a decision on the Program, and as such,
had not reached a final determination on associated cost recovery. Motion Ruling Nos. 6
&7,p. 1.

Subsequently, on June 21, 2024, the EDCs filed a joint motion in their respective
RAM proceedings requesting that the Authority enable the recovery of EV Program
expenses through each EDC'’s respective annual RAM proceeding beginning September
1, 2024, and annually thereafter (Joint RAM Motion). Motion No. 26, Docket No. 24-01-
03, PURA Annual Review of the Rate Adjustment Mechanisms of The Connecticut Light
and Power Company, pp. 2-3; Motion No. 14, Docket No. 24-01-04, PURA Annual
Review of the Rate Adjustment Mechanisms of The United llluminating Company, pp. 2—
3. The Joint RAM Motion was granted with modifications contained in the final decisions
in the EDC’s RAM proceedings. Decision, Aug. 14, 2024, Docket No. 24-01-03, pp. 15—
19; Decision, Aug. 14, 2024, Docket No. 24-01-04, pp. 17-21.

In the EDCs’ MHD EV Program joint proposal, the EDCs requested that all capital,
O&M, and incentive costs that are incurred shall be recovered through the non-

40 |n the Authority’s Motion Nos. 21 & 22 ruling, it determined that the cessation of program offerings is a
violation of the Authority’s orders issued in Docket No. 17-12-03RE04, Docket No. 21-08-06 (Year 1
Program Review), Docket No. 22-08-06 (Year 2 Program Review), and Docket No. 23-08-06 (Year 3
Program Review), and that a failure to fund the program offerings will result in issuance of an NOV with
consideration of each day as a separate, ongoing offense pursuant to General Statutes § 16-41(a).
Motion Nos. 21 & 22 Ruling, May 17, 2024, Docket No. 17-12-03RE04, p. 6.
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bypassable Federally Mandated Congestion Charge (NBFMCC) that is also part of the
EDCs’ annual RAM filing. EDC Proposal, p. 46. Additionally, the EDCs proposed that
any incremental revenues provided as a result of the program be treated like all other
revenues. Id., p. 45. Therefore, the EDCs propose that the revenues produced from the
sales generated by the MHD EV charging stations flow through the EDCs’ revenue
decoupling mechanism (RDM) that is part of the respective EDC’s annual RAM filing. Id.
Under the RDM, the EDCs are authorized to perform an annual “true-up” to reconcile
actual revenues to the allowed revenue target authorized in the last rate case, and
therefore actual revenues in excess of the allowed revenue target are credited to
customers. Id., pp. 45—46.

The Authority enables the recovery of MHD EV Program expenses through each
EDC’s respective annual RAM proceeding, i.e. Docket Nos. XX-01-03 and XX-01-04.41
The Authority authorizes recovery of MHD EV Program costs, subject to a prudency
review, in accordance with the schedule for collection and review of other public benefit
costs in the RAM, and will conduct annual reconciliations of under- and over-collections
of MHD EV Program costs. The first filing of incurred costs shall occur in the EDCs’ March
1, 2026 filings in Docket Nos. 26-01-03 and 26-01-04. Any non-capital MHD EV Program
costs incurred shall be recouped as a component of the annual RAM proceedings, subject
to the established docket schedule, with any subsequent over- or under-collections
subject to carrying charges at the prime rate, in alignment with the current practice.
Prudently incurred capital costs will be recovered by incorporation into rate base in the
Companies’ next distribution rate case proceedings.

Allowing contemporaneous cost recovery through RAM as requested for the MHD
EV Program should not be perceived as the Authority condoning the Company’s unilateral
suspension of its compliance with orders related to the LD EV Program. Any violations
of MHD EV Program orders, particularly willful violations, will result in a Notice of Violation
with an assessment of penalties for any noncompliance. Further, this decision to allow
cost recovery through RAM for MHD EV Program, along with the revision to the LD EV
Program cost recovery methodology has a singular objective — to ensure the
uninterrupted implementation of grid modernization programs.42 Consequently, in
exchange for granting the EDCs contemporaneous cost recovery as outlined above, the
Authority expects a committed, good faith partner that can administer and invest in the
MHD EV Program. However, the EDC’s decision in early 2024 to unilaterally suspend
compliance with the LD EV Program necessitates certain safeguards to ensure grid
modernization programs and ratepayers are protected. As such, to foster the EDC’s good
faith commitment to the MHD EV Program, the cost recovery methodology approved
herein is conditioned upon each Company’s continuous, uninterrupted compliance with
the Authority’s grid modernization program orders, including those for the MHD EV
Program. Specifically, if the EDCs are later determined, in accordance with General

41 The Authority will allow the EDCs to seek recovery for certain EVSE program costs, including incentives,
program administration, and education and outreach, through the RAM.

42 The Authority’s grid modernization programs are identified in Docket No. 17-12-03, PURA Investigation
into Distribution System Planning of the Electric Distribution Companies, and associated reopeners,
including the docket series identified as Docket Nos. 2X-08-01 — 2X-08-09.
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Statutes § 16-41, to have violated an MHD EV Program order or other grid modernization
program order, the EDCs shall demonstrate to the Authority in any future RAM proceeding
why the cost recovery methodology approved herein continues to comport with the
principles of General Statutes § 16-19e(a) in light of such violation. The Authority
sincerely hopes that this safeguard will remain dormant and that the EDCs, having
obtained the cost recovery mechanism that each sought, will fully and effectively
administer the MHD EV Program and all other grid modernization programs without
interruption.

VI. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

A. CONCLUSION

In this Decision, the Authority establishes the five-year MHD EV Program, which
shall be available to applicable customers within the service territories of the EDCs. To
facilitate the implementation of the MHD EV Program, the Authority will select a Program
Administrator through a competitive process in accordance with General Statutes § 16-
244dd. The following key program elements achieve the MHD EV Program objectives.

As the administrator of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator, CGB will cover the
costs of FAS support for school districts and/or school bus operators in distressed
municipalities. Until CGB submits its proposal for a second stage of a FAS program, the
Program Administrator, when selected, will provide the Fleet Electrification Accelerator
offerings to school districts not covered by CGB’s program, and to other MHD vehicle
types such as transit and last mile delivery fleets.

MHD EV-specific rates will be made available for all MHD EV fleets with four or
more networked Level 2 or 3 chargers. The Optional Load Shifting Program will provide
a credit to participants for electricity consumption that falls outside ISO-NE system peak
hours but within the EDCs’ on-peak hours.

The Authority also adopts the Companies’ charging infrastructure incentive
proposals and establishes a make-ready incentive of $1,300/kilowatt (kW) up to 3
megawatts (MW) of capacity per site and an electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE)
incentive of up to 50% of the EVSE cost, up to $400,000 per site, varying by EVSE kW
capacity. Further, the Authority authorizes a MHD pilot infrastructure incentive offering
that provides such incentives to up to two projects per EDC service territory for
electrification of school buses. The Program Administrator will be responsible for
developing and reviewing incentive applications, selecting incentive awardees, filing such
project awardees with the Authority, and distributing make-ready and EVSE incentives to
pilot participants.

B. ORDERS

For the following Orders, electronic versions should be filed through the Authority’s
website at www.ct.gov/pura. Submissions filed in compliance with the Authority’s Orders
must be identified by: Docket Number, Title and Order Number. Compliance with orders
shall commence and continue as indicated in each specific Order or until there is a
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request and the Authority approves that the compliance is no longer required after a
certain date. Unless otherwise provided or determined by the Authority, filings submitted
in compliance with an order shall constitute satisfaction of the order. Filings requiring
Authority approval must be filed as a motion.

1. No later than October 1, 2025, CGB shall submit a motion for review and approval
in the instant proceeding detailing the final set of customer commitments required
to receive FAS services, as discussed in Section V.C.4.b, Customer Commitment
to Receive Fleet Advisory Services.

2. No later than October 15, 2025, the EDCs, in coordination with the EM&V
Consultant and the selected Program Administrator, shall develop and submit a
motion for the Authority’s review and approval in Docket No. 21-09-17, Program
metrics, associated calculation methodologies, and data requirements for verifying
Program performance based on the established metrics, as discussed in Section
V.G, Evaluation, Measurement, & Verification.

3. No later than November 1, 2025, Ul shall submit via correspondence in Docket No.
21-09-17, an update on the implementation of the Joint Utilities LMTIP, including
a review of customer participation, a breakdown of the costs associated with
anonymized projects, and any modifications proposed in New York, as discussed
in Section V.F.2.a, Load Management Technology Incentive Pilot (LMTIP).

4. No later than December 1, 2025, the EDCs, in coordination with the EM&V
Consultant and the selected Program Administrator, shall develop and submit a
motion for the Authority’s review and approval in Docket No. 21-09-17, a proposal
for ongoing program reporting on the overall program and demonstration projects
that aligns with the existing LD scope of work, as discussed in Section V.G,
Evaluation, Measurement, & Verification. The proposed schedule shall resultin a
first report submitted to the Authority no later than three years from the issuance
of the Decision.

5. No later than January 1, 2026, the EDCs shall make their respective Scenario 1
rate design, with modifications, available for all MHD EV fleets with four or more
networked Level 2 or 3 chargers, as discussed in Section V.D.5.a., Approval of
Scenario 1. The EDCs shall file, as compliance in Docket No. 21-09-17,
confirmation that the tariffs are available to MHD fleets.

6. No later than January 1, 2026, the Program Administrator shall file a motion for
review and approval, in Docket No. 21-09-17, proposing any changes to the
Optional MHD Load Shifting Program, as described in Section V.F.4, Optional
MHD Load Shifting Program.

7. No later than January 1, 2026, the Program Administrator shall develop an
implementation timeline, estimated cost of implementation, and application
selection process for up to two demonstration projects per EDC service territory,
submitted via compliance filing in Docket No. 21-09-17, as discussed in Section
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V.E.4.d, Program Administrator. The minimum requirements for such projects
must be: (1) school bus electrification; (2) fleets located in or operating more than
50% of overall mileage in disadvantaged communities; (3) a demonstrated fleet
electrification plan; (4) electrifying at least two vehicles; and (5) a demonstration
that the fleet has applied for all available and eligible federal and state funding
opportunities.

No later than January 1, 2026, the Program Administrator shall develop a
prioritization selection process, as discussed in Section V.E.4.d, Program
Administrator, that includes, but need not be limited to, the following priority criteria:

a. GHG emissions reductions;

b. managed charging enroliment, as discussed in Section V.F.3, Program
Requirements for Managed Charging;

c. bidirectional charging installed; and

d. geography.

The Program Administrator shall submit the final selection process, including the
implementation timeline and cost, via compliance filing in Docket No. 21-09-17.

No later than March 1, 2026, the EDCs shall file a proposal, via motion for review
and approval in Docket No. 21-09-17, that provides a solution to the misalignment
of Scenario 1’'s TOU period with the ISO-NE system peak hours, as discussed in
Section V.D.5.a., Approval of Scenario 1. The EDCs are exempt from this
requirement to investigate an alternative solution if they implement TOU rates that
align with the ISO-NE system peak hours before said date.

No later than March 1, 2026, the EDCs shall file a proposal via motion for review
and approval in Docket No. 21-09-17, regarding billing system changes or a
manual solution where tier selection is done when 12 months of billing data
becomes available, instead of waiting for the completion of the first full calendar
year of service, as discussed in Section V.D.5.a, Approval of Scenario 1.

No later than September 1, 2026, CGB shall submit a motion for review and
approval proposing a second stage of a FAS program in the 2026 MHD EV
Program Review Docket. The proposal shall include recommendations on the
following topics:

a. Approaches to expanding the Fleet Electrification Accelerator to include
school districts and operators from non-distressed municipalities and other
MHD vehicle types, as discussed in Section V.C.2, Scope of Fleet
Electrification Accelerator;

b. Changes to either the fleet electrification planning track or the fleet
deployment program of the Fleet Electrification Accelerator, as discussed
in Section V.C.3, FAS Offerings;

c. Additional general offerings that can assist all customers in electrifying, as
discussed in Section V.C.3, FAS Offerings.
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No later than September 1, 2026, the EDCs shall evaluate the performance of their
MHD rate offerings across growth stages, as well as performance of that rate within
different load factor tranches, focusing on defining and evaluating the extent of
optimization that occurs, and submit via motion for review and approval in the 2026
MHD EV Program Review Docket a proposal for any changes to or expansion of
the MHD rate offering, as discussed in Section V.D.5.a, Approval of Scenario 1.

No later than September 1, 2026, the EDCs shall submit descriptions of the results
and/or progress of any selected IES Program projects that relate to MHD EVs as
correspondence in the 2026 MHD EV Program Review Docket, as discussed in
Section V.F.2.b, Innovative Energy Solutions Program EV Charging Pilots.

As soon as the demonstration projects are selected, but no later than October 1,
2026, the Program Administrator shall file via motion for review and approval in the
2026 MHD EV Program Review Docket, all relevant information regarding the
selected projects, as discussed in Section V.E.4.d, Program Administrator,
including but not limited to:

the site location;

number of EVSEs and EVSE types (e.g., Level 2, DCFC, kW capacity, etc.);
make-ready requirements;

overall project costs broken down by line item; and

overall incentive levels broken down by line item (e.g., EVSE incentives,
utility-side make-ready incentives, customer-side make-ready incentives,
etc.).

P20 TO

No later than October 1, 2025, CGB shall file as correspondence in Docket No. 21-
09-17, a description of when the initial FAS cohorts were selected, who was
selected, when they will conclude, and CGB's plan after that cohort concludes, as
discussed in Section V.C.2, Scope of Fleet Electrification Accelerator.

No later than January 1, 2027, the Program Administrator shall file a proposed
program manual, via motion for review and approval in the 2026 MHD EV Program
Review Docket, that incorporates the program design described herein, and any
necessary materials or information determined to be necessary throughout the
implementation of the demonstration projects.

No later than two months after the initial FAS cohorts conclude, CGB shall file as
compliance, in Docket No. 21-09-17, a report on the results of the cohorts,
including identification and analysis of challenges in providing FAS, as discussed
in Section V.C.2, Scope of Fleet Electrification Accelerator. This report shall
include an overview of any learnings related to the specific load management
technologies that fleets in its cohort adopt as well as related recommendations, as
discussed in Section V.F.2.a, Load Management Technology Incentive Pilot

(LMTIP).
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18.  Fleet data received by CGB and/or the Program Administrator as part of FAS shall
be shared with the EDCs, as discussed in Section V.C.4.c, Data sharing and Fleet

Inventory.




APPENDICES

A. APPENDIX 1: CoMPARISON OF DATTCO BILLS UNDER EVERSOURCE TARIFFS AND SCENARIO 1

Billing Determinants
On Peak KW/kWVA 218.8
Total Load Factor 10.50%
Total kWh 16,541
On Peak kWh 4,665
Off Peak kWh 11,877
Load Factor LF10.5%
Rate 56 27 30 37 Scenario 1
Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill
Customer Charge 5 350.00 % 350.00 $ 44.00 $ 44.00 § 4400 5 4400 $ 270.00 $ 270.00 $ 350.00 § 350.00
Distribution On-Peak per KWh 5 0.02796 § 130.42
Distribution Off-Peak per kWh $ 002367 § 281.12
Distribution Demand per kVA S 7.91000 $ 1,730.71 $ 1422000 % 3,082.90 $ 14.22000 5 3,082.90 $ 8.69000 % 1,901.37 $ 1.13000 3 247.24
ESI per kWh $ 0.00352 % 28.23
ESI Demand per kVA 5 1.12000 % 245.06 $ 3.56000 3% 77181 § 3.56000 % 771.81 $ 2.09000 457.29 § 0.16000 § 35.01
RDOM per kWh S 0.00080 % 13.23 $ 0.00100 3% 16.54 3 0.00100 5 16.54 % 0.00101 % 16.71 $ 0.00080 5 13.23
Transmission On-Peak per kKWh $ 0.04343 3% 202.59 % 0.04045 3 188.68 $§ 0.04985 8 232.53
Transmission Off-Peak per kWh % 0.00970 % 115.20 % 0.00908 % 107.84 $ 0.01985 % 235.75
Transmission Demand per kYA 5 1216000 $ 2,660.61 $ 5.64000 $ 1,222.75 5 11.27000 $ 244334 3 640000 § 1400.32 § 174000 5§ 380.71
CAM per kWh 5 0.00600 $ 99.25 $ 0.00600 % 99.25 5 0.00600 S 99.25 $ 0.00600 % 99.25 § 0.00600 % 99.25
Renewable Energy per kWh 5 0.00100 % 16.54 % 0.00100 $ 16.54 3 0.00100 § 16.54 % 0.00100 § 16.54 $ 0.00100 $ 16.54
SBC per kWh 5 0.00030 % 496 $ 0.00778 3% 12869 3 0.00778 5 128.69 % 0.00701 § 115.95 $ 0.00030 3 4.96
CTA per kWh $ (0.00040) §  (B.62)
CTA Demand per kVA $ (0.17000) $  (37.20) $ (0.09000) $  (19.51) $ (0.09000) $ (19.51) $ (0.11000) $ (24.07) $ (0.02000) $  (4.38)
FMCC-Delivery On-Peak per KWh 5 0.00585 § 2775 % 0.04650 % 21691 § 0.02076 § 96.84 5 0.04281 § 199.62 $ 0.00595 3 27.75
FMCC-Delivery Off-Peak per kWh 5 0.00131 % 15.56 § 0.01038 § 12328 5 0.02076 § 246.56 $ 0.00951 § 114.13 $ 0.00131 § 15.56
FMCC-Generation per kWh $ (0.00150) $ (24.81) $ (0.00100) $ (16.54) $ (0.00100) $§ (16.54) $ (0.00100) $  (16.54) $ (0.00150) $  (24.81)
GSC On-Peak per kWh Charge $ 017227 % 80358 $ 0.12081 $ 60552 § 0.10810 % 504.25 $ 0.12081 § 605.52 $ 0.17227 3 803.58
GSC Off-Peak per kWh Charge S 0.14227 $ 168969 $ 0.09981 $ 1,185.41 § 0.10810 5 1,283.856 $ 0.09981 $ 1,185.41 $ 0.14227 5 1,689.69
Total Bill $ 7,594.93 $ 7,795.32 $ 8,698.52 $ 6,638.10 $ 4,585.78
Levelized Cost per kWh $ 0.46 $ 0.47 $ 0.53 $ 0.40 $ 0.28
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Load Factor LF 24.5%
Billing Determinants
On Peak KW/KVA 218.8
Total Load Factor 24.50%
Total kWh 38,596
On Peak kWh 10,884
Off Peak kWh 27,712
Load Factor LF 24.5%
Rate 56 27 30 37 Scenario 1

Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill
Customer Charge 3 350.00 % 350.00 % 44.00 § 4400 5 44.00 3 4400 % 27000 § 27000 % 350.00 5 320,00
Distribution On-Peak per kwh & 0.01854 3 202.88
Distribution Off-Peak per kWh $ 001578 3 437.30
Distribution Demand per KVA § 791000 % 1,730.71 § 1422000 % 3,082.90 5 14.22000 5 3,082.90 § 8.69000 % 1,901.37 § 3.39000 3 741.73
ESI per kWh $ 0.00235 3 80.70
ESI Demand per kVA 5 1.12000 % 24506 % 3.56000 % 771.81 § 3.56000 % 77181 $ 209000 % 457.29 § 048000 3 105.02
RDM per kWh 5 0.00080 % 30.88 % 0.00100 % 38.60 3 0.00100 3 3860 % 0.00101 % 38.98 % 0.00080 3 30.88
Transmission On-Peak per kWh § 004343 % 47270 5 0.04045 5 44026 F 0.03323 5 361.68
Transmission Off-Peak per kWh $ 0.00870 3 268.81 $ 0.00808 $ 25163 $ 0.01323 3 366.63
Transmission Demand per KVA § 1216000 $ 266061 § 5.64000 % 1,222.75 5 1127000 5 244334 % 640000 $ 1,400.32 § 521000 5 1,139.95
CAM per kWh 5 0.00600 % 231.58 5 0.00600 § 23158 5 0.00600 § 23158 § 000600 § 23158 % O0.00600 3 231.58
Renewable Energy per kWh 5 0.00100 % 33.60 § 0.00100 % 38.60 5 0.00100 5 38.60 $ 0.00100 % 33,60 % 0.00100 3 38.60
SBC per KWh 5 0.00030 % 11.58 § 0.00778 % 30028 5 O0.00778 § 30028 § 000701 § 270.56 % 0.00030 3 11.58
CTA per kWh $ (0.00027) $  (10.42)
CTA Demand per kVA $ (0.17000) $  (37.20) $ (0.08000) $  (19.51) $ (0.09000) §  (19.51) $ (0.11000) $  (24.07) $ (0.07000) $  (15.32)
FMCC-Delivery On-Peak per kWh % 0.00595 % 64.76 § 0.04650 % 506.11 3 0.02076 5 22596 $ 004281 § 46595 & 0.00595 3 64.76
FMCC-Delivery Off-Peak per KWh 5 0.00131 % 36.30 5 001038 3 28765 § 0.02076 $ 575.30 § 000961 § 26631 § 000131 3 36.30
FMCC-Generation per kWh $ (0.00150) $ (57.89) $ (0.00100) $  (38.60) $ (0.00100) §  (38.60) $ (0.00100) $  (38.60) $ (0.00150) 3  (57.89)
GSC On-Peak per kWh Charge 5 017227 % 187501 F 0.12981 % 141287 % 0.10810 5 1,176.58 % 0.12981 % 141287 & 0.17227 5 1,875.01
GS5C Off-Peak per KWh Charge 5 014227 % 394261 § 0.09981 % 276585 3 0.10810 5 299568 % 0.09981 % 2,765.85 § 0.14227 § 3,04261
Total Bill $11,122.60 $11,386.49 $11,866.50 $10,149.02 $ 9,943.58
Levelized Cost per kWh $ 0.29 $ 0.30 $ 0.31 $ 0.26 $ 0.26
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Load Factor LF 45.5%
Billing Determinants
On Peak KW/kVA 218.8
Total Load Factor 45.50%
Total KWh 71,679
On Peak kWh 20,213
Off Peak kWh 51,465
Load Factor LF 45.5%
Rate 56 27 30 37 Scenario 1

Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill Pricing Bill
Customer Charge 5 350,00 % 350.00 % 4400 % 4400 % 4400 3 4400 % 270,00 % 270,00 % 350.00 8 350.00
Distribution On-Peak per KWh $  0.00468 3 94.19
Distribution Off-Peak per kWh $ 0.00385 §  203.29
Distribution Demand per KVA S5 7.91000 % 1,730.71 % 14.22000 $ 3,082.90 3 14.22000 $ 3,082.90 % 8.69000 % 1,901.37 $ 678000 5 1,483.46
ESI per kWh § 0.0003% B 42.29
ESI Demand per kWA 5 112000 % 24506 % 356000 3 77181 5 32.56000 5 77181 § 2.09000 $ 45729 F 096000 3 210,05
RDM per kWh 5 0.00080 % 57.34 § 0.00100 3 71.68 5 0.00100 % 7168 § 0.00101 3 7240 § 000080 % 27.34
Transmission On-Peak per kWh $ 0.04343 § B877.87 $ 004045 $§ B1763 % 000831 § 16797
Transmission Off-Peak per kWh $ 0.00570 $§ 499.21 % 0.00808 $§ 467.31 % 000331 § 17035
Transmission Demand per kKVA $ 1216000 % 2,860.61 $ 5.64000 % 1,222.75 5 11.27000 § 2,443.34 % 640000 % 1,400.32 % 10.42000 % 2,279.90
CAM per kWh 5 0.00600 % 430.07 $ 0.00600 % 430,07 § 0.00600 % 430,07 $ 0.00600 3% 430,07 $ 0.00600 % 430.07
Renewable Energy per kWh 5 0.00100 % 71.68 § 0.00100 3 71.68 § 0.00100 % 71.68 § 0.00100 3% 7168 § 0.00100 % 71.68
SBC per kWh 5 0.00030 % 2150 § 0.00778 3 55766 & 0.00778 % 557.66 § 0.00701 % 50247 5 0.00030 3 21.50
CTA per kWh $ (0.00007) §  (5.02)
CTA Demand per kVA $ (0.17000) $  (37.20) $ (0.08000) $  (19.51) § (0.09000) § (19.51) $ (0.11000) $ (24.07) § (0.15000) §  (32.82)
FMCC-Delivery On-Peak per kWh 5 0.005%5 § 12027 % 0.04650 ¥ 93993 § 002076 5 41963 § 004281 3 86534 § 0.00595 % 120.27
FMCC-Delivery Off-Peak per kWh 5 0.00131 % 67.42 $ 0.01038 % 53421 & 0.02076 5 106842 $ 0.00961 $ 49458 § 0.00131 B G67.42
FMCC-Generation per kWh §$ (0.00150) $ (107.52) $ (0.00100) $ (71.68) $ (0.00100) § (71.68) $ (0.00100) $ (71.68) $ (0.00150) § (107.52)
GSC On-Peak per KWh Charge S 017227 § 3,482.17 $ 0.12981 $ 262391 5 0.10810 § 2,18507 % 0.12981 $ 2,623.91 § 0.17227 § 3,482.17
GSC Off-Peak per kWh Charge 5 0.14227 % 7,321.99 $ 0.09981 $ 5,136.77 § 0.10810 § 556341 % 0.09981 % 5,136.77 § 0.14227 § 7,321.99
Total Bill $16,414.10 $16,773.25 $16,618.48 $15,415.39 $16,428.60
Levelized Cost per kWh $ 0.23 $ 0.23 $ 0.23 $ 0.22 % 0.23
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